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PREFACE

In this volume we come to the transition from the archaic to the classical
period in the Eastern Mediterranean. It is marked by the major events by
which the Achaemenid empire of Persia came into conflict with the
Greek city states, events which brought the concepts of Greek and
Barbarian, freedom and despotism into the sharpest focus. But collision
did not rule out influence, before and after the two years, 480 and 479, in
which battle was most closely joined.

We begin by considering the geography and earlier history of the
Iranian uplands where the Persian empire originated; it is now possible
to do more than has previously been done in setting the archaeological
against the literary picture; in the process it becomes clear how little we
can say with confidence about the Median kingdom which Cyrus
overthrew. But Cyrus’ stature as a great leader can be more closely placed
in its historical context and more justice than usual done to his son
Cambyses.

That the empite survived for more than a generation was the work of
Darius, who rescued it from disintegration and gave it solid institutions
which carried it through the reverses sustained by his son Xerxes. The
Persepolis excavations and the new texts which they produce are now
making it possible to draw a picture of these institutions and their
attendant culture which is at least partly independent of the Greek
authors through whose eyes the empire has usually been seen.

The empire came to comprise many and varied areas, some with long
histories of their own, and the composite Chapter 3 examines the impact
of Persian rule upon them and what they in their turn brought to the
empire; these stories will be resumed in Volume vI.

While Persia’s empire grew in the last decades of the sixth century, the
city states of the Greek mainland were warring with one another and
incidentally gaining much experience of warfare on land and sea. By the
turn of the century two states were pre-eminent. One was a newcomer to
this position, Athens. Her prosperity under the long dictatorship of
Pisistratus and his sons provided the economic base for a daring
development towards a balanced and moderate form of democracy,

xvii
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devised by Cleisthenes. The citizens were inspired with enthusiasm and
vigour by the freedoms they enjoyed under their new constitution. They
defeated their neighboursonland, crossed the Euripus to win possession
of Chalcis and held off Aegina at sea. But Athens attracted only one
adherent, Plataea. The other great state, Sparta, was the acknowledged
leader of a large coalition of states. Her citizen soldiers had an unrivalled
reputation in set battle, and in the last decade of the century she revised
her method of consulting her allies in the coalition — so successfully that
she was at once acclaimed as leader by the states which decided to defend
themselves against Persia in 481 B.c. These developments are described
in Chapters 4 to 6.

The civilization which the Greeks were to defend differed radically
from the customs of the primitive tribal states of Europe and from the
older civilizations of the Near East and Egypt. Chapter 7 provides some
insight into the various aspects of this civilization: religious, political,
social, literary and philosophical on the one hand, and artistic,
architectural, economic and commercial on the other. It was the creation
not only of the Greeks of the mainland and the Aegean islands, but also of
the Greeks of the outer world, who had faced their own problems and
grown to maturity with remarkable speed. Indeed the Ionian states of
Asia Minor and their offshore islands led the way in maritime commerce,
the development of coinage, monumental architecture, practical engin-
eering and intellectual emancipation. Rational thinking, untrammelled
by traditional tenets and prejudices and insistent on attaining the truth,
was born in Ionia. The Greeks of the West laid the first foundations of
medical theory, practised dissection of animals and realized that the
human brain was the storehouse of knowledge.

The greatest contrast between the Greek city state and the Persian
state lay in the freedom of the individual citizen and his participation in
the making of political decisions. As long as the citizen of a Greek state
worshipped the civic divinities, he was free to believe in whatever god or
goddess he desired, but in his actions he was subject to the laws of the
state. Moreover, the citizen body was free to change those laws and to
conduct the foreign policy of the community. The Persian state, though
recognizing a multiplicity of divinities, accorded primacy to Ahura
Mazda, and his vicegerent on earth, the Great King, exercised absolute
authority over all his subjects in all matters of religion, law and politics. A
city state might aim to acquire some border territory from a neighbour.
The ambitions of the Great King were limitless. He claimed to be ‘the
King of the lands of all peoples’, and his aim was to bring all peoples
under his own dominion. Where he succeeded, his rule was not necess-
arily harsh. But obedience to his authority was to be unconditional, and
disobedience was punished with severity.
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PREFACE X1x

The contrast between Greek freedom and Persian authoritarianism
was accentuated when the Great King supported or imposed pro-Persian
dictators in the Greek city states which were within his empire. There
was a very real fear that such dictators had come to stay; for, although the
Scythians of south Russia eluded him, the Great King’s forces advanced
as far as Mt Olympus with very little opposition, and his ships sailed to
attack Naxos, in the centre of the Aegean Sea. It was now or never if the
Greek states of Asia Minor were to make a bid for their freedom. With
immense courage they rose in rebellion. In the end they were defeated,
but their rising was not in vain. For it showed to the city states of the
Greek mainland what principles were at stake and what weaknesses there
were in the war machine of Persia. So when Darius demanded their
submission, a majority of them refused and fought and won. They turned
back the tide of authoritarian rule, and they enabled the Western World
to shape its own future on the principles of individual enterprise and
political liberty. These epic struggles are described in Chapters 8 to 11.

The Histories of Herodotus of Halicarnassus in Asia Minor provide
most of the information available to us about the Persians and the Greeks
and the world of their time. Ever since he wrote some have regarded him
as the father of history, an honest enquirer and reporter within the limits
of the age; others have condemned him as simplistic, biased and even
dishonest. Judgements of him vary also according to the subject about
which he was writing. It is inevitable that the various authors who have
contributed to this volume express different evaluations of his history.
The editors have not thought it proper to suggest or impose an editorial
line.

In Part 111 we turn to the countries of the Western Mediterranean. The
early prehistory of these countries was described in Chapter xxxvir of
Volume 11, Part 2, and the transition from the Bronze Age to the Iron
Ageand the beginning of the historical period in Italy are described now
in Chapter 12. The centre of attention becomes Italy, which was destined
to play the leading role in the West, where the Phoenicians and the
Greeks were in competition with one another. The stimuli to progress
were provided by three enterprising peoples: the Etruscans, the
Carthaginians and the Western Greeks.

Our knowledge of the Etruscans, being based almost entirely on the
results of systematic excavation, has increased greatly since the subject
was treated in the corresponding volume of this history in 1926. We are
now in a much better position to judge whether this talented people was
indigenous to Italy or had come, as Herodotus believed, from the
Eastern Mediterranean. The study of the Italic peoples in Chapter 14 and
of their languages in Chapter 15 has made equally great strides, and it has
become possible to gain a firmer understanding of the Italic background
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XX PREFACE

from which Rome was to emerge as a city state of remarkable vitality and
administrative abilities. That emergence will be the subject of Volume
vii, Part 2.

The coming of Phoenician and Greek settlers to the Western
Mediterranean and the growth of their colonial foundations were
narrated in Volume 111, Part 3, and we resume the story when Carthage
had become the leading Phoenician state and the Greeks of South Italy
and Sicily shared the distinctive civilization of the Greeks of the
mainland and Asia Minor. The Phoenicians and the Greeks had been
rivals from the start of their history in the Mediterranean world, and that
rivalry reached a climax when Carthage invaded Sicily in the year when
Xerxes invaded the Greek mainland. The Phoenician cities made
common cause against the Greeks; but the Greek states weakened
themselves by internecine strife both in Italy and in Sicily. One result of
that strife was the establishment in many states of autocratic rulers who
took advantage of unsettled conditions and hired mercenary soldiers.
The rulers too fought against one another, and it was two of them who
invited Carthage to mount her invasion. But the invasion failed
disastrously. For Gelon ruler of Syracuse and Theron ruler of Acragas,
who were linked to one another by dynastic marriages, combined their
forces at Himera and won a resounding victory. The freedom of the
Greek states in Sicily was assured for what proved to be a period of
seventy years before the Carthaginians returned to the attack.

The scope of this volume differs in some respects from its predecessor
of 1926. The activities of Solon and Pisistratus are not included (they
figured in Volume 111, Part 3). We felt that if we began with the tyranny of
the Pisistratidae it would be easier to understand the interaction between
the expansion of Persia westwards and the awareness of an increasing
threat by the leading states of the Greek mainland. Since 1926 competent
histories of Greek and Latin literature and Greek philosophy have been
published, and we have abandoned the first edition’s practice of
providing separate chapters on literature and philosophy. Instead, we
have included the ideas of literature and philosophy in the chapter ot
chapters which describe the developing culture of each period in thisand
succeeding volumes. We hope thereby to relate the political and military
events more closely to their cultural background. The bibliographies of
the first edition were quite short. Much larger bibliographies are needed
in this volume in order to cope with the huge amount of scholarly
publication over the last sixty years. In some subjects such as the Persian
Wars in Greece we do not aim to be comprehensive, and we refer the
reader to the first edition for most works of the period before 1926. In
subjects on which less has been written it is possible to provide a fuller
bibliography. We continue our practice of including a map reference

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



PREFACE XXl

after a name in the Index, instead of compiling a separate index of names
in the maps.

Dr I. E. S. Edwards and Dr E. Sollberger helped to plan the contents
of this volume, and the present editors express their gratitude. The
editors are also grateful to Professor E. T. Salmon who undertook the
writing of Chapter 14 after the tragic death of Mt M. W. Frederiksen. He
wishes to express his thanks to Drs A. La Regina (Rome), Gabriella
D’Henry and G. De Benedittis (Campobasso) and A. Adamesteanu
(Lecce) for their help. We express our sorrow at the death of Dr C. M.
Kraay, and we are grateful to D. Nash and M. J. Price for revising Dr
Kraay’s section of Chapter 7. The typescript of the volume was already
with the Press, when we were deeply grieved to hear of the death of Dr
L. H. Jeffery. Dr J. D. Ray wishes to thank Dr I. E. S. Edwards and Dr
A. B. Lloyd for their advice, and Professor M. Ostwald wishes to express
his gratitude to Professor Homer A. Thompson for his help with
archaeological matters. We have received nothing but courtesy and
consideration from Miss Pauline Hire and other members of the Staff of
the University Press; and this has greatly lightened our editorial load.

Line-drawings have been included throughout the volume where
their presence was felt to enhance the text. Fuller illustration of the topics
covered here will be found in the Plates Volume to accompany Volume
v.

The editors have again to thank David Cox of Cox Cartographic Ltd
for the maps; and Marion Cox for preparing most of the illustrations
throughout the volume.

The index was compiled by Lucy Pollard.

1986 J.B.
N.G.L.H.

D.M.L.

M.O.
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CHAPTER 3/

SYRIA-PALESTINE UNDER ACHAEMENID
RULE

I. EPHAL

I. INTRODUCTION

In 539 B.Cc. Cyrus overcame Nabonidus, the last king of Babylonia; as a
consequence, Syria—Palestine fell into the Persian king’s hands, and thus
began the period of Persian rule in the history of these countries, a period
that was to last more than two hundred years. To the best of our
knowledge, Cyrus fought no battles in this region; neither was his
domination of Syria and Babylonia achieved in stages.! In view of the
way in which a transfer of imperial power is usually effected — a single,
decisive battle (sometimes two or three battles), with the administrative
system remaining intact and only the actual reins of government
changing hands — it is a teasonable assumption that Cyrus’ chief concern
was to ensure a decisive victory over Nabonidus in Babylon (where the
Persian king apparently enjoyed considerable local support). His success
in this enterprise made him master of a territorial complex which, under
the Chaldaeans, had extended ‘from Gaza at the border of Egypt (and)
the Upper Sea (=the Mediterranean) beyond the Euphrates up to the
Lower Sea (=the Persian Gulfy.2 Until 525, Palestine marked the
farthest limit of Persian rule; beyond Sinai lay Egypt. However, as a
result of Cambyses’ conquest of Egypt in that same year,? the entire
region west of the Euphrates took on a unique geopolitical significance
in the context of the Persian empire, which was to increase in time as the
conflict between the Persians and the Greeks gained momentum. Syria—
Palestine was now to be a vital bridge — both by land and by sea — for the
maintenance of Persia’s power in Egypt and for her struggle with
Greece, much of which took place at sea.

The area extending from the Euphrates to southern Palestine is
designated in the Eastern sources from the Persian period by the

1 Cf. B 267, 84-7.

2 B302,220,Nabonidno. 1.i 39—42; Cf. Nab.H;Bi42—4; Nab.H,A & Biii 18-20(B 270, 48, §2, 64).

3 Polybius (xvi.22a) lauds the heroism of Gaza: whereas all the cities had surrendered to the
Persians (not to Cambyses!), Gaza surrendered only after a siege. This information is not
corroborated by any other source.
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territorial term ‘Beyond the River’ (Akk. ebir nari, Aram. “@bar nahara’|
nah@rah, Hebr. “eber hannibar), which is Mesopotamian in origin. The
term also occurs in a Babylonian chronicle of the first years of Chaldaean
rule (the reign of Nabopolassar and the first years of Nebuchadrezzar’s
reign), and it is already used in Assyrian inscriptions dating from the end
of the eighth century and from the seventh.* Greek sources employ the
general appellations ‘Syria’, ‘Coele-Syria’ and ‘Syria and Phoenicia’.> In
Persian (or in Elamite) there is no special designation for Syria—Palestine;
when scribes writing in these languages had to refer to ‘the people of
Beyond the River’, they had recourse to the term ‘Assyrians’ (OP
ABuriya; Elam. Ai-fu-ra-ap).s

In conformity with the plan of this volume, this chapter will survey the
history of the region in the general context of the Achaemenid Empire —
from the standpoint of the imperial authorities. The detailed internal
history of the province of Judah and its neighbours in the Persian period
will be discussed in Volume vI.

The history of Syria—Palestine in the Persian period is extremely
difficult to reconstruct, primarily because of the paucity of our
information concerning the region — compared with the previous,
Assyrian period and, even more, with the later, Hellenistic period.
Moreover, what little information we do possess is unevenly distributed,
in respect of both territorial extent and chronological span: the Persian
royal inscriptions provide little if any data about the region; the Greek
historians describe Persian contacts with the Greeks in Greece, Asia
Minorand the Mediterranean, with all their references to Syria—Palestine
limited to the coastal strip; finally, the relevant biblical material deals
mainly with Judah, though touching indirectly upon her neighbours, in
the first generation of the Restoration (¢. 538~516) and the time of Ezra
and Nehemiah (second half of the fifth century). Archaeological
research, too, with its epigraphical and material finds, has focused
hitherto on Palestine and —to a lesser degree — Phoenicia. In the historical
picture derived from these data, most of Syria (up to the Euphrates) is
shrouded in almost complete darkness throughout the period surveyed
in this chapter (one might say that the beginnings of this ‘dark age’ date

4 Cf. B 320, 116; CAD E, 8.

$ The territorial extent of these three terms is identical in the pre-Hellenistic sources; see 8 507. On
the derivation Assyria> Syria, see B §05.

$ Compare the trilingual (Persian, Elamite and Babylonian) inscription from Darius’ palace at
Susa (DSf; on its different versions see B 110, 143; B 96, 3; B 175, 8). The fact that it mentions Mount
Lebanon as the source of the cedarwood brought to Susa indicates that ‘Beyond the River’ in the
Babylonian version is a primary geographical term, whereas the designation ‘Assyr(ians)’ in the
Persian and Elamite versions is secondary, necessitated by these languages’ lack of a special term for
the region in question. It is doubtful, therefore, whether anything can be inferred concerning the

administrative relation between ‘Beyond the River’ and Babylonia from the proximity of .48urd and
Babirus in the inscriptions of Darius I and in an inscription of Xerxes (XPh).
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back to the completion of the Assyrian occupation of Syria in the second
half of the eighth century); we have some basic knowledge of Phoenicia
and its city states; while events in Judah and the neighbouring countries
are relatively well documented. Under these conditions, our idea of the
political and military events that took place in the region, based on the
available written evidence, is meagre indeed. Nevertheless, the variegat-
ed information that can be gleaned from epigraphic finds in Palestine,
Phoenicia, Babylonia and Egypt, and from the Bible, illuminates our
picture of the empire’s administration and of the status of various ethnic
and demographic groups during the Persian period; various details of
this chapter can undoubtedly be applied to other parts of the Persian
empire.

II. OUTLINE OF POLITICAL HISTORY

By the time ‘Beyond the River’ came under Cyrus’ dominion, the
imperial system had already taken complete control of the entire western
part of the ‘Fertile Crescent’, a process that lasted more than 150 years.
Indeed, Syria and northern Palestine (the Kingdom of Israel) had been
absorbed into the Assyrian provincial system in the second half of the
eighth century. The semi-independent kingdoms in southern Palestine
(Judah and the Philistine kingdoms of Gaza, Ascalon, Ashdod and
Ekron) and Transjordan (Moab and Ammon), whose political existence
as vassal entities continued until the sixth century, were dissolved during
Nebuchadrezzar’s reign and they too were incorporated-iata. the
Chaldaean provinces (there are no records of the circumstances attending
the collapse of the Kingdom of Edom, but it must have occurred during
the Babylonian period). Only in Phoenicia did the city states of Tyre,
Sidon, Byblos and Aradus continue to exist throughout the Persian
period. It may well have been due to these specific political conditions —
the lack of ready-made political structures or of well-entrenched local
leadership cadres — that the region experienced few uprisings during the
Persian period. In fact, the only incontrovertible evidence for local
hostilities comes from Phoenicia, in the last generation of Persian rule.
Under these circumstances, it appears that the military and political
events known to have occurred in Phoenicia and Palestine during the
Persian period (as stated previously, we have no information relating to
other parts of Syria and Transjordan) are reflections of external
phenomena, much broader in scope, whose roots lie mainly in Egypt,
rather than independent undertakings of local elements.

The sources relating to Darius I - in particular, the Bisitun Inscription
— which report revolts and serious disturbances at the beginning of his
reign (522) in various parts of the empire (including Babylonia, Persia,
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Media, Elam and Egypt), provide no evidence of unrest in ‘Beyond the
River’. Concerning Judah, one may indeed discern echoes of messianic
hopes centred on Zerubbabel son of Shealtiel in Haggai’s prophecy
(2:20—3), given in the winter of ‘the second year of Darius’ (521),”
concerning that scion of the House of David, who was then serving as
‘governor of Judah’. However, these hopes never reached fulfilment. In
fact, it has been suggested that Zerubbabel’s disappearance from the
stage of history after 521 was due to his deposition by the Persian
authorities, who were concerned lest such authority entrusted to the
representative of a local dynasty inspire unrest, as had happened in other
districts of the empire.

In the year 487/6, some time before Darius’ death, Egypt revolted, to
be put down two years later by his successor Xerxes. Not long thereafter
Babylonia also rebelled, first under Bel-shimanni and subsequently
under Shamash-eriba. Xerxes, preoccupied with intensive preparations
for his great campaign against Greece, quashed the rebellion withan iron
hand, destroyed the city of Babylon and abolished its special status as an
imperial centre. In Ezra 4:6 we find a brief statement to the effect that ‘in
the reign of Ahasuerus (= Xerxes), in the beginning of his reign, they
{‘theadversaries of Judah and Benjamin’] wrote an accusation against the
inhabitants of Judah and Jerusalem’, presumably emphasizing the
seditious nature of the latter (compare the letter addressed to Artaxerxes
in connexion with the restoration of the walls of Jerusalem, Ezra 4:12—
16). It has even been suggested that the passage in Nehemiah 1:2—3
concerning the ruined wall of Jerusalem and ‘the Jews, the remnant who
have survived the captivity’ — and possibly other passages too — hint at
anti-Persian activities in Judah in those critical years, activities that
forced the authorities to take stern action, possibly with the willing
participation of Judah’s neighbours.8 However, this suggestion is hardly
tenable, if only for the reason that the biblical passage in question seems
to be referring to an event much closer in time to Nehemiah’s arrival in
Jerusalem. The surviving sources are silent as to the influence exerted on
‘Beyond the River’ by other events in the Persian empire ~ above all, by
the failure of Xerxes’ great campaign against Greece, in which
Phoenician ships played a prominent part (see below, pp. 144, 156).

Phoenician ships continue to be attested in the struggles with Athens
which followed, at the battle of the Eurymedon (Thuc. 1.100.1), in the
Athenian expedition to Egypt (M~L 34), and in Cimon’s last expedition
to Cyprus in 450, when the Athenians fought the battle of Cypriot
Salamis against the Phoenicians, Cypriots and Cilicians (Thuc. 1.112.4).
The importance to the Persians of the Phoenician fleet is also evident

7 And not 520, the generally accepted date. On this method of calculation see B 478.
8 B 498.
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from the sarcophagus inscription of Eshmun‘azar II, king of Sidon. In
this inscription, Eshmun‘azar reports the annexation to Sidon of ‘Dor
and Joppa, the great corn lands in the field of Sharon’, which he had
received from the king of Persia (‘the Lord of Kings’) as a reward for ‘the
important deeds which 1did’ (KAI 14.18~-20). Opinions are divided as to
the precise dates of Eshmun‘azar II’s reign. According to scholars who
place him around the mid-fifth century, the inscription is referring to the
above-mentioned events in the 6os of that century. On the other hand, if
one dates his reign a few decades earlier, the reference to ‘important
deeds’ recalls the prominent role of the Sidonian fleet in Xerxes’ Greek
campaign (in 480), cf. Hdt. vi1.96, 99; vIir.67.

One clear piece of evidence shows an impact of Athenian imperialism
on our area. The gravestone of those Athenians of the Erechtheid tribe
who died in the first year of their Egyptian expedition — 460 or 459 ~
names among the places where they died Cyprus, Egypt and Phoenicia
(M—L 33). Nothing more need be involved than a skirmish at a landing
on a coasting voyage from Cyprus to Egypt, and it would be wild to
guess from the order of the names at a raid from Egypt up the Palestinian
coast. More substantial claims have been made from a weaker piece of
evidence. Craterus, the early third-century collector of decrees, quoted
the name of A@pos under the heading of ‘Carian tribute’ (K apixos $dpos)
(FGrH 342 F 1). That this is a reference to an Athenian tribute-list seems
certain, and there is something of a case for attributing it to an Athenian
assessment of tribute for 454.1° A Carian Doros is unknown, and some
authors identify this city with the port of Dor, south of the Carmel coast,
on the assumption that it served the Athenian fleet as an important
station ez route to Egypt to help Inaros (and perhaps also Amyrtaeus) and
during the fleet’s sojourn there. However, this hypothesis, based as it is
on toponymic identity alone, raises difficulties and should probably be
rejected, on the grounds that it implies a far-reaching conclusion,
namely, that the Athenians maintained a foothold for several years at a
point quite far up the Palestinian coast, in a hostile region, under
undisputed Persian domination and in close proximity to the main bases
of the Phoenician fleets.

The ‘Peace of Callias’ (449) debarred the Athenians from acting in the
Eastern Mediterranean, a provision that undoubtedly facilitated the
Persians’ control of Egypt, Cyprus and ‘Beyond the River’.

Hints of tension in Palestine during the reign of Artaxerxes I — but
before Nehemiah’s adventto Judah (i.e. between the years 464 and 445) -
may be discerned in Ezra 4:7—-23, concerning the letter of accusation
despatched to the king by Rehum the commissioner, Shimshai the scribe

9 Concerning the date of Eshmun‘azar II’s reign, see B 485; B 499.
10 ¢ 43,1 203~4, 483, 496, 11T 9~11, 174—7, 260—2; B 487; A 38, 420-1.
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and ‘the rest of their colleagues, who dwell in Samaria’; this letter
prompted the authorities to halt the building of the wall ‘by force and
power’. It would appear, too, that the text of Nehemiah 1:2—3; 2:3, 17
refers to the events of that period.!!

In the second half of the Persian period, particularly during the reign
of Artaxerxes II (404—358), the empire was weakened by strife both
within and without. The salient features of the history of ‘Beyond the
River’ at this time are Egypt’s independence (404—342, XX VIIIth to
XXXth Dynasties) and the extension of that country’s domain of
influence and military might in Palestine and Phoenicia, on the one hand,
and Persia’s abortive attempts to re-subjugate Egypt, on the other.

Full narrative is reserved for Volume vi, but various points relevant to
our general understanding of the region must be noted here. In the
attempt on the throne by the younger Cyrus in 401, the route of his march
—from the Syrian Gates at Mount Amanus to Thapsacus, where he was to
cross the Euphrates — led him past the palace and ‘paradise’ of Belesys
(= Belshunu, Bél-Sunu), ‘the ex-governor of Syria’ (concerning this title
see below, p. 154), which he destroyed (Xen. An. 1.4.10); mysteriously,
the immense army of Abrokomas (the new governor? his title is not
specified!?), the Persian commander in Phoenicia, played no effective
part in the campaign.!3

Once Egypt had thrown off the Persian yoke at the end of the fifth
century, it quickly turned its attention to Asia. In fact, it would appear
that the Egyptians seized control of the entire coastal strip of Palestine
and Phoenicia for a time. That this is the case follows from Diodorus’
account (xv.2.3—4) of the alliance between Evagoras, king of Cypriot
Salamis, in rebellion against the Persians, and Pharaoh Achoris (393—
380), in whose name Evagoras seized Tyre and other Phoenician cities,
and from inscriptions of Pharach Nepherites I (399—393), found at
Gezer, and of Achoris at Acre and Sidon.!* But in 373 we find Acre once
again under Persian control, serving as the main base for an attack on
Egypt by the Persian commander Pharnabazus (Diod. xv.41.3;? [Dem.]
§52.20). A further invasion of Phoenicia was made by Pharaoh Tachos in
361 (Diod. xv.92.3—5).

Under Artaxerxes I11 (359—338) there was a major rising in Phoenicia,
not surprisingly backed by Egypt. According to Diodorus (xvi.40—5),
the immediate cause was provocative behaviour on the part of senior
Persian officials towards the Phoenician delegates — natives of Aradus,
Sidon and Tyre — who had convened at Tripolis. The revolt was led by

"B oags, 313,

12 On the assumption that Abrokomas was the new satrap of Syria, see B 490, 311-17 [155—61].
13 For speculation about the role of Abrokomas’ force, see B 155, 373; B 824, 76-7.

4 B 870, 374, 382, 384.
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Tennes, king of Sidon, and Sidon’s wealth ensured speedy acquisition of
the mercenaries, ships, equipment and provisions necessary for the war.
The insurgents destroyed the ‘King’s Paradise’, set fire to the grain
stored for the Persian cavalry, and took vengeance on the offending
Persians. Artaxerxes eventually took the field himself. Tennes betrayed
the cause, and the Sidonians proceeded to seal off their besieged city and
set it on fire, together with themselves and their families. According to
Diodorus, 40,000 people died at Sidon and the king sold treasure-seekers
the privilege of searching among the ruins for melted gold and silver,
going on himself to a successful reconquest of Egypt.15 There is no doubt
that this story of the city’s destruction is exaggerated, since Sidon is
mentioned as a city of some importance when Alexander arrived in
Phoenicia in 332 (Art. Anab. 11.15.6, 20.1; Curt. rv.1.15ff).

According to accounts by late authors (Eusebius, Solinus, Syncellus;
and cf. Josephus, citing Hecataeus of Abdera, in Ap. 1.194), Artaxerxes
I11, on his way to regain Egypt, exiled rebellious Jews, some to Hyrcania
near the Caspian Sea district and others to Babylonia; he also subdued
Jericho. These data may well be connected with Tennes’ rebellion; if so,
they tell us something of its extent.¢

The political and military pendulum that swung back and forth over
the region for the last sixty years surveyed above could not but have left
its mark on the pattern of human habitation in Palestine and Phoenicia; it
therefore provides a major basis for interpreting various salient
archaeological phenomena. Thus, destruction levels in many cities along
the coast and'coastal plain of Palestine, dating in general to the years 400~
380, may be attributed to the Persian-Egyptian struggle for hegemony in
the area in those years.!? Similarly, the destruction evident at such sites as
Hazor, Megiddo, Athlit, Lachish and Jericho has been associated with
the Persian reaction to the revolt of Tennes.'® However, since our
historical picture of this stormy chapter in the history of Palestine lacks
adequate detail, one cannot accurately determine the circumstances
which brought on the destruction or the identity of those who wrought
it.

The last stage in the history of Persian domination of ‘Beyond the
River’, unlike the first, was one of major military activity. Although the
rulers of Aradus and Byblos surrendered to Alexander on his arrival and
the people of Sidon welcomed him with open arms, Tyre refused him
entrance and resisted a siege for seven months.

The war on Tyre was accompanied by military and political measures

15 _A4BC Chronicle g reports the arrival of Sidonian prisoners in Babylon, apparently in October
345, but there is some doubt about the year; see Sollberger ap. B 479.

16 Cf. B §11, 1 43, I1 421—2. 7 B 510, 2453, and, in detail, B 509.

18 B 474; see, however, B 510, 255.
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in other parts of the country: Parmenion fought the ‘Syrians’ (south of
Damascus?), who were opposed to Macedonian rule, and Alexander
invaded the Anti-Lebanon, waging war on its ‘Arab’ inhabitants (Curt.
v.1.5; Arr. Anab. 1.20.4). Josephus relates that at that time the
Samaritans (= the residents of the province of Samaria) submitted to
Alexander, and their leader, Sanballat (IIT), put an auxiliary force of 8,000
men at Alexander’s disposal during the siege of Tyre. On the other hand,
Alexander’s appeal to the Jews to provide auxiliary forces and food
supplies for his army was denied by the high priest, who declared that the
Jews’ oath of allegiance to Darius was binding as long as the latter was
alive (A] xr.317-21).

By the time Alexander left Tyre, he was already in control of ‘all the
rest of what is known as Syrian Palestine’ (Arr. Anab. 11.25.4). The only
city still resisting him was Gaza. This city was led by a (Nabataean?)
eunuch named Batis, at whose disposal stood ‘Arab’ mercenaries and
sufficient supplies to sustain the city during a lengthy siege. Gaza was
overcome by storm after a two-month siege. Its defenders fought to their
deaths, the women and children were sold as slaves, and the city was
resettled with people from the neighbouring (Bedouin?) tribes. It is
noteworthy that the opposition to Alexander at Tyre and Gaza, which
delayed his final victory over the Persian king and cost him considerable
military effort, came from local elements (the reasons for this behaviour
on their part are unknown and can only be conjectured), rather than from
the political and military might of Persia. It would seem that by this time
Persian rule in Syria—Palestine was at the most nominal.

IIT. DEMOGRAPHY AND PERSIAN POLICY TOWARDS ETHNIC
GROUPS

The administrative and territorial subdivision of ‘Beyond the River’
under Persian rule was conditioned by two principal factors: (1) the
diversity of ethnic and national groups, exhibiting various patterns of
relationship wis-a-vis the Persian authorities; (2) considerations of
administrative efficiency, with allowance for the interests of the local
groups. The official recognition of ethnic-national units — as distinct
from political-territorial units — as a significant factor in the delineation
of imperial policy and administrative practice, an innovation in the
history of Syria—Palestine, emerged for the first time under the Persians
and was to reappear in later periods. It became possible largely because
most of the local political entities in the area had been obliterated by the
Assyrians and the Babylonians, and also because the Persian authorities
tended to base their control of the multinational empire on existing
alternative frameworks.
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Among the various appellations for population groups in ‘Beyond the
River’, we find certain general terms: ‘Syrians’, ‘Phoenicians’ and
‘Arabs’. The first two derive from territorial definitions. The broadest of
them, ‘Syrians’ (which does not figure in Hebrew or Aramaic sources), is
applied in the Greek sources to the population inhabiting most of
‘Beyond the River’ (with occasional references to subgroups such as
‘Syrians of Palestine’; Hdt. 11.104; vi1.8¢) and even farther afield:
northern Sinai, on the one hand, and the left bank of the Euphrates and
Cappadocia in Asia Minor, on the other.!® The term ‘Phoenicians’, which
is also unique to the Greek sources, encompasses the inhabitants of the
coastal region of Lebanon and northern Palestine — the people of Aradus,
Byblos, Sidon and Tyre. As to the ‘Arabs’, this term is merely a general
noun, applied from the mid-ninth century onwards to various ‘Bedouin’
groups within the limbs of the ‘Fertile Crescent’. Reckoned among the
‘Arab’ groups in the area of Syria—Palestine in the Persian period we find
the Kedarites (cf. the inscription of ‘Qaind son of Geshem, king of
Kedar’ from Tell el-Maskhuta, fifth century);20 some of them were
apparently the ‘(Arab) Nabataeans’, first explicitly mentioned in
Diodorus XI1X.94—100, in connexion with the year 312, and well known
since the beginning of the Hellenistic period in Transjordan, southern
Palestine and northern Sinai. The ‘Arabs’ in the Anti-Lebanon,
mentioned as the target of one of Alexander’s operations (Arr. Anab.
11.z0.4), may possibly be identified with the Ituraeans, who figure in the
classical sources for that region from the end of the second century B.c.
and onwards; they are also known from the Bible (Gen. 25:15; I Chron.
5:19).

More specific designations of ethnic groups occur in the book of
Nehemiah: in addition to the Jews, we find — in the middle of the fifth
century — Tyrians, Sidonians, Ashdodites, Ammonites and Moabites.

One question of paramount significance for the history of Palestine in
the Persian period concerns the ethnic composition of the population of
the province of Samaria. One possibility is that they were mostly
descended from the original inhabitants of the area, prior to the
destruction of the kingdom of Israel by Tiglath-pileser III and Sargon
kings of Assyria, while only a relatively small group, mainly the ruling
class, was descended from the exiles who were settled in Samaria during
the Assyrian period.?! Alternatively, the bulk of the population may have
consisted of the descendants of those exiles. In actual fact, this question

19 On the Syrians of Northern Sinai see, e.g., Hdt. 1t.5; of the left bank of the Euphrates, Arr.
Anab. 11.8.6; and of Cappadocia, Hdt. 1.72, 76, 11.104, 111.90, V.49, VIL.72.

20 See Pls. Vol. pl. 93; B 875; TSSI 11 no. 25.

21 On deportations from the kingdom of Israel, see 11 Kings 15:29; 17:6;1 Chron. 5:6, 26; ANET
283-5.
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should be extended to include the whole of Syria—Palestine. The
Assyrian policy of mass deportation (which actually continued into the
Babylonian empire, though based on different principles and more
limited in extent) affected the ethnic-demographic make-up of the entire
region;?? quantitative evaluation of the changes it wrought is of crucial
importance in defining the ethnic character of the population of Syria—
Palestine in the Hellenistic period — the next point at which our
knowledge of the history of the region begins to fill out again.

It is quite evident that the members of Sanballat’s family, which
provided the governors of Samaria from the mid-fifth century until the
end of the Persian period, worshipped Yahweh, as did the Jewsin Judah.
However, the authors of the letter of accusation to Artaxerxes, the
purpose of which was to prevent the reconstruction of the Jerusalem
wall, describe themselves as ‘the men of Erech, and of Babylon, and of
Susa — that is, the Elamites — and other peoples whom the great and
glorious Osnappar (= Ashurbanipal) deported and settled in the city of
Samaria, and the rest of the province of Beyond the River’ (Ezra 4:9—10),
in an obvious effort to emphasize their distinctness from Judah and its
people. Clearly, then, there was in Samaria some kind of ethnic-religious
stratification, the details of which lie beyond our ken.

Conclusions may sometimes be drawn with regard to ethnic and
related questions by examining the structure of proper names, and
particularly of their theophoric components. Thus, for example, the
Arab and Idumaean names occurring in the dozens of fourth-century
ostraca discovered at Beersheba and Arad?? testify to the infiltration of
southern Palestine by a population group from Transjordan which was
to constitute the majority of the inhabitants of the eparchy of Idumaea in
the early Hellenistic period. Now, it is presently known that the Wadi
Daliyeh papyri and seal-impressions (dating to 375/365—335) contain
names with theophoric elements that testify to Idumaean (Qos), Moabite
(Chemosh), Aramaean (Sahar), Babylonian (Sin, Nabu) and Jewish
(YHW) origins;2¢ however, as long as the names have not been fully
published and the statistical frequencies of their different elements
remain unknown, it would be premature o draw unequivocal conclu-
sions concerning the ethnic make-up of the population of Samaria.

Although the general correlation between the provincial administra-
tive units in ‘Beyond the River’ and the territorial span of the ethnic blocs
is clear, it should be emphasized that, during the Persian period, these
two forms of organization did not always imply territorial coincidence.
That is because the territorial demarcations characteristic of the ethnic

22 On deportations to the province of Samaria, see Il Kings 17:24; Ezra 4:2, 9; ANET 284, 286.

On Assyrian deportation policy, see B 310; on some features of Babylonian deportation policy, see
B 267. 2 B 502—4. 24 B 480, especially 52.
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groups, though fluid, generally shifted slowly and gradually, whereas an
administrative unit could be expanded or contracted in the brief time
required to issue a government decree. Thus, for example, one can infer
from the book of Nehemiah that there were Jewish settlements between
Hebron and Beersheba in the mid-fifth century (Neh. 11:25—30), while
the Jewish population of the area to the south of the Tekoa—Beth-zur—
Keilah line, in the southern part of the Judaean Hills, was in a state of
decline and retreat during the Persian period. By dint of this progressive
decline, the ethnic-demographic character of Idumaea — the district to
the south and west of the above-mentioned line — had, as we have already
stated, stabilized by the fourth century.

Similarly, it follows from the Perip/us of Pseudo-Scylax that, around
the middle of the fourth century,?> Phoenicians were occupying the
entire coast south of the Thapsacus (= Orontes) River2é in northern
Syria, as far as Ascalon in southern Palestine. A comparison of the
information gleaned from this source with that conveyed by the
inscription of Eshmun‘azar, king of Sidon, might tempt one to suppose
that, during the century prior to the composition of the Periplus, one of
the Phoenician city states had extended its domain to the south, from
Joppa to Ascalon. However, the picture outlined by Pseudo-Scylax is
different; we find Tyrian and Sidonian settlements alternating along the
coastal region south of Phoenicia proper: Adarus (= Athlit?), Dor and
Joppa are inhabited by Sidonians (as we know, Dor and Joppa ate also
mentioned in the Eshmun‘azar Inscription); Crocodeilonopolis and
Ascalon by Tyrians. It would seem, therefore, that the pattern is not one
of a complex subdivision into relatively numerous, small, territorial-
political units,2? but rather one of colonies — perhaps only quarters or
emporia — distributed alternately between Tyrians and Sidonians,
depending on the exigencies of coastal shipping and trade. If this
approach be accepted, the Perip/us cannot be seen as reflecting the
administrative-territorial organization of the coastal region, but only an
arrangement — involving no demarcation of boundaries — whereby the
Tyrians and Sidonians benefited from various (extra-territorial) eco-
nomic privileges.28

25 On this source, see B 486, 185-210; B. 490, 356—85 [200—29)].

26 The name of this river bears no geographical relation to the North Syrian city of Thapsacus,
near which Cyrus the Younger and Alexander the Great crossed the Euphrates. The west Semitic
toponym tipsah is derived from the root psh, ‘to cross, pass’, and it denotes a ford or crossing-place of
ariver; cf. B 491, 286—8. Hence it may well have been the name of numerous places, among them the
mouth of the Orontes.

27 The territorial pattern becomes even more complex if one locates the province of Ashdod to
the north of Ascalon.

28 [n this connexion, cf. the term kdru(m ) in Neo-Assyrian documents, particularly those relating
to the Phoenicians and the Palestinian coast (such as NL 12; 4BL 992; B 241, 108 iii 18—30). Cf. also B

483, 101—-2, nn. 339—40.
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Our information concerning the policy of the Persian authorities vis-a-
vis the people of the satrapy ‘Beyond the River’ relates mostly to the Jews
and the province of Judah, mainly up to the middle of the fifth century
(owing to the nature of the available sources). Nevertheless, as it is rather
improbable that the Jews received preferential treatment, one can
assume that other ethnic-national groups were dealt with similarly.

Cyrus’ Edict (in both its versions, Ezra 1:2—4; 6:3—5)2? and the biblical
accounts of several waves of Jewish returnees, from the issuing of the
Edict until Ezra’s journey to Jerusalem in the time of Artaxerxes I,
indicate that Cyrus and his successors maintained a policy of repatriation
for some eighty years. Babylonian legal documents discovered at Neirab
in northern Syria— the latest of them date from the first years of Darius I’s
reign — imply that members of other ethnic groups, such as the
Neirabaeans, were allowed to return home from their places of exile.30

The restoration of the Temple at Jerusalem and the resumption of
worship there were sanctioned by royal decree. First, Cyrus granted
permission to rebuild the Temple — and even returned the holy vessels
pillaged by Nebuchadrezzar. And Darius and Artaxerxes I went even
further, commanding that the expenses involved in building the Temple
and maintaining its cult be defrayed from ‘the resources of the king
derived from the taxes of the province of Beyond the River’; the Temple
personnel would be exempt from payment of the taxes (tribute, poll tax
and land tax) to which all citizens of the province were liable; sacrifices
would be offered up in the Temple to ‘the God of Heaven’ and prayers
uttered for the life of the king and his sons (Ezra 6:8-12; 7:20—4). The
honour rendered ‘the God of Heaven’, his Temple and his priests accords
well with what we know of the attitude of Cyrus and his successors to
other central temples in their realm, such as the Temple of Apollo at
Magnesia.

Those of the governors of provinces whose names we know were
members of the local ethnic groups. Thanks to the names occurring in
the Wadi Daliyeh finds, combined with previously known data, culled
from the Bible, Josephus and the Elephantine papyri, it is possible to
reconstruct a local ruling dynasty, the House of Sanballat, who served as
governors of Samaria from the mid-fifth century until the advent of
Alexander.3! There was no ruling dynasty in Judah (it will be recalled

2 Regarding the historical authenticity of this document, see B 477.

% B 267, 84-90. A legal document was recently discovered at Tell Tawilan in southern
Transjordan (Edom), which was written at Harran in ‘the accession year of Darius King of the
Lands’; see B 383. It follows from the king’s title that the document dates from the time of Darius 11
(423) or 1II (335). Accordingly, any attempt to draw conclusions from it about the policy of
restoration in the first generations of Persian rule is extremely dubious. More probably, the
document testifies to internal mobility within the empire, in the second half of the Persian period.

31 B 480; B 481, especially 15—18.
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that the House of David lost its leading role during the first years of
Darius I’s reign, with the disappearance of Zerubbabel); however, what
we know of the activities of the governors — and even some of their
names (Nehemiah, Yehizkiyah) — indicates that they were Jews.
Accordingly, it is reasonable to assume, on the basis of the Elephantine
Jews’ appeal to Bagohi, governor of Judah, in the year 408, requesting
that he intercede for the restoration of ‘the Temple of YHW the god
which is in Elephantine’ (Cowley, AP 30), that the same Bagohi was also
a Jew, despite his Persian name. Among the local leaders who certainly
enjoyed some official status vis-d-vis the authorities we find Nehemiah’s
adversaries, Geshem the Arab and Tobiah ‘the servant, the Ammonite’.
Nehemiah’s derogatory epithet for the latter (2:10, 19) implies that
Tobiah had an official title (‘servant of the King’?), and it seems logical to
associate him with the dominant dynasty of the ‘Land of Tobiah’ in
Transjordan during the third century B.c.3?

Another indication of the significance of ethnic-national groups in the
political life of the Persian period is the presence in Judah of leadership
bodies whose authority clearly stemmed from their position among their
own people rather than their backing from the authorities. Thus, at the
beginning of the Persian period we find an executive body known as the
‘elders of the Jews’, the ‘heads of fathers’ houses’, negotiating with the
‘adversaries of Judah and Benjamin’ and with the Persian authorities, in
connexion with the rebuilding of the Temple and the completion of the
work. Towards the end of the Persian period we have evidence of the
enhanced political standing of the high priest, as against the declining
prestige of the governor. There is literary evidence for this process in the
traditions concerning Alexander the Great’s negotiations with the Jews,
and, in particular, in the emergence of the high priest, at the beginning of
the Hellenistic period, as the leader of Judah and its exclusive political
representative. Decisive testimony to this effect comes from a recently
discovered small silver coin, dating from the end of the Persian period,
which bears the inscription ywhn[n] hkwhn (= ‘Y ohanan the priest’) (Fig.
2).33 This coin is similar to those struck by Yehizkiyah, one of the last
governors of Judah; however, in place of the well-known inscription

yhzqyh hphh (‘Y ehizkiyah the governor’) we have, as just stated, the name
of the high priest. It is clear from this exceptional find that Yohanan the
high priest also wielded secular authority. By way of conjecture, one
might associate this situation with one of the grave crises experienced by
the Persian authorities in ‘Beyond the River’ in the last generation of its
existence — e.g. the revolt of Tennes, or perhaps Alexander’s siege of
Tyre — during which Persian rule in Judah collapsed and its representa-
tive, the governor, could not maintain his position.

2 B 492. 3 B 475.
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2. Coin of Yohanan the priest. Fourth century B.c. Obverse, owl
and inscription; reverse, mask (?). (Isracl Museum, 8790; after

B 475, 167.)

IV. IMPERIAL GOVERNMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

The title ‘Governor (Ypihatu, bel pibati) of Babylonia and Beyond the
River’ as applied in Babylonian legal documents from the years 535—486
(see below, p. 154), indicates that in the early days of Persian rule Syria—
Palestine were subsumed together with Babylonia under one administra-
tive authority. ‘Tattenai, governor of Beyond the River’, who is known
from the first half of Darius’ reign, was subordinate, therefore, to the
‘governor of Babylonia and Beyond the River’.

According to Herodotus (111.89—95 ), Darius I organized his empire for
taxation purposes into twenty districts (vopo(), called satrapies. The fifth
satrapy in Herodotus’ list includes Cyprus, Phoenicia and ‘that part of
Syria which is called Palestine’, from Posideum (present-day el-Bastt,
south of the mouth of the Orontes) to Lake Serbonis (Sabkhat Bardawil)
on the Egyptian border, omitting the ‘Arab district’ in the south, which
was ‘exempt from tax’ (111.91; on the delineation and administrative-
economic status of this territory see below, pp. 161—2). The tax (¢dpos)
imposed on the fifth satrapy was 350 silver talents per annum. Like later
Greek historians, Herodotus refers throughout this account to points in
the coastal region, giving no details of the territorial extent of the fifth
satrapy. The exact relationship between the territorial terms ‘Beyond the
River’ and ‘fifth satrapy’ is not clarified in the sources at our disposal.

At first sight, Herodotus’ account implies that it was Darius who
separated ‘Beyond the River’ from ‘Babylonia’, shortly after he had
suppressed the extensive revolts marring the beginning of his reign.
However, this conclusion is directly contradicted by the references to the
governors of ‘Babylonia and Beyond the River’ in the Babylonian legal
documents. We must conclude, therefore, that Herodotus is referring to
an administrative measure carried out before he wrote his History, but
after 486. This measure is most probably to be associated with the drastic
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action taken by Xerxes in response to Shamash-eriba’s revolt in
Babylonia (482).3

After Artaxerxes III (Ochus) had subdued the revolt of Tennes, the
satrapy ‘Beyond the River’ was annexed to the realm of Mazaeus (who, it
will be remembered, had participated as governor of Cilicia in military
operations against the rebellious Sidonians). Testimony to this arrange-
ment is provided by (undated) coins which bear the Aramaic inscription
mzdy 3y ! “br nbr’ whik, ‘Mazaeus who is over Beyond the River and
Cilicia’ (the inscription 6%/ trg, ‘Baal of Tarsus’, on the reverse testifies to
their Cilician origin).

Following is a list of those governors of ‘Beyond the River’ whose
names and titles occur explicitly in the sources (the dates are those
implied by the documents):

(a) Governors of Babylonia and ‘Beyond the River’

Gubar()u §35—525%
Ushtani §21—51636
Hu-ta-[x-’] son of
Pa-ga-ka-an-na 486%7
(b)Y Governors of ‘Beyond the River’|Syria
Tattenai €. 518—50238

Belshunu=Belesys I  407—4013?
Belshunu=Belesys II  369—¢. 3454
Mazaeus 343/2—3324

Note: On the basis of Ctesias 37, it has been suggested that the governor of Syria in the year 460 was
Megabyxus; Herodotus ni.160, however, refers to him as military commander only.

The residence of the satrap of ‘Beyond the River’ is not specified in our
sources. The text of Strabo xvr1.2.20 — ‘Damascus is a noteworthy city,
having been the most famous of the cities in that part of the world [i.e. in
Syria] in the time of the Persian empire’ — and some additional references
to Damascus (cf. Arr. Anab. 11.11.9; Driver, AD 6) lend credence to the

34 As suggested by B 155, 237, 293, without proof. See also above, pp. 130-1.

35 An.Or. 81 43 (Cyrus vinif1/4); TCL xim1 168 (Cambyses, vif27/s); B 331, 54-7.

36 Dar. 27 (Darius, x11{18/1); BRM 1 101 (not later than Darius, 111/~/6); B 331, 57-9.

37 BM 74554 (courtesy D.A. Kennedy; collation J.A. Brinkman).

38 Ezra 5:3~6:15; VS 1v 152 (Darius, 11/23/20); cf. B 314.

3% B311, 316-17(23 June go7); B 458 no. 25 (16 January 401). At the time of Cyrus the Younger’s
march in North Syria (July 401), Belesys was already the ‘ex-governor of Syria’ (Xen. Anab. 1.4.10).
On the complex of legal documents relating to this official — but with no additional data regarding
his position as governor of ‘Beyond the River’ — see now B 512.

40 ROM CT 2, 48, cf. B 367, 73-5 (contra, B 512, 398—400); Diod. xvi.41.1.

41 Undated coins with the inscription ‘Mazaeus who is over Beyond the Riverand Cilicia’ (mgdy gy
“Ibr nbr’ whik); and coins bearing the name mzdy (Mazaeus), with no title, and the year numbers 16—
21 (reign of Artaxerxes I11) and 1—4 (reigns of Arses and Darius 11I). On these year numbers and the
question whether Mazaeus held his double position unti! the advent of Alexander the Great, see B
490, 386—410 [230—54). Arrian (111.8.6) states that at the battle of Gaugamela (331) Mazaeus
commanded the Syrians from Coele-Syria and Mesopotamia in Darius’ army.
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view that it was the satrapy’s capital. Less convincing are proposals to
locate the capital in other cities, such as Tripolis in Phoenicia (following
Diod. xv1.41.1-2) or Thapsacus in northern Syria (following Xen. Ax.
1.4.10-11).4

Some information is forthcoming with regard to various functions of
administration and government in the satrapy ‘Beyond the River’. In the
area of tax collection we have the terms ‘the tribute of the province of
Beyond the River’ (Ezra 6:8) and “the treasures of the province Beyond
the River’ (#bid. 7:21). The existence of military bodies charged with the
maintenance of internal security in the satrapy follows from such
references as ‘the army of Samaria’ (Neh. 3:34) and probably also the dg/
“bdnny (‘the “detachment” of “Abdnany’) in mdynt §[mryn?] (‘the province
of Sa[maria?]’), of which ten ass-drivers passed through Arad and
obtained thetre fresh supplies (B 504 no. 12; cf. also no. 18). Further
evidence of a well-established imperial system of transport and commu-
nications is provided by the dozens of records of barley supplied to
horses, asses and camels, unearthed at Arad; and by the letter entrusted to
Nehtihur, official of Arsham (Arsames, satrap of Egypt at the end of the
fifth century), addressed to the latter’s officials in administrative centres
from Arzuhina, east of the Tigris, to Damascus, and ordering each of
them to provide Nehtihur, his companions and their pack-animals with
food on their way ‘from province to province’ to Egypt (Driver, AD 6).

Evidence is lacking as to procedures — at the level of the satrap of
‘Beyond the River’ — for dealing with the disputes that broke out
between the governors of provinces, such as Nehemiah’s conflict with
Sanballat and his companions. Nevertheless, there are indications —
though from a period predating Nehemiah — that in matters of prime
political significance, influential circles in the provinces would appeal
directly to the king, who controlled satrapal affairs from a distance.
Thus, during the years of tension in Palestine under Artaxerxes I —i.e.,
before Nehemiah’s time — the reconstruction of the wall of Jerusalem was
suspended (by the ‘army of Samaria’?) after the letter of accusation from
the ‘adversaries of Judah and Benjamin’ had elicited an explicit command
to that effect from the king (Ezra 4:8-23). A passage in Diodorus
(xv.41.5), though most probably rather exaggerated, provides largely
reliable testimony as to the centralized nature of the regime of the Persian
king, who limited his senior functionaries’ authority to make on-the-spot
decisions, and therefore exerted a paralysing influence (Diodorus is
referring to the circumstances of Pharnabazus’ abortive Egyptian
campaign in 373): ‘Indeed it is the usual custom for the Persian
commanders, not being independent in the general conduct of war, to

42 On these proposals see B 486, 192; B 490, 310—11 [154—5].
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refer all matters to the King and await his replies concerning every
detail’.

The local political entities in the satrapy ‘Beyond the Rivet’ may be
divided into three main categories, according to their political and
administrative status vis-4-vis the Persian authorities: the Phoenician city
states, the provinces and the ‘Arabs’.

1. Phoenician city states

In the Persian period this category consisted of Tyre, Sidon, Byblos and
Aradus. The political units in Phoenicia maintained their existence as
vassal kingdoms throughout the periods of Assyrian, Babylonian and
Persian rule, except for brief interludes due to revolts, followed by
speedy revival. Whereas the Assyrian and Babylonian monarchs
measured the importance of these cities in terms of economic factors —
marine and land commerce — their status under the Persian imperial rule
was determined for the most part by their possession of fleets of
warships, on which the Persians were dependent in the Mediterranean
and the Aegean Sea.

Herodotus (111.19) relates that the Phoenicians willingly yielded to
Persian domination (presumably, once Cyrus had gained control of
‘Beyond the River’) and that they were indispensable to the entire Persian
army, never adapted for naval warfare. From the same passage we learn
of the extent of the Phoenicians’ independence and the influence they
wielded from the very beginning of the Persian period: Herodotus claims
that they refused to co-operate with Cambyses in his plans to attack
Carthage, thereby obliging the king to cancel his projected campaign.
When Darius and Xerxes invaded Greece, the participation of the
Phoenician fleets (of which the Sidonian one was pre-eminent) was of
paramount importance, and they played a major role in Artaxerxes I’s
military action against the Athenian fleets (Fig. 3).43 True, on various
occasions during the fifth century the Persians could also call on Cypriot
and Egyptian fleets, but it should be remembered that Egypt and Cyprus
tebelled more than once in the course of that period and even allied
themselves with the Athenians, whose fleets had reached their shores.
Under these circumstances, the Phoenicians were irreplaceable as a naval
arm, of vital importance to the maintenance of Persian power and policy
throughout the west of their empire.

The four Phoenician city states, therefore, enjoyed a unique political

43 Under DariusI: Hdt. v. 108, 112,v1.6, 14; Thuc. 1.16. Under Xerxes; Hdt. vi1.89, 96, virt.67; cf.

also Thuc. 1.100; Diod. x1.17.3, 18.1, 60.5, 62.3, 75.2, 77.1. Under Artaxerxes I: Thuc. 1.110, 112; cf.
Diod. x11.3.3, 27.4.
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3. Phoenician trireme. Sealing from the treasury, Persepolis.
Second quarter of the fifth century B.c (After 8 178, 30, pl. 2 (PT 4
704) and A 12, pl. 105.)

status, involving a considerable degree of independence within the
Persian empire: they were ruled by local royal dynasties (the term ‘kings’
is used in the Phoenician inscriptions and in the works of the Greek
historians),* and moreover we have no evidence that they were in any
way answerable to the Persian authorities. From the mid-fifth century,
they were permitted to strike their own silver coins, with Sidon
preceding her sister cities by a few years.> Concerning the territorial
reward accorded Eshmun‘azar II, king of Sidon, for his ‘important
deeds’, see above, p. 144. Diodorus (xvI.41.1-2) makes mention of
Tripolis, an association of three closely located townships, inhabited by
natives of Aradus, Sidon and Tyre respectively,® in which the
Phoenicians convened their councils to discuss crucial matters, and in
which the Persian satraps and commanders (having arrived to negotiate
with the Phoenicians?) lived (in the Sidonian quarter). He also refers to
the ‘King’s Paradise’ in Phoenicia and to granaries for the use of the
Persian cavalry (the grain stored therein was presumably intended for
transport by both sea and land; thus, for example, Acre served as a base
when the Persian army prepared for its sea and land campaign against
Egypt in 373, Diod. xv.41.3).

The sources at our disposal provide no explicit information as to the
Phoenician city states’ obligations towards the Persian authorities, over
and above their placing of their fleets under the king’s command and, of
course, their political allegiance to him.

44 See, for example, KAI nos. 9—11, 13—16; Byblian coins of the fourth century (B476, 116-21);

Hdt. viir.67 (cf. also vi1.98); Arr. Anab. 11.15.7, 20.1, 24.5. 4 B 476.
% A similar description of Tripolis occurs in the Periplus of Pseudo-Scylax; see B 486, 1912, 204.
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2. The provinces

The provincial subunit of a satrapy was known in Aramaic and Hebrew
as mtdinah, generally translated as ‘province’. The only provinces of
‘Beyond the River’ —these constituted the bulk of the area of the satrapy —
mentioned in our literary and epigraphic sources are Judah and Samaria
(the term ‘sons of Pahath-moab’, lit. ‘the governor of the province of
Moab’, used in the lists in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah to designate a
certain group of persons — see Ezra 2:6; 8:4; Neh. 3:11; etc. — refers
apparently to some pre-Exilic title; it can hardly be invoked as proof for
the existence of a province Moab in the Persian period). The conjectural
existence of other provinces, such as Ammon and Idumaea, is based on
the situation in the Hellenistic period, coupled with the assumption that
the Hellenistic rulers in general adopted the administrative and territorial
system that they found when they took over the country. Besides the
names of the provinces ybd and smryn (= Judah and Samaria) (Fig. 4),
silver coins from the fourth century also display the names sdd and ‘g
(Ashdod and Gaza).47 Permission to strike local coinage testifies to the
economic and administrative standing of the two last-named cities;
however, it seems preferable to await further finds for a more accurate
determination of their official status.*8

The West Semitic designation of the ruler of a province is pepab (pl.
pahit, pab?wita’), the same title as that of the governor of a satrapy
(though the latter is also called, following the Old Persian x3agapavan,
Akk. Mgpiadrapannu, Hebr. apaidarpan, Gr. carpdms); compare, for
example, ‘Tattenai, the governor of Beyond the River’ (Aram. papat “@bar
nahdrah)’ (Ezra 5:3); ‘Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel governor of Judah’
(Hebr. pabat ythadahy (Haggai 2:2); [ 1ybw bn [sr”)bit pht Smr[n], ‘[ Jyahd son
of [San]ballat, governor of Samaria’ (Wadi Daliyeh, Papyrus §). Whereas
the Assyrian empire reserved the title #p7hatu|bél pibati (Hebr. pehah) for
provincial governors alone, Persian imperial terminology applies it not
only to satraps but also to governors of provinces and apparently to even
less senior officials.#? A similar development may be observed in the title
Uisafnu, specific during the Assyrian period to governors of provinces,
which in time came to designate relatively low-level officers and officials;
cf. ‘the prefects (Heb. hasséginim)’ in Neh. §:7; 12:40; 13:11; and cf. the
Aramaic title sgn” in the Wadi Daliyeh finds.

The taxes imposed on the subjects of a province were ‘tribute tax’

7 B 493, 55-8.

48 Similarly, we cannot accept the assumption that the naming of ‘Sanballat and Tobiah and the
Arabs and the Ammonites and the Ashdodites’ in Neh. 4:1 indicates that each of these bodies enjoyed
the status of a province (cf. below, pp. 161—4, on the ‘Arabs’); contra, B 471.

4 Concerning the lexical and administrative problems raised by the Aramaic term ppw”, and its
relationship to the Akkadian and Hebrew terms discussed here, see B 472, 6 n. 5.
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4. Coin of the province of Judah. Fourth
century B.c. Obverse, falcon and inscription
yhd; reverse, lily. (After B 510, no. 375.)

(Aram. mindah|middah, cf. middat hammelek, ‘the king’s tax’, Neh. 5:4),
‘poll tax’ (4¢/5) and ‘land tax’ (h#/ak), Ezra 4:13; 7:24 (cf. the Babylonian
origin of these terms, mandattu|maddattu, biltu, and ilks), which were
levied by the satrapal authorities (cf. ‘the tax of the province of Beyond
the River’, Ezra 6:8); in addition, there were payments for the
maintenance of each governor and his retinue (‘the governor’s food’, lit.
bread, Neh. §:14-19). Moreover, the people of the province were
obliged to provide corvée labour. The roster of builders of the wall of
Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Neh. 3) lists the teams responsible for
specific sections of the wall, led by foremen whose titles refer to the
names of major sites in Judah, such as ‘chief of the pelek [generally
translated ‘district’] of Mizpah’, ‘chief of half the pelek of Beth-zur’. This
roster has inspired various theories concerning the territorial and
administrative subdivision of the province of Judah; however, it has
recently been suggested that pe/ek should be interpreted not as a definite
territorial term, but rather as a ‘task force’ (presumably organized on a
territorial basis).50

Some idea of the governor’s standing and the extent of his authority in
the province may be gained from Nehemiah’s description of his activities
in his memoirs. He was appointed by the king. By royal decree, he
enjoyed the protection of ‘the governors of Beyond the River’ and was
accompanied, on his way from Susa to Judah, by army officers and
cavalry; ‘the keeper of the King’s Paradise’ was enjoined to provide him
with timber for his building projects in Jerusalem (2:7—9). He organized
task forces (p¢lakim) to build the walls of Jerusalem. He populated the
city by forcibly settling there a tenth of the inhabitants of the other
Judaean cities (7:4; 11:1—2; there are contemporary parallels for this
method of settling a city by legislation (synoikismos) in Greek cities); the
whole undertaking was presumably preceded by a census (cf. 7:5). At his
disposal stood ‘servants’ (Hebr. #¢°arim), who executed his orders (4:10;
s:to, 15). He enacted regulations affecting major areas in the life of the

50 B 482.
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people of the province and its institutions: prohibition of trading on the
Sabbath, divorce of foreign wives, organization of the Temple income
and the priestly and levitical gifts, remission of debts and leaving fields
fallow during the sabbatical year. These regulations were implemented
partly by persuasion and partly by force, actions which caused clashes
with influential circles in the Temple establishment and with the higher
echelons in the hierarchy of ‘Beyond the River’. Although some of these
activities might possibly be attributed to Nehemiah’s character and his
personal characteristics, they clearly convey some information as to the -
far-reaching authority of the governor of Judah in his province.

Judging from the sum total of our information about the provinces of
Judah and Samaria, from the time of Zerubbabel to that of Nehemiah
and Ezra, we can assert that, in effect, they enjoyed a wide measure of
autonomy as regards internal religious and social affairs. One guarantee
of the implementation of this policy was the fact, already mentioned
above, that the governors came from the local ethnic-national group —
they were not foreign officials imposed upon the province by the
imperial authorities.

That Persian rule in Palestine was on the decline is attested, to some
extent, by the coins struck in the area dating from the beginning of the
fourth century. Unlike the coins of the satrapy of Cilicia, adjoining
‘Beyond the River’, the local coins do not feature the satraps’ names —
only those of local figures: ‘“Yehizkiyah the governor’ (yhzqyh hphh) and
“Yohanan the priest’ (ywhnn hkwhn) in Judah, ‘Jeroboam’ (yrbm) in
Samaria.

Whereas Samaria certainly existed as a province from the time of
Sargon 11, king of Assyria (720), and after, and moreover we know
certain details of its history, it is not explicitly known under what
circumstances, and when, the province of Judah was constituted. The
almost complete absence of sources for the history of Palestine under the
Babylonians after the destruction of the Kingdom of Judah (586), and
the fact that the event is not mentioned in our sources for the
Restoration, have given rise to a theory that Judah was a sub-province of
Samaria for over 140 years and did not become a self-contained
administrative unit until Nehemiah’s appointment and arrival in
Palestine (445).5! However, this view, which has attained some
prominence among scholars, should be rejected for several reasons.
First, the title ‘governor of Judah’is applied in the Bible to Sheshbazzar
and Zerubbabel, at the very beginning of the Restoration (Ezra 5:14;
Haggai 2:2; etc.). Second, bullae and seal-impressions have been found
with inscriptions containing the name of the province, ys(w)d (‘ Judah’),
dating from the end of the sixth century and the beginning of the fifth

51 B 470.
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5. Seal impressions on jars from Ramat Rahel bearing the name of ybd (the province of Judah)and
names of officials (governors?); ¢. fifth century B.c. (After B 510, 202 no. 332.)

(Fig. 5);52 third, there is no hint whatsoever in our source of Samarian
hegemony over judah. Moteover, it is noteworthy that the theory in
question is limited to Judah and Samaria alone. However, if one takes the
other conquests of Nebuchadrezzar (and his successors?) in Palestine and
Transjordan into consideration (for these had virtually annihilated all the
remaining vassal kingdoms in the region) it is a logical assumption thar,
by the Babylonian period, the entire region (including judah) had
already been organized along the well-defined administrative lines that
Cyrus and his successors were to inherit.

3. The ‘Arabs's3

Subsumed under the general category of ‘Arabs’ in the sources for the
Persian period are nomadic tribes and tribal alliances inhabiting the area
between Egypt and the Euphrates. These did not constitute, in the
period under consideration, a uniform political-administrative entity; as
a result, any information we have concerning the status of the ‘Arabs’ in
one district does not necessarily apply to ‘Arab’ groups in other districts.

Herodotus’ account reveals the presence of Arabs in the fifth century
near the eastern border of Lower Egypt. Silver bowls bearing a votive
inscription to the Arab goddess han-"1lat (cf. ’AAAdrin Hdt. 111.8), whose
temple was unearthed at Tell el-Maskhuta ~ one of the bowls also
specifies the name of the donor, gymw br gim mik qdr (‘Qaina son of
Geshem, king of Kedar’)’* — bear witness to Arab habitation at the
approach to Wadi Tummulat. The Arabs’ presence there presumably
enjoyed the sanction of the Persian authorities, who probably relied on
their assistance to guard this important approach. The archaeological
finds imply that the fall of han-’Ilat’s temple at Tell el-Maskhuta was
connected with the Persians’ loss of Egypt at the end of the fifth century.
This evidence is, of course, to be added to our information as to the
presence of Arabs throughout northern Sinai, in an area that had been
frequented by nomads in previous times.

52 B 472; B 489; contra, B 510, 2026, 237. 53 See, in deail, B 483, especially 192—214.
54 B 875.
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Herodotus, in his description of the fifth satrapy, mentions the ‘Arab
district’ to its south, which was not included in the satrapy and was
exempt from taxes (111.91). This territory stretched the length of the
coastal strip from Gaza to lenysus (Khan Yanis?), and the emporia on its
coast belonged to the king of the Arabs (111.5). According to Herodotus,
the Arabs in this district were regarded as ‘friends’ (€eivod), rather than
subject peoples like the other inhabitants of the satrapy.

The wide expanses of the Arabs’ domains in southern Palestine and
northern Sinai possessed immense strategic and economic importance in
the context of the Persian empire: they constituted a vital element in the
control of Egypt and also a terminal for Arabian trade. Herodotus’ story
of aid rendered Cambyses by the king of the Arabs, who supplied water
to the Perstan army on its way to Egypt (525), and the remark that
‘without this service the (Persian) invasion of Egypt would have been
impracticable’ (111.4—9; 88) illustrate a geopolitical fact that remained
valid as long as the Persians ruled Egypt. It would seem, then, that the
Persian authorities, in granting the local Arabs various benefits,
including exemption from the ¢dpos tax (which was imposed on the
entire population of the empire, except for the Persians themselves) and
the status of ‘friends’, were motivated by their dependence on these
Arabs’ good will. On the other hand, after his reference to the Arabs’
exemption from taxes, Herodotus adds that they brought ‘gifts’ (8apa)
to the royal treasury, to the tune of one thousand talents of frankincense
every year. As these ‘gifts’ were fixed in quantity and due by a certain
time, they hardly accord with Herodotus’ implication that the Arabs
were receiving preferential treatment. We should rather see them as some
kind of fixed tax, differing from the ¢dpos in its mode of collection. Most
probably, in view of the difficulty of supervising the well-developed
western branch of the spice trade from Arabia, through the Negeb to the
Mediterranean coast, the Persian authorities preferred to grant control of
all the emporia along the coast, from Gaza to lenysus, to the ‘king of
Arabs’, and also entrusted him with collection of the customs duty for
spices. In return, they would receive from him fixed (and large) amounts
of frankincense every year. It is this customs duty, delivered by the ‘king
of the Arabs’ to the Persian royal treasury, that Herodotus calls ‘gifts’.

Our sources do not specify the exact identity of the ‘Arab mercenaries’
who fought under Batis, commander of Gaza during its stand against
Alexander, or of the ‘neighbouring tribesmen’ who were settled in that
city after it had fallen to the Macedonian king (332). Judging from
Plutarch’s figures for the tremendous quantities of myrrh and frankin-
cense that Alexander seized in Gaza (A/ex. xxv.4—5), the city must have
been quite prominent as a centre for the spice trade at the close of the
Persian period. It may be surmised that the identity of these Arabs, and
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their interests, resembled those described by Herodotus, who is referring
to the situation over 150 years before.

There are no written records of the history of Transjordan from
Nebuchadrezzar’s war against Ammon and Moab (582) to the beginning
of the Hellenistic period. The fact that we have no evidence for the
continued existence of Edom and Moab as well-defined states after
Nebuchadrezzar, and the striking decline of material culture in southern
Transjordan in the second half of the sixth century, support the view that
the region was then being ravaged by groups of ‘People of the East’
infilerating its breached borders (cf. Ezek. 25). The next few generations
were to witness a gradual intermingling of the local inhabitants and the
Arabs, with the latter accounting for an ever-increasing proportion of
the population —a process whose details are unknown. At the beginning
of the Persian period the region was still viewed as part of the empire, by
virtue of Cyrus’ victory over Nabonidus (who was residing in Teima,
northern Arabia, till shortly before the fall of his empire). Testimony to
Persian rule in northern Arabia comes from an inscription discovered
north of the oasis of el-“Ula (Dedan), which lists the names of ‘Gashm b.
Shahr and “Abd the governor of Dedan (fp# ddn)’ .55 When we again hear
of southern Transjordan, in the early days of the Hellenistic period, we
are struck by the fact that this region — and 4 fortiori northern Arabia —
was not included in the empire created by Alexander and his successors.
The precise circumstances under which the Persians withdrew from
these areas are unknown. In general terms, they may well be linked with
Egypt’s throwing off of the Persian yoke and with the anti-Persian
activity in Palestine and Phoenicia after the death of Darius II; a major
contribution came from the internal strife that weakened the central
government’s control and finally caused the Persian empire to crumble.
The northern border of the region that slipped from Persian hands may
be inferred from the extent of Ptolemaic rule in Transjordan. Roughly
speaking, it ran north of the Brook of Arnon (Wadi el-Mujib), while the
cleruchy of ‘the Land of Tobiah’, known from the Zenon Papyri, was
settled by soldiers who held the boundary against desert nomads. During
that period, the region to the south was inhabited by the Nabataean
Arabs, who were not subjugated until the Roman period.

The book of Nehemiah reckons the Arabs among the ‘adversaries of
Judah’, who attempted to interfere with the rebuilding of Jerusalem’s
walls in the middle of the fifth century (4:1ff), and Geshem the Arab is
mentioned as one of Nehemiah’s three opponents, together with
Sanballat the Horonite and Tobiah ‘the servant, the Ammonite’ (2:19;

55 B 4874, 524—5. The date formula of the inscription K4 228 from Teima is problematic (see
B §o1, §70. 157),and it is doubtful whether one can make any inference from it about Persian rule in
northern Arabia.
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6:1-2, 6). Extra-Biblical sources reveal that Sanballat was the governor
of Samaria, and it would seem that Tobiah was a high-placed officer in
Transjordan. Hence there are good grounds for the conjecture that
Geshem the Arab also ranked high in the Persian administrative
hierarchy. The determination of his position depends largely on how one
defines the demography and administrative status of the region south of
Judah, which came under Geshem’s sphere of influence (or govern-
ment). As stated previously, it follows from the proper names in the
Beersheba and Arad ostraca that much of the population living south of
Judah in the fourth century was Edomite-Arab. As to the administrative
status of the region, Diodorus (x1x.95.2), referring to the year 312,
defines it as an eparchy called Idumaea. However, we do not know if its
definition as a province dates back to the Persian period.

While the rivalry between Sanballat and Tobiah, on the one hand, and
Nehemiah, on the other, may be explained on the basis of the latter’s
isolationist religious policy, we have no hint whatever of Geshem’s
interest in Jerusalem and its Temple. There is, therefore, a growing
tendency among scholars to see the friction between Geshem and
Nehemiah as rooted in economic and administrative factors, and thus as
related not to internal developments in Judah but rather to the
commercial activities of the Arabs. According to this economic
approach, Geshem’s realm need not necessarily have been adjacent to the
province of Judah; one can even locate him at a distance from Palestine as
a whole, assuming merely that he had certain interests in southern
Palestine, such as the far-flung trade from northern Arabia, which might
have been adversely affected by an overly strong Judah. It is this
approach that justifies the identification of Geshem the Arab with the
father of Qaint son of Geshem, king of Kedar, whose name appears on a
silver bowl from Tell el-Maskhuta (above, pp. 148, 161); or even with
Geshem son of Shahr, mentioned together with “Abd the governor of
Dedan in the inscription from the region of el-“Ula (above, p. 163).
However, although, as we have implied, the prominent economic
standing of the Arabs in southern Palestine, northern Sinai and northern
Arabia is an incontrovertible fact, one should note that the title ‘king of
Kedar’ does not appear together with ‘governor of Dedan’ in the above
inscription; it is also worth remembering that ‘Geshem’ is a not
uncommon name in ancient Arab inscriptions. Under these circum-
stances one can state, in sum, that although the proposed identifications
are chronologically possible, they cannot be confirmed without further
proof.
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CHAPTER 3¢

CENTRAL ASIA AND EASTERN IRAN
HENRI-PAUL FRANCFORT

I. CENTRAL ASIA ON THE EVE OF THE ACHAEMENID
CONQUEST

1. Geographical survey

Central Asia consists of three hydrographic basins, namely the Aral Sea
to the north, Lake Hamun to the south of the Hindu Kush, and the Lob
Nor and Tarim east of the Pamirs. To the first belong the great rivers Syr
Darya (Jaxartes) and Amu Darya (Oxus) and the important tributaries of
the latter whose waters sometimes run to waste before they join the main
stream. The Helmand and the Farah Rud, with their tributaries, belong
to the second basin; the Atrak and the area of the Caspian belong to a
separate system. The territory 1s bounded by the Mongol, south Siberian
and Kazakh steppes, the Caspian Sea, the desert of Seistan, the Indus
basin, the Pamirs and the Himalayas, and the part relevant to the
Achaemenids is situated between 55° and 75° longitude east and between
30° and 45° latitude north.

This area can best be divided into a highland and a lowland zone. The
mountains include the Hindu Kush, the Pamirs, the Alai, Tian Shan,
Altai and their foothills, while the lowlands stretch out along the banks
of the Amu Darya and in Seistan, in Xinjiang, Djungaria, Tuva and
Mongolia.

Within the highland zone, we must distinguish, because of their
different natural resources, between the valleys on one hand and the
mountains and plateaux on the other. The high, cool, plateaux provide
pasture, means of communication and mineral resoutces; irrigation in
the valleys results in a stable and dense population. In the lowlands, in
spite of semi-arid conditions, large-scale irrigation in the broad valleys,
deltas and foothills leads to the creation of extensive oases which can
support a high density of population over a wide area. Beyond the
irrigated zones, the steppes offer the possibility of a little dry farming and
of immense areas of grazing. Although this is necessarily a broad outline,
it enables us to situate the different satrapies.!

NB: References to sources and materials are very selective and drawn from recent publications
which themselves contain numerous references; preference has been given to works written in 2
western European language.

! B 44, 191—06.
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The highland and steppe zone to the north included the territory of the
Sogdians (Curtius vir.ro.1-3), the Saka haumavarga and the Saka
tigrakhauda. The lowland oases were the territory of the Chorasmians,
Bactrians (Curtius viI.4.26-30), Arians, Drangians, Arachosians, Parthi-
ans and Hyrcanians. The Sattagydians, Gandarans and Indians inhabited
the boundaries of the sub-continent, while the Gedrosians and
Carmanians lived on the coast of the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf.
Central Asia north of the Syr Darya (Jaxartes) and east of the Pamir,
peopled by Saka and Saka-related tribes, remained outside the adminis-
trative divisions of the Achaemenid empire.

2. The historical background and the Achaemenid period

In order to establish the historical background, we must rely on written
sources and on archaeological evidence, still far from full and incom-
pletely studied.? The written sources are both Greek and Iranian (the
Avesta). There are references to Central Asia in the Avestan literature,
and in the Mihr Yasht (13—14) we read:

The whole land was inhabited by Iranians where gallant rulers organize many
attacks, where high, sheltering mountains with ample pasture provide,
solicitous for cattle; where deep lakes stand with surging waves; where
navigable rivers rush wide with a swell towards Parutian ISkata, Haraivian
Margu, Sogdian Gava, and Chorasmia.?

According to the first chapter of the Videvdat, the country of the Aryans
included Aryanem Vaejah, Sughda, Mouru, Bakhdhi, Haroiva, Harakh-
vaiti, Haetumant.# Generally Parutian I$kata is identified as part of the
Hindu Kush and then, to follow the order of the Videvdat, Eran Vez
would be Chorasmia (rather than Seistan),5 followed by Sogdiana,
Margiana, Bactria, Aria, Arachosia and the Helmand. Furthermore,
according to other texts, ‘the river Dityi (Oxus) comes from Eran Vez
(Chorasmia) and goes to Subdastan (Sogdiana)’¢ and ‘the land of Gopat
(Sogdiana) has a common border with Eran Vez on the banks of the river
Datyi.”7 These fragments seem to go back to a period when, in the early
years of the first millennium, Chorasmia was culturally important and
may have harboured the beginnings of Zoroastrianism.8 Later (eighth to
sixth centuries?), when Bactria had become the dominant political
power, it also claimed to have been the cradle of Zoroastrianism and the

2 See B 561; B 535; B 68, 45—63. 3 Tr. Gershevitch (B 684, 80—1). 4 B8
5 B 563—4; B 617; B 754; B 565. ¢ B 8; G.Bd, 87.
7 Ibid., Dad. i Den. 89. 8 B 19, 1275, 11 278.
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Bactrians maintained that Kavi Vishtaspa, the prophet’s protector, had
been one of their early kings.?

The Greek historians, Ctesias and, above all, Xenophon, also knew of
a powerful Bactrian kingdom. According to them, this kingdom
entertained relations with Assyria and Media. The Assyrian king Ninos,
the husband of Semiramis, is said to have led an expedition to Bactria
with a vast army, which at first met with defeat in mountainous terrain.10
Later, the Bactrian king, Oxyartes, was besieged in Bactra, which
Semiramis carried by assault. Bactria was rich and well populated, and
Ninos captured the Bactrian treasury which consisted of large quantities
of gold and silver (Ctesias, FGrH 688 F 1.5—7; Just. Epit. 1.1~2; Arr.
Anab. v1.24). According to Xenophon (Cyr. 1.5.2, v.1.3), there were
Assyrian expeditions in the time of Cyaxares and, under his successor
Astyages, the Assyrians sent embassies to the king of Bactria. The
Bactrians sided with the Medes against the Assyrians and took part in the
capture of Nineveh (Diod. 11.26.1-2). Finally, Ctesias (FGrH 688 F 9.2)
tells us that the Bactrians submitted to Cyrus only because they
considered him Astyages’ rightful heir.

From these half-legendary fragments we can nevertheless deduce that
during the first half of the first millennium a Bactrian ‘kingdom’ may
have been one of the political powers of which the Assyrians and Medes
had some knowledge.!! The Achaemenids, therefore, were not ventur-
ing into unknown and virgin territories when they set out to conquer
Central Asia. Diodorus’ account (11.6—7, following Ctesias) of the
campaigns of Ninos and Semiramis implies that the Bactrian kingdom
was well known for its numerous and warlike population, for its cities,
fortresses and riches.

This view of the situation is not confuted by archaeology, although it
is not always easy to define the characteristics of the culture which
immediately preceded the Achaemenids.’? Achaemenid culture in
Central Asia is rooted in a distinctive local tradition and differs markedly
from what we find in Persia.!3 The Achaemenids did not found Bactra,
they did not invent irrigation, they did not create the civilization of
Central Asia, but they coveted its riches when their time came. When
they moved into Central Asia, it was not to raid and pillage, in the old
Assyrian way, nor to colonize, after the Greek fashion, nor was it an
invasion in the Kushan manner. We shall now consider the form which
the Achaemenid incursion did in fact take.

9 References in B 108, 186-8; Yt. 5.109, 112f; 9.29f; 13.101; 17.49f; 18.87: (Justin, Epir. v.1;
Zoroaster king of Bactria). 10 See B 144; B 604. VB 24, 13—43.
12 B 611 on Bactria; B 597 on Turkmenistan. 13 B 541; B 588.
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I1. THE ACHAEMENID CONQUEST, ORGANIZATION,
ADMINISTRATION AND EXPLOITATION OF CENTRAL ASTA

1. The conguest of Central Asia by Cyrus 11

Some authorities have dated this conquest to between 547 and 540 on the
basis of a passage in Herodotus (1.178), which states that, when he
conquered Babylon in §39, Cyrus had already brought ‘into subjection
every nation without exception’ and this must therefore have included
Central Asia.'# There are two major drawbacks to this earlier date: first,
this would mean that Cyrus had to undertake two major campaigns
against Central Asia, one before and one after the capture of Babylon;
secondly, this contradicts another passage by Herodotus himself. In this
other passage (1.153), the ‘Father of History’ states that Babylon, the
Bactrians, the Sacae and the Egyptians were on Cyrus’ route. Here the
order in which the regions are listed seems to conform to the sequence of
Achaemenid conquests: Babylon (539), Bactria, Saka (530 and death of
Cyrus), Egypt (Cambyses, 5 25). For this reason we would favour putting
Cyrus’ expedition into Central Asia between 539 and 530 B.C.

The whole of Central Asia was not won by conquest, however;
between 550 and 547 the remnants of the Median empire fell into the
hands of Cyrus. In this way, after the defeat of Astyages, ‘when the rule of
the East passed from the Medes to the Persians’, Parthia came into the
victor’s possession (Just. Epit. XL1.1.4). According to Xenophon (Cyr.
1.1.4), Hyrcania transferred its allegiance voluntarily. The historians of
antiquity make no mention of Aria, but control of this region was an
essential preliminary to any conquest, whether to the north or to the
south of the Hindu Kush.

South of the Hindu Kush, it is the later authors, Arrian and Pliny, who
give us some glimpse of Cyrus’ movements. The former tells us (Anab.
1r1.27.4—5; cf. Curt. vinj.2) that in the land of the Zarangians
(Drangiana) Alexander came across a people named the Ariaspae, also
known as the Euergetai (‘benefactors’) as a result of the help they had
given Cyrus in his expedition against the Scythians. The latter (NH
vL.92) refers to Cyrus as capturing Capisa, a city of Capisene or
Arachosia; according to legend, in so doing he was yet again following in
the footsteps of Semiramis who also came to Arachosia (cf. Steph.Byz.
s.vv. "Apaywoia, Odapus).

North of the Hindu Kush, Bactria, as we have seen, was said to have
been a monarchy at the time Cyrus gained control of it. We do not know
what became of this kingdom, but Ctesias tells us that the Bactrians and

14 On the conquest see B 15§, 48—9, with references to the relevant ancient sources; B 144, §1-73.
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the Persians fought an indecisive battle and the Bactrians, seeing in Cyrus
the heir to Astyages, rallied to him of their own accord (cf. above, p. 169).
These brief references may perhaps reveal an earlier political situation in
which a Bactrian kingdom was linked by a system of political alliances or
allegiances with the Assyrians and the Medes; from the moment they
rallied to Cyrus, however, the province of Bactria was part of the Persian
empire and was governed by satraps. Margiana was incorporated into the
empire at the same time and is always referred to as a dependency of
Bactria.’® In Sogdiana Cyrus founded the city of Cyropolis on the
Jaxartes (also Cyreschata=*Kuruskatha, present-day Leninabad!6),
together with seven fortresses for the defence of the northern frontier
against the nomadic Saka (Strab. x1.11.4; Arr. Anab. 1v.3.1; three cities in
Just. Epiz. x11.5). Chorasmia appears in the list of provinces entrusted to
his younger son (Ctesias, FGrH 688 F 9.8). After he had conquered
Bactria, he subdued the Amyrgians.

The Saka haumavarga, as they are called in Old Persian inscriptions, ot
Amyrgian Saka (Hdt. vir.64.2), joined the Achaemenids after their king
(Amorges according to Ctesias) had been captured by Cyrus and then
released thanks to the intervention of his wife Spharetra (FGrH 688 F
9.3). Some authorities believe that the Saka lived in an area not far from
the north west of India, in the mountains near present-day Afghanistan,
towards Badakhshan and the Pamirs.1? Ctesias (F 9.7-8) tells us that
20,000 Saka baumavarga cavalry joined Cyrus on the expedition against
the Derbikes which was to cost him his life. The Derbikes and their
Indian allies used elephants in the battle and were defeated, but Cyrus
was mortally wounded by a spear. He lingered for three days during
which he organized his empire and appointed a satrap, Spitaces son of
Sisamas, over the Derbikes who thereupon disappear from the history of
this area. According to Berossus (FGrH 680 F 10), Cyrus was killed in the
valley of Daas (Dahae?), while Herodotus (1.204—14) tells us that he met
his end when he was fighting the Massagetae of Queen Tomyris, after
crossing the Araxes (= Amu Darya?); 200,000 Persian soldiers died with
him and he was beheaded. It is difficult here to separate fact from fiction,
and we shall therefore abstain from opting for one version of Cyrus’
death in preference to another.!8

Three points emerge from the little we know of Cyrus’ conquest, the
importance of the Median heritage, the political strength of Bactria, and
the warlike potential of the Saka in the north-east corner of the empire.
These last two points will remain valid throughout the political history
of Central Asia.

5 The Bisitun inscription, paras. 38—9, provides the earliest evidence. 16 B 529; B 599.
7 B 590, 156-74. '8 B 557.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



172 3¢. CENTRAL ASIA AND EASTERN IRAN

2. Cambyses and the accession of Darius 1: the revolts of y22—js2r1

Cambyses devoted the greater part of his reign to the conquest of Egypt,
and only once do his actions have any bearing on the history of Central
Asia. This is when he assassinated his brother Bardiya (see above, p. §3)
who, since the death of Cyrus, had been governor (despotes) of the
Bactrians and their country, of the Chorasmians, Parthians and
Carmanians,!? or, alternatively, of the Medes, Armenians and Cadusii.20
After Darius came to the throne in September §22, some of the series of
risings which faced him took place in Central Asia: in Parthia, Margiana,
Sattagydia and Scythia (DB para. 21).

In Parthia and Hyrcania, the revolt was crushed by the satrap
Hystaspes, father of Darius, in the battles of Vishpauzatish (8 March 521)
and Patigrabana (12 July 521) (DB paras. 35—6). In Margiana, a certain
Frada was proclaimed king, but was overthrown by Darius’ satrap in
Bactria, the Persian Dadarshish, in a battle on 10 December §22. 55,000
Margians were killed, and 8,500 captured; ‘this was what was done by me
in Bactria’ concluded Darius (DB paras. 38~9).2! Meanwhile, the satrap
of Arachosia, Vivana, inflicted a series of defeats on the Persian
Vahyazdata, calling himself Bardiya, one of which, at Kapishakanish in
March 521, was decisive (DB para. 45). Many historians have attempted
to elucidate the reasons for these revolts, behind the Achaemenid royal
propaganda which is given full rein in the Bisitun inscription. A possible
reason lies in the dynastic struggles between the senior and the cadet
branches of the Achaemenids, but, on a political and social level, we
cannot rule out the part played by anti-Persian and, perhaps, anti-
aristocratic feelings among some subjugated peoples.??2 Some have used
the huge number of 5,000 Margian dead as evidence of a popular
revolt.?3 This point remains obscure; what is clear is that Bactria fulfilled
a ‘policing’ role for Darius and brought Margiana back to its traditional
state of dependence. South of the Hindu Kush, Arachosia, under its
satrap Vivana, was also astronghold for Darius, but it is possible that the
fighting there involved only Persian troops.

3. The stabilization of Central Asia under Darius I and Xerxes I (520—465)

The final round of Achaemenid conquests in Central Asia was
accompanied by a more efficient organization of the empire. These
conquests involved Saka territory and the Indus Valley. Darius’

19 B 621, 26, interpreting Ctesias F 9.8.

2 B 155, 92, following Xen. Gyr. virr.7.11.

21 The figures are from the Babylonian version. The Aramaic version (B 78, 34—s) has [5]5,24(3]
killed, 6,972 prisoners. 22 g y9. 2 B 49, 207 n. 937.
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campaign against the Saka took place in 519;2*an account of it is given in
the Bisitun inscription (DB para. 74, only in the OP version) and by
Polyaenus (S#rat. vir.11.6).25 Darius attacked the Saka tigrakhanda
(“‘pointed-hat Scythians’), who lived around the Aral Sea, and made his
army cross the Amu Darya on a bridge. Skunkha, the Saka chief, was
captured, and Darius appointed another chief to lead the tribe.
Thenceforth, these Saka tigrakhanda appear in Achaemenid inscrip-
ttons.26 On the other hand, the Saka (¢yaé) paradraya (Saka beyond the sea)
who are mentioned in some inscriptions (e.g. DNa 28—9, APP 24) cannot
be precisely located within the great Eurasian steppe which lies to the
north of the Caspian and the Aral.2’7 The Dahas of Xerxes’ ‘Daiva’
inscription (XPh) are perhaps to be situated to the north of Hyrcania
where the Dahas mentioned by more recent writers are later to be found;
the name may also be an alternative term for the Saka paradraya.?® The
Saka para Sugdam appear only in two inscriptions of Darius (DPh; DH)
and their proposed location in Ferghana or east of the Pamir is not
certain.?? Expansion in the Indus basin is discussed in the next section
(below, pp. 201—5).

Side by side with conquest and exploration (see above, p. 98) went
the reorganization of the empire along more efficient lines, which
confirmed the original role of Bactria as the mainstay of the empire in
Central Asia.30

An Irdabanus is apparently satrap of Bactria in 500/499 (PF 1287,
1555).3! In a late version of Xerxes’ accession (Plut. Mor. 1738, but see
488D) the rival claimant Ariamenes is said to come from Bactria.32 In the
campaign of 480 Xerxes’ army included a contingent of Bactrians and
Amyrgians under the command of his full brother Hystaspes (Hdt.
viL.G4). Another brother, Masistes, whom he gravely offended,

went to Bactria with his sons and others to secure the revolt of the province and
do the king great harm. And in this, I think, he would have succeeded, had he
reached the Bactrians and Saka; for he was beloved by them and was governor
(byparchos) of the Bactrians.

But Xerxes had him assassinated on the way (Hdt. 1x.113). Finally, after
the death of Xerxes in 465, Artaxerxes I was obliged to quell a Bactrian
rising. After one indecisive battle, the Bactrians were defeated because
the wind blew dust in their faces (Ctesias F 14.35). According to Ctesias
their general was called Artabanus, a name which occurs in the royal

2 B 155; B 49, 130. Other datings, e.g. 517 (B 620), rest on outdated readings of DB.

25 According to B 41, against the Scythians of Europe, the same expedition as that of Hdt. 1v.83ff;
this new interpretation discussed by B 88. 2 See B 104; B 44, 239 n. §; B 145.

27 See B 590, 160—1, B 181; cf. B 234, discussed by B 41, 85—6. They are possibly in Europe: 8 547,
97-8. 2% B 595, 1435 29 B 590, 169—70. 3 Cf B 578, 89 n. 1, 93.

31 A 35, 19 n. 96. 32 B sy, 2312,
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family, and probably the same name as that of the satrap of 500/499;
Diodorus (x1.69.2), who does not have the revolt, makes Hystaspes son
of Xerxes satrap of Bactria at the time.3

It seems, therefore, that Bactria, as the political mainstay of the
Achaemenids in Central Asia, was frequently the apanage of princes of
the blood. This was, however, a policy which cut both ways, since the
Bactrians were always willing to give armed support to the claims to the
throne of their satrap who was, to some extent, their ‘suzerain’.
Nevertheless, the Achaemenid rulers found this policy successful since
theitr younger brothers could find an outlet for their frustrations and the
whole of Central Asia remained within the same administrative
framework — a framework which we can define best during the reigns of
Darius and Xerxes.

In a reconstruction of Achaemenid administrative geography, our
principal sources are Achaemenid cuneiform and hieroglyphic inscrip-
tions and the lists of Herodotus. In Table 3 the order of the columns is
that of the Bisitun inscription. From this table, the principal fact to
emerge is the great stability of the empire and its provinces, once Darius
had added India, the Saka tigrakhauda and, briefly, the Saka paradraya and
para Sugdam to what he had inherited from Cyrus. The omission of
Arachosia from Herodotus’ lists and the absence of the Sattagydians
from Xerxes’ army should not be construed as a defection of these
provinces from the empire, but merely as a lack of accuracy on
Herodotus’ part or in the information at his disposal, leading to the
omission of a word or perhaps its replacement by the Sagartians,
Thamanaeans, Utians and Paricanians whose exact location is in doubt.34
The absence of Gandara in the list on Darius’ statue may mean that it was
included with India or Sattagydia.®® The provinces of the empire,
corresponding as they did to entities of population,3¢ remained
remarkably stable, and this provides the justification for studying the
economic role of Central Asia in the Achaemenid empire as a whole,
regardless of chronological evolution.

4. The part played by Central Asia in the Achaemenid empire

The Achaemenids made Central Asia one of the bastions of their power.
For this purpose, they called on the human and material resources of
these regions which could be exploited thanks to an excellent level of
communications.

33 B 1535, 290; A 35, 19 N. 96.

3 These controversial problems relating to historical geography have been discussed by B 553; B
593; B 546; B 6o2; B 95; B §30; B 603; B 590, 156—74; B 22, 185—go.

35 See the discussion in B 167. 36 B 40.
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The men of Central Asia were recruited by the Great King as soldiers
and as workmen. The Persepolis Fortification Tablets mention Bactrian
workmen (perhaps used for irrigation works) receiving flour from
Darius’ administration (PF 1947:59—63) and rations given to Sogdians
(PF 1118, 1132, 1175, 1629). Dariusalso enrolled Saka into his army and,
at the battle of Marathon, these soldiers, together with the Persians,
broke through the Athenian centre (Hdt. vi.113). After this campaign
had ended in failure, Darius ordered recruitment on a vast scale
throughout the empire and this was completed by Xerxes (Hdt. vir.61-
99). The huge army set out with its infantry contingents of Bactrians,
Amyrgian Saka, Arians, Parthians, Chorasmians, Sogdians, Gandarans,
Dadicae, Caspians, Sarangians, Pactyans, Utians, Mycians and
Paricanians. Sagartians, Bactrians, Caspians and Paricanians also served
in the cavalry, while Saka were used as marines in the navy. Saka,
Bactrians and Indians are particularly mentioned among the troops left in
Greece with Mardonius in winter 480/79 (Hdt. virt.113). It is probable
that Central Asia was not particularly affected by the heavy military,
particularly naval, losses of 480—479 and that most of the soldiers
returned peacefully to their homes. Special levies like this and the few
garrison troops here and there in the empire, for instance, Saka at Deve
Hiiyiik in Syria,3” and in various other theatres of operation,3 did not
seriously affect the man-power of Central Asia. On the other hand, the
exploitation of natural resources for the profit of the Achaemenids
weighed much more heavily on the inhabitants of the eastern satrapies,

At first, under Darius, taxes seem to have been paid in kind, but this
impression may be due to our lack of information about actual tribute as
opposed to the symbolic tribute, such as the participation of all the
nations in the building of the palace at Susa or at the ‘New Year Festival’
at Persepolis. Later, under Xerxes, contributions are in precious
metals, perhaps because we are now dealing with actual tribute. It is
difficult to interpret this difference in economic terms, as marking the
progress of a monetary economy.3® However this may be, these taxes
show that the Achaemenid exchequer was well aware of the resources of
Central Asia.

Taxes in kind are listed in the foundation documents of the palace at
Susa (DSf, DSz), and are depicted on the reliefs of the Apadana at
Persepolis; for the identification in these we shall adhere to the most
widely held views.*! The Bactrians (Delegation x1rr) brought gold,

37 B §88, 204; B 496 (north Iranians according to him); B 547.

3% B 543, 197: Persepolis, Gordium, Al Mina, Carchemish, Marathon. Dargman the Chorasmian
stationed at Elephantine; Cowley, AP 6. Military colonists from Central Asia in Babylonia: B 547,
9s5—105; in Asia Minor: B 537, 89—96.

% B 34, 2—4, exaggerating the sharpness of the change to silver in Persepolis'texts; see B 81.
40 B 207. 4 B 214; B 101, 935—113; discussion of the identifications by B 140.
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Table 3. The Central Asian provinces: evidence and identifications

Darius (522486 B.C.) Xerxes 1 (486-465 B.C.) Artaxerxes | (465423 B.C.)

(Hdt. nr.221f)
DBI DPe DNa Statue of Darius XPh (Hdt. vii.64f) Herodotus’
Bisitun Persepolis Nagsh-i Rustam at Susa Xerxes Army of Xerxes list of tributaries

Margu$ —_ — — -— — -
Moapyiavi

Elken-Tepe (?) Parthia Parthia X Parthia Parthians Parthians

Parthava
Mapbia

Dahan-i Ghulaman (?) Drangiana Drangiana X Drangiana Sarangians Sarangians
Zranka

Apayyravj

Herat (?) Aria Aria X Aria Arians Arians
Haraiva
’Apeia
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Kalaly-Gyr (?) Chorasmia Chorasmia X Chorasmia Chorasmians Chorasmians
Uvarazmis
Xwpaopin
Balkh (?) Bactria Bactria X Bactria Bactrians Bactrians (as far as
Bakhtri$ as the Acgli)
Baxrpiavi
Afrasiab (?) Sogdiana Sogdiana X Sogdiana Sogdians Sogdians
Suguda
ZoySiav)
Saka Saka para Sugdam Roshan (?) Saka of the Amyrgian Scythians Sacae (+ Caspians)
(DPh 6) Saka haumavarga marshlands Saka haumavarga Orthocorybantes (?)
Saka (DNa etc) and plains Saka tigrakhauda
Saka tigrakbauda
(DNa etc)
Cirik Rabat (?)
Saka paradraya
(DNa)
Thatagus (?) Sattagydia Sattagydia x Sattagydia —_ --
Zarrayvdia
Kandahar (?) Arachosia Arachosia X Arachosia — --

Harauvatis
’Apaywaia
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camels, metal vessels wrought by goldsmiths; the Sogdians (Delegation
xvir) lapis lazuli, carnelian, daggers, bracelets ornamented with
protomes, axes and horses; the Saka (Delegation x1) horses, bracelets
ornamented with protomes, three-piece garments (trousers, tunic and
coat); the Chorasmians turquoise (DSf); the Arachosians (Delegation
vI1I?) stone mortars and pestles,*? ivory, vessels, camels, feline skins; the
Arians (Delegation 1v) the same; the Parthians (Delegation xv) vessels
and camels. This list enables us to gain some impression of the huge
accumulation of riches which filled the Achaemenid treasuries.®

Taxes in precious metals (silver talents) are also eloquent testimony,
and are sometimes supplemented by donations in kind. Herodotus’ list
(111, 9o—6) dates from the reign of Artaxerxes 1. Bactria alone brought 360
talents; the Sattagydians, Gandarans, Dadicae and Aparytae 170 talents;
the Sagartians, Thamanaeans, Utians and Mycians Goo talents; the
Paricanians and the Ethiopians of Asia qoo talents; the Saka and the
Caspians 2 5o talents; the Indians 360 talents of gold dust (see below, p.
204); the Paricanians and Orthocorybantes (together with Ecbatana and
Media) 450 talents. In spite of these surprisingly large figures, suchas 6oo
talents from the present Seistan, and in spite of the appearance of
Paricanians in two different parts of the text, it seems very likely that
Herodotus drew his information from an official Persian fiscal docu-
ment.* We must therefore give some credence to this list and can thus
obtain some idea of the huge scale of Achaemenid exploitation which
produced 2,530 talents of silver from the eastern satrapies.

A good network of communications was an essential prerequisite for
draining these resources. The countries ‘paid me tribute. What I
commanded, whether by night or day, this they did,” proclaimed Darius
on the rock inscription at Bisitun (DB para. 7). Thanks to the roads and
the secretariat, riches travelled to the treasuries at Susa and Persepolis,
and men marched to battle.

Details ‘from Ephesus to Bactria and India: the number of stages, days
and parasangs’ were given in a lost fragment of Ctesias (FGrH 688 F 33).
The Avesta (Yt. 10,15) praises the roads and bridges of the land of the
Aryans; the Greeks admired the Great King’s postal system (angareion)
(Xen. Cyr. vi11.6.17). Bactria and India, which marked the end of the
great royal road to north and south of the Hindu Kush, are referred to on
the Persepolis tablets. Travellers carried sealed documents from Bactra
to Susa (PF 1555), from Susa to Gandara (PF 1440, 1450), from
Arachosia to Susa (PF 1351, 1439, 1953:34), from Arachosia to the king
(PF 1443, 1474, 1484), from the king to Arachosia (PF 1510) and to Aria

42 B 18, B 12, discussed by B s1. See also above, p. 85 n. 63.

43 On these treasuries, see B 21, 48—98; B 22, 204—26.
“ Contra, B 1, 127-37, holding that Herodotus worked from the map of Hecataeus of Miletus.
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(PF 1361, 1540). Royal officials gave them rations for the journey, and
some travelled with their guides or a large escort (588 men and 100 mules
from Aria to Susa; PF 2056; see below, p. 205).

Military contingents, riches and information travelled rapidly towards
the capitals of the empire, but the traffic was not only in one direction,
and people were sent by the Achaemenid kings to Central Asia, in
addition to administrative officials maintaining liaison with the satraps.45
First, there were exiles from the Greek wotld who travelled along the
road to Bactria (Hdt. v1.9.4). The Branchidae of Miletus sided with the
Persians in 494 and had to be moved to safety from Greek reprisals. They
were sent to Sogdiana, where they settled and thrived (Curt. vir.5.28—35;
Diod. xvIr, contents table).4¢ The Barceans of Libya, under Darius, were
also settled in Bactria (Hdt. 1v.204), but there is no further mention of
them.

However, the material traces of the Persian presence in Central Asia
are slender. Some darics have been found at Samarkand and Kerki;#?
eighteen Athenian coins in the Oxus Treasure (IGCH 1822),*8 while the
hoard of the Chaman Huzuri of Kabul contained 8 Achaemenid
sigloi, 14 Indian punch-marked coins, 64 Greek coins and 29 of a
previously unknown type (IGCH 1830).4° 170 Athenian coins were
found at Balkh (IGCH 1820),5¢ bent bars at Mir-Zakah and Jalalabad,5!
and, finally, an Achaemenid bronze at Kyzyl Tepe.52 These few finds
indicate that a monetary system had not yet been fully imposed on
Central Asia and that Greek coins played an important part when such
exchange took place.?3

In Chorasmia, at the huge site of Kalaly Gy, archaeologists have
excavated a palace which probably belonged to a Persian (the satrap?) or
to a Chorasmian influenced by Iranian culture (Fig. 6). A hypostyle hall
has been unearthed, of which the columns have torus moulding and
stand on a stepped plinth; a rhyton decorated with the protome of a horse
and the cast of a fragment of a griffin’s head in the style of Persepolis have
also been found.’* To the catalogue of Persian objects found in
Chorasmia there can only be added another rhyton,5% a ring adotned with
a lion,% and a seal.5” The inventory for the whole of Central Asia can be
completed with the mention of a few column-bases in Persian style but
often of Hellenistic date>® and of finds of Achaemenid style from the

45 B 537, 66-8. % Cf. B 520, 159~61; B 531, 123~§. 47 B 595, 158.

48 B 641, 18~21, knows in Tadzhikistan only 16 Athenian coins and adds 3 from Acanthus, 3
Byzantium, 1 Celenderis, 6 Aspendus, 15 imperial Achaemenid, 11 from local rulers (1 of Pixodarus,
2 from Ephesus (Memnon), 1 Tiribazus, 1 Pharnabazus, 2 Datames, 4 Mazaeus), and, from
Phoenicia, 1 Aradus, 2 Sidon and 2 Tyre. 49 B 176, 36, 31—45. %0 B 630.

51 B 519, 203. 52 _Arkb.Otkr. 1977, 533. 33 B 176, 18~19; B 641, 20.

54 B 627, 141f. % B 628, 111 with fig. 47.

% B 635, 84 no. 4. 57 B 631, 210—11: Cirik Rabat.

58 For instance at Gyaur Kala in Chorasmia and Ai Khanoum in Bactria.
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6. Kalaly Gyr: site () and palace (4), plans and recon-
struction (¢). (After B Go7, 142 fig. 1, 145 fig. 2, 148 fig. 4.)

Hellenistic excavations at AT Khanoum,® at Takht-1 Sangin,®® and from
the Saka tombs at Issyk in Kazakhstan,%! at Tuura-Suu in Qirghiziaé2 and
at Pazyryk,% where kxrgans Il and V contained objects with Achaemenid
affinities (Fig. 7). A small bronze statue discovered in a destroyed kurgan
in Xinjiang also finds parallels in the art of the Achaemenid empire (Fig.
8),5% as do some petroglyphs from the upper Indus.5> Some chance finds
of small objects such as the Oxus Treasure,% one gold bowl from Altai
and the Bukhtarma deert” can be mentioned; see p. 191. In spite of the
gaps in our information, it seems that Persian cultural influence, outside
the field.of administration, extended to architectural style (at least in the
satrapal capitals), to the minor arts, and perhaps even to the adoption of
Aramaic writing, although no surviving inscribed material from this
region is earlier than the Hellenistic period, except for one fragmentary
Elamite tablet from the Kandahar excavations. It is uncertain whether
what we have are survivals of a more extensive civilizing influence or
simply provincial reflections of the art of the court and the chancery
practices of the great capitals. The examination of the civilization of
Achaemenid Central Asia will correct the old theories which credit the
King of Kings with the introduction of irrigation, urban development,
indeed civilization into Central Asia.

%% 856, 26—7 pls. 15, x1v (thyton), 32—4 pls. 16, xv no. 20 (frieze of lions, painting), 58—9 pls. 21,

Xx11, n0. 29a,b (bronze repoussé plates), 78—9 pls. 27, xxxv, no. 0.397 (Greco-Persian chalcedony
scaraboid), 122~-3; B §71. % B Goy; B 591 {(arrow-heads, bronzes, ivories).

61 B 516, 89 (fig.) 11415, etc. 2 B 585, 736, fig. 27 (gold figurine of an antelope).

63 Bs575,80-138;B610,pl. 174(Pazyryk V, carpet); p. 297, fig. 139 (Pazyryk V, cultscene); pl. 177,
p. 298, fig. 140 (Pazyryk V, frieze of lions) etc.

64 B 639, fig. 9o; found in the valley of the Gongnaisi, an affluent of the Ili. But it may be a product
of the early Hellenistic period. 65 B 577, 13—14, pls. 4, 5.

% B 545; to which can be added some isolated objects: a seal from Kabul, B § 54; others at Mervand
Afrasiab, VDI 1947, 4, 127-35; a weight found near Bust, East and West 1968, 277-80.

67 B 619, 1967, nos. 189, 19o0.
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8. Bronze statue from
a kurgan in Xinjiang.
The pose and features
seem western, the hel-
met a version of the
Greek ‘Phrygian’ hel-
met. Fourth century
B.c.? Height o.42m.
(After B 639, fig. 90.)
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III. THE ECONOMY, SOCIETY AND CULTURE OF CENTRAL
ASTA IN ACHAEMENID TIMES

The beginning and the end of the Achaemenid phase will not be
discussed here; the dating of the finds is not precise enough for that.
According to many writers, the so-called ‘Achaemenid’ assemblage in
Central Asia could begin as early as the beginning of the seventh or even
the eighth century. This period is characterized by the appearance of a
distinctive type of white wheel-made pottery whose distribution
coincides with Central Asia as we have defined it. Parthia~Hyrcania and
Seistan are within the Iranian sphere of influence (pottery of the
plateau);®8 the northern and north-eastern borders belong to the steppes
(hand-made wares), while the pottery of India is again different. It is
therefore Bactria, Margiana, Sogdiana, Aria, Arachosia and Chorasmia
which form the kernel of this cultural entity.

1. Irrigation agriculture

The economy of these regions rests, first and foremost, on irrigation
agriculture, but animal husbandry and arts and crafts are not to be
ignored.6®

The irrigation network of this period was not new and a large part of it
dated back to the Late Bronze Age.” In Chorasmia, towards the middle
of the first millennium, two zones of irrigation can be distinguished, one
along the lower Oxus (on the left bank, that of Kalaly Gyr and Kjuzeli
Gyr, and, on the right bank, that of Dingil’dze and Kanga Kala) and one
along the lower ]axartes (the area around Babi$ Mulla and Cirik Rabat).™
In Margiana, the oasis of Merv, Aravaliand Jaz Tepe were irrigated.’2 In
Arachosia, at least Kandahar? and Mundigak? were occupied, as were
Dahan-i Ghulaman’ and Nad-i Ali’¢ in Drangiana. In Bactria, the deltas
of the rivers in the piedmont zones were all occupied, in the oases of
Bactra, Altyn,” Kutlug Tepe,”® At Chapar,” Tillja Tepe®0and, in eastern
Bactria, the valleys of the Oxus tributaries such as the Kunduz river and
the Kokcha, with the site of Kunduz and the plain of Al Khanoum
respectively.8! North of the Oxus, the valleys of the Vakhsh, Kafirnigan,
Surkhan Darya and Sherabad were occupied (Kobadian, Dzandavlat,

68 B 541.

6 See in general B §84, 178-203, which gives an up-to-date and complete overview from
archaeological data; 338-40, on the importance of irrigation (figs. on pp. 455—7).

7 At least in the Murgab, the oasis of Bactra and in Chorasmia.

7 B s21, 35 fig. 6, 151-63, 116-23, 185—200. 72 B 59%; B §94, 63—8.

73 B 638, 32-3; B 592, 44. 74 B §540. 7 B 616. 76 B 544.
B 613, 107fF; Altyn Dilyar: B §86, 12. 78 B 613, 107ff. 7 B 61s.
B Gr2. 81 B 60, 132—7.

g d
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Kucuk, etc.) where such large sites as Kyzyl Tepe and Bandykhan Tepe
were situated.®2 In Sogdiana, the Zerafshan valley at Afrasiab
(Marakanda),8 the lower Zerafshan8* and the valley of the Syr Darya85
were also inhabited. At this period irrigation canals were about 10 m
wide, shallow and up to 30 to 60 km long. The networks are made
up of successive offshoots from the main canal with secondary, tertiary
and quaternary channels defining the boundaries of the fields.8 The
fertile loess, when properly irrigated and worked, produced generous
quantities of wheat, barley, millet, oats, sesame and grapes (analyses from
Dingil’dze and Kucuk). Grain would be stored, at a domestic level, in
silos dug below the floors of farms and in jars, thus taking care of daily
requirements and of surpluses.8” Animal husbandry, as practised by the
sedentary population of Chorasmia, involved cattle, sheep and goats,
pigs, donkeys, horses and camels. It has been held that cattle,
predominant in the seventh century, had declined, by the fourth century,
in favour of sheep and goats, but no explanation has been offered.88 As
for horses and camels, there is no need to stress the importance of Central
Asian stock, well known from the Persepolis reliefs as well as post-
Achaemenid texts. These animals were reared, not only on stubble and
fallow land, but also on the vast uncultivated steppes which separated the
oases and were traversed by nomads.

Some light has been thrown by the antiquities of their tombs on the
pastoral economy of these nomads, from Chorasmia to Mongolia. The
Saka of Chorasmia (tigrakhauda, Massagetae?) seem primarily to have
been engaged in horse rearing and sheep rearing,? and so were the Saka
of the Pamirs and of Ferghana (baumavarga?) in the high upland
pastures.?® The Saka and related peoples of Qirghizia,® Tian Shan,
Altai,? Tuva,? Mongolia,% Xinjiang,% etc. and the Saka of Kazakhstan
(paradraya? para sugdam?)® seem to have the same economic system. The
animal rearing regions of the steppes and the mountains, and the
agricultural regions of the plains and the valleys interlocked in such a
way that it is difficult to trace a true frontier between them.%

The arts and crafts of Central Asia were based on the exploitation of
mineral resources (clay, stone, metals) and on the treatment of organic
materials, which in too many cases have left no trace. Clay was abundant

8 B 551; B 632; B 608, 265; B 596, 19—24, 25—30, 93—103; B §23; B 60g. 8 B 538, 7-59.

84 B §72. .
85 B 640; B 528 (culture of Cust and Eylatan); B 600; B § 52, 164—76 (Sastepa, culture of Burguluk

and Kaunsi). 8 B g21; B 562, 116-25. 87 B 635, 207f, 52-83.
88 Jbid.; B 539, 108; B 523, 82—4 (different conclusions). 8 B 626; B 633, 127ff.
% B 590, 174f, reaching the upper Indus valley. B 577, 13-13. 9 B §85; B 623.

92 B 533, 405, 185f; B 582. % B 61o. % B §68; B §70. 9% B 634; B Gol.

% B 636. 97 For the latter see DPh; B 517, 129ff; B 518, 50—5.

% And between nomadism and simple transhumant pastoralism; B 575, 126-8; B 22, 203—25;
B 5G6.
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in all areas and was the material from which the ‘Achaemenid’ pottery
was made. This pottery was so widespread that the repetition of similar
shapes — for instance, the goblet — appears to indicate common feeding
habits. Kilns were situated in specialized areas of the oases (Margiana,
Chorasmia).?? Stone was little used in architecture, and we shall confine
ourselves to semi-precious stones. Chorasmian turquoise was worked
where it was mined or in the neigbouring oases (Dingil’dze), and also
near other sources in Sogdiana, in the craftsmen’s quarters of
Marakanda.'90 The lapis lazuli of Sogdiana is attested by numerous bead
finds, but no lapidary’s workshop of this period has been discovered in
Central Asia. Carnelian was also extensively used and may have come
from Chorasmia.l®t Alabaster and serpentine were quarried in
Arachosia.!2 Metals are the material for jewellery, weapons and tools.
Bactrian gold was doubtless obtained by panning the mud deposits of the
Oxus, and silver was mined in the same province (Ctesias, FGrH 688 ¥
45.26).103 Gold was also extracted in Kazakhstan and southern Siberia.104
Copper had been exploited for millennia throughout Central Asia, but
not one deposit worked at this period has been located, except in
Kazakhstan (Dzezkasgan for example), South Siberia and Tuva, in areas
which are supposed to have had a nomadic population, and in the
neighbouring Ili valley of Xinjiang.195 Iron mines are no better known,
but foundries have been discovered in Chorasmia (Dingil’dZe),!% in
Parthia (Elken Tepe)!®7 and in Sogdiana (Marakanda),!%® and the
manufacture of weapons, jewellery, tools and pieces of harness by
Central Asian smiths is well attested.

Besides trade and exchange within the borders of the Achaemenid
empire, it seems that the part of Central Asia under Achaemenid rule was
in contact with Saka tribes who were in touch with China (see the finds of
kurgansI1 and V of Pazyryk and of Xinyuanand Alagou in Xinjiang). On
the other hand, a general northern exchange-route has been supposed to
have existed outside the limits of the empire, linking Europe and Central
Asial® in a way that is far from clear.

The economic production of Central Asia cannot, therefore be
compared to the fabulous wealth of India, Babylonia and Egypt.
Nevertheless, the high level of production, and the balance which seems
to have existed between the exploitation of agricultural and of mineral
resources, supported a large population, and this population was kept
militarily active by a permanent and dangerous contact with the
turbulent world of the nomads of the steppe. These conditions led to the

? B 595, 26-7; B 635, 212. 10 B 635, §8—9; Arkh.Otkr. 1976, 524-5.

101 B G35, 211; B §32. 102 g 12, 103 B §32. 104 g 575, 184—203.
195 Margulian in B 518, 3—42; B 637. 106 B G35, 211-12. 107 5 579.
108 Arkh.Otkr. 1976, 524-5. 109 No decisive arguments are given by any author.
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creation of a surplus in production and of a warlike potential which the
Achaemenids could not ignore and which they were able to turn to good
account. A famous passage in which Herodotus describes the Great King
profiting by irrigating a plain belonging to the Chorasmians (111.117)
illustrates this. More light can be thrown on these matters by a closer
study of the social organization of Central Asia.

2. Social organization: nomadic tribes and sedentary ‘feudalism’

We can gain some idea of how the society of Central Asia was organized
by studying settlement patterns, architecture and the information
supplied by texts. Only the settlement patterns of sedentary populations
are available for study, and among them we can distinguish between
fortified and open settlements. Fortified settlements may be cities or
fortresses.''® True cities (occupying an area of more than 15 hectares)
were to be found in the principal oases of Central Asia: Erk Kala in
Margiana, El’ken Tepe (Vishpauzatish?) in Parthia, Bactra (Zariaspa)
and Altyn Dilyar in Bactria, Kyzyl Tepe, Bandykhan Tepe and Talaskan
Tepe in northern Bactria (in the Surkhan Darya valley), Kunduz
(Drapsaka?) in eastern Bactria, Afrasiab (Marakanda) and Cyropolis in
Sogdiana, Kyuzeli Gyr, Kalaly Gyr, Bazar Kala in Chorasmia, Cirik
Rabat in the territory of the Aral Saka, Kandahar (Kapishakanish?) in
Arachosia, Artakoana in Aria, Eilatan and Shurabashat in Ferghana.
Charsada, in Gandara, was also fortified. The ramparts of these cities
were often circular. The walls which have been excavated consist of
several superimposed galleries and are punctuated by semi-circular
towers with arrow-slits for defence by archers. The cities were densely
populated, and in some of them investigators have found a palace (Kalaly
Gyr) (Fig. 6), a monumental building (at Kjuzeli Gyr, covering 285
sq. m), a citadel (Talaskan Tepe); elsewhere we know that they functioned
as administrative centres (Marakanda and Bactra, for example).

The fortresses are known as such both from textual references in the
Alexander historians and from excavation. Government strongholds,
such as that founded by Cyrus on the Jaxartes (above, p. 171), can be
distinguished from the forts of the Sogdian lords,!!! where a whole
population could seek refuge in time of danger, together with its flocks
and supplies. Thus the fortified settlement may be for the officials and
troops of the Great King or for local lords and their retainers.

The greater part of the population lived in unfortified oasis villages and
townships. There are 28 settlements known for Chorasmia alone, each
grouping eight to fifteen houses set fifty to a hundred and twenty metres

10 5 555; B 584; sce nn. 77—9 above. 1t g 520, 168—9.
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apart.!12 In Margiana!®3 and in the delta of the Tedzen,!!* many small
settlements of about a hectare have been discovered, but we know little
of the open settlements of Bactria. Nevertheless, the general principle of
the structure of this rural settlement, detected by all investigators, is that
it develops along irrigation canals and is never far from an important
locality, which might be a citadel or at least an administrative centre,
when it is not a true town.!!5 Canals and administrative centres were the
two poles round which settlements seem to have gravitated.

Civil, religious and funerary architectures provide some indication of
social life and hierarchy. Unbaked pisé or mud-brick was the universal
building material. Civil architecture in Chorasmia shows great variations
in the size of properties (from Goo to 3,000 sq. m including courtyards
and gardens) and of actual houses (from 100 to 200 sq. m). The traditional
Chorasmian house, measuring 16 by 10 m, consisted simply of two or
three rooms set on either side of a passage. The farm excavated at
Dingil’dZe qualifies as a small manor, for it has six rooms,!1¢ and houses
of a similar size have been found in Drangiana at Dahan-i Ghulaman.!?’

In Bactria,!!8 the ‘Summer Palace’ at Altyn (4,400 sq. m) (Fig. 9) and
the ‘Winter Palace’ (1,296 sq. m) are large houses with a simple layout,
consisting, in one case, of rooms arranged around a courtyard and
opening off a passage and, in the other, of a range of rooms to one side of
a colonnaded courtyard.!?? In its earliest form, the site of Kutlug Tepe
near Bactra consisted of a single rectangular room.120 Kucuktepa, north
of the Amu Darya, had eleven rooms within a rampart which enclosed
some 6o to 125 sq. m.!2! The Kyzylcha-6 manor has eight rooms
surrounding a courtyard (¢. 400 sq. m).122 There are therefore marked
differences in the forms of private houses, and these are merely a
reflection of differences of fortune, power and rank.

Religious architecture is little known with the exception of a stepped
cult-platform found at Pacmak Tepe in Bactria!?? and of a fire temple at
Dahan-i Ghulaman in Seistan, where altars and a columned building
were excavated.!2* One possible cult-building with evidence of crema-
tions has been excavated at Psaktepa (Uzbekistan).125 These tell us
nothing about the priestly castes. Funerary architecture is more
illuminating, though our knowledge is almost confined to the Saka. On
the lower Jaxartes, at Tagisken, there are mausolea of the seventh to fifth
centuries, consisting of a square room inscribed in a circle.’26 At Cirik
Rabat there are two monumental mausolea, one square and one circular,

12 B G3s, 212f. '3 B 595, 63-92; B 635. 14 g g15, 2, §8f.

15 B 595, 151—63; B 635, 3—15. 116 B G35, 212f. 17 B 616. 118 In general see B 611.
19 g 613; B 614, 1013, figs. 45—6. 120 Jhid, 121 g 523, 18, 20, 24.

12 p 584, 351, 187-9. 123 g 6ob6, 32-8, fig. 2. 124 B 616; B 618. 125 B 522,

126 p 626, 77-88, 202~3.
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9. Altyn-10, structure 11; reconstruction of Summer Palace. (After B 614, fig. 45.)

which recall the first, fourth-century, state of the mausoleum of Koj
Krylgan Kala in Chorasmia.1?7 At Uigarak, Saka, probably nomads, were
buried in pits covered by tumuli.!28 In the Pamirs, burials took place in
pits or cists,'22 while in Kazahkstan, on the Ili, archaeologists have
excavated Saka &urgans.130 The necropoleis of the 1Ili, Tian Shan, Alai,
Altai, Qirghizia, Mongolia, Tuva, Siberia, Xinjiang and Ferghanaare all
considered to have belonged to nomads;!3! the Awurgans can be very
elaborate, with heights of up to 6 m and diameters up to 6o m, with
internal wooden chambers and wooden sarcophagi. On the other hand,
no necropolis has been found in satrapies where the population was
sedentary (except the PSaktepa building (?) and burials in Ferghana and
in the Bukhara oasis).

The Saka of the lower Jaxartes (¢igrakhanda?, paradraya?), who were
not all nomads, have left monumental funerary structures which indicate
important hierarchical differences, but differences in wealth, which was
probably reckoned in terms of horses and sheep, were only reflected in
the contents of the nomadic tombs by the presence of funerary deposits
of varying quality and quantity. In Kazakhstan, Siberia and in the Altai,
the differences in the funerary inventories are better attested by

127 B 626, 139~54; B 628. 128 B 633.

129 8 590, 7-27, 132—4. Burials in cists are thought to be earlier. 13 8 517; B §516.

3t The literature is abundant and concerns the cultures called: Saka; Wusun; Xiongnu; Aldy-bel’;
Saglyn (Tuva); Pazyryk, Maiemir (Altai); Tasmola (Kazakhstan); Tagan (South Siberia).
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excavations and much more substantial (including a number of sacrificed
horses). Fortunately, textual evidence can be drawn upon to supplement
the information obtained from excavation and to throw light on the
society both of nomadic and of settled peoples. Nomadic society was
tribal,!32 and in certain tribes women seem to have enjoyed a privileged
social position differing from that of their sedentary counterparts.133
Among the settled population, the irrigation networks created one type
of functional hierarchy and dictated another — that of the settlement
patterns based on these networks and grouped round centres. These
functional hierarchies are reflected in a social hierarchy which can, by
analogy, be termed ‘feudal’.’ In 329 in Bactria and Sogdiana,
Ariamazes, Chorienes, Catanes, Haustanes, Spitamenes and Oxyartes
were aristocratic local lords who could call on substantial resources of
fighting men and material goods.135 These fighting men were mobilized
in the service of their ‘suzerain’, the satrap, whom they followed in all his
undertakings, or, in normal times, in the service of the King of Kings
who levied tribute and contingents of troops.136 In the same hierarchical
manner, the four circles of primitive Iranian society can be listed in
ascending order as follows: &bvaetu (nmana), the family; veregana (vis), the
village and clan; Soithra (zantu), the tribe, and dabys, the nation.13” Each
circle was most probably led by a chief, and Darius gave himself the title
“King of the Nations (dahy#)”” which can be understood as Persia, Media,
Bactria etc.!3® Seen as a whole, therefore, the social hierarchy of
Achaemenid Central Asia seems clear, but there were other functional
divisions relating to priests, warriors, farmers and herdsmen.!3

3. Central Asian culture in Achaementd times

The functional tripartite division into priests, warriors, farmers and
herdsmen, forms a convenient basis for this discussion. As the economy
(agriculture and animal husbandry) has already been reviewed in the
previous two sections, together with crafts, we shall now consider in
greater detail war, religion and art.

Thanks to the Persepolis reliefs! and the statuettes from the Oxus
Treasure, our knowledge of the costume and weapons of Central Asian
warriors is fairly detailed. They all wore clothing suitable for riding,
otherwise worn only by the Medes and the Cappadocians. Essentially,
this consisted of trousers which were close fitting around the ankles or

132 Cf. 8 580~1. 133 B 548. 13 B 13: ‘barons’; B 21.

135 A 59, 1 60~72; B 21; B §37, 84-8.

136 At the battle of Arbela, the Saka came because of their symmachia with Darius I11 (Arr. Anab.
111.8.3). 137 B 11, 293-319. 138 Jhid. 139 B 67, 85; B 11, 288—9; B 19, I §—7.

40 B 214; B 167 (see n. 41 above for the problem of identification).
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were fitted with straps under the feet. They were shod with moccasins
(Parthians, Saka, Sagartians, Sogdians and, sometimes, Bactrians) or
with boots (sometimes Bactrians, and Arians, Drangians and
Arachosians). They wore a knee-length tunic, which was either straight
and closed or open with lapels, cut like a frock-coat (Sogdians,
Chorasmians, Saka baumavarga and tigrakhanda), but was always fastened
by a belt at the waist; sometimes a cloak with long, narrow sleeves was
added. They worea cap which covered the ears and which generally had a
drooping point (bashlyk), though the Saka had caps with upright
points!4! and a simple hairband is also found. This was the costume of the
steppe horsemen, also known by the Issyk and Pazyryk finds, adorned
with gold and embroideries. Gandarans, Indians and Maka, who were
not among them, wore simple kilts.

All soldiers carried the akinakes or Scythian dagger, picks, cane or
Scythian bows, and for the Saka and Sogdians there was the war-axe
(sagaris). The excavation of tombs of the Aral, Kazakhstan, Altai and the
Pamirs has brought confirmation of this description!#?and has produced
evidence of parts of the breastplates!*? and scale armour (ka Rabat)144
which must have completed the panoply of the cataphracts of Central
Asia.!5 Various items of jewellery, such as ear-rings, bracelets and metal
ornaments (belt buckles, etc.) in the animal style, will have enhanced the
appearance of some of these fierce warriors.146 Some fought on foot,
though precise details are lacking, but mostly they fought on horseback.
Their horses belonged to breeds of repute, and were harnessed and
decked out in style, as is amply demonstrated by tomb materials and
artistic representations. They rode without stirrups, seated on rugs, and
either charged the enemy with spears or harassed them with showers of
arrows.147

The religion of the peoples of Central Asia can be to some extent
deduced from their funerary customs, from the archaeological evidence
of a few cult centres, and the written evidence of the Avestan religious
tradition. The Saka buried their dead, sometimes directly, sometimes
after removing their flesh, or embalming or cremating them.!48 Removal
of the flesh without inhumation is attested textually (Strab. x.11.3) for
Bactria of the late Achaemenid period, but we must once again stress the
fact that no ‘Achaemenid’ necropoleis are known except in the Saka
marches of Central Asia. The most ancient ossuaries (fifth to third
centuries B.C.) have been discovered at Tarym-Kaja in Chorasmia.l4?
Among these Saka, horse burials, cannabis-smoking installations,!5° and

141 B 628; B 516, 47. 142 B 633, 83—119; B 590, 83—131; B 516; B GI0.

143 B 590, 125—31 (doubtful). 144 B 626, 148—50. 145 See B 567, 87.

146 B 516, 43—53; B G10. 147 4 61; the absence of stirrups makes the charge problematic.

148 B 626; B 633, 64—6; B 590, 132F; B G1o0. 149 8 574, 6, 94—100.
150 Hdt. 1v.73—5; Pazyryk kurgans.
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various symbols are also known; this evidence is difficult to interpret in
terms of solar, chthonic or shamanistic cults, and we only touch on it
here.

Not many cult centres are known: there is a stepped platform in
Bactria, a fire temple at Dahan-1 Ghulaman, and some structures which
are, for convenience, dubbed ‘temples’ or ‘fire-altars’.15! To these can be
added the evidence of figurative art: the Oxus Treasure contains
representations of figures in local dress decorated with beaded braid,
who advance holding bundles of sticks (barsom?) (see Pls. Vol., pl. 42);152
a comparable scene appears on a piece of tapestry from Pazyryk V.153
Furthermore, Berossus (FGrH 680 F 11) records that Artaxerxes II
erected a statue of Anahita at Bactra. Iranian texts give us an oral
tradition, so far as we can reconstruct it from the slow Avestan
accretions, according to which Aryanem Vaejah, Zoroaster’s ancient
Aryan homeland, was situated in Central Asia. From then onwards, all
the old Iranian beliefs are to be found in Central Asia at one time ot
another. Unfortunately, representational art and textiles are so rare in
Central Asia that we cannot demonstrate, in Achaemenid times, the
existence of any definite religion, particularly Zoroastrianism, nor the
presence of priestly castes. It is a fact that the whole of East Iranian
mythology is linked to a concept of mounted warriors, but we cannot
discuss it here, since it is too rich, complex, and so inextricably entangled
with subsequent additions and borrowings foreign to Central Asia that it
cannot easily be unravelled. This vague and heterogeneous information
nevertheless seems to indicate the existence of a classical form of
Mazdaism or even Zoroastrianism in the southern part of Central Asia, 34
which, in the border areas of the north and east, existed side by side witha
form of Iranian paganism or shamanism.!55

The ‘artists’ of Central Asia belonged, like all their contemporaries,
either to the nomadic or the sedentary communities. They did not shine
in the major arts, as witnessed by the Susa charters (DSf, DSz) which
mention craftsmen from lonia, Lydia, Cappadocia, Babylonia, Egypt
and Media, but none from further east. Their means of expression was
through the minor arts, and, above all, in an oral literary tradition. The
minor arts of the nomads are well known: the animal art of the steppes, in
metal, and that of textiles, rugs, weaving, felt, wood and leather;!5¢ the

151 At Kutlug Tepe in Bactria (B 613), at Dzanbas Kala in Chorasmia (more recent), at At Chapar
in Bactria (B 615). Religious and political centres probably existed among the Saka, B 576.

152 B 545, 19~23, nos. 48, 51, 70, with pls. xiv-xv. 153 B 610, 297 fig. 139.

154 B 223;8 58; B 19,1 166-7, 274—6. Characteristic are the absence of necropoleis, fire cults, cult
platforms.

155 Among others, see B 6o7; B 589. Characteristic are the mythological importance of animals and
connexions between funerary architecture and mythology, B 587.

1% B 525; B 518, 45—55; B 633, 105—19; B 590, 30-82; B 610; B 575; B 569; B 619.
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colourful compositions of the Altai and the numerous rock-engravings
from Pakistan to Mongolia can be added to the gold and bronze plaques
of the steppe art, which decorated dress and armour.

The most ‘monumental’ Saka objects are the bronze cauldrons and the
offering tables or stands.'5” Once again, it is the sedentary people whose
crafts are less well known unless we are prepared to accept that some,
at least, of the objects in the Oxus Treasure were made locally,!s8
especially after the Takht-i Sangin discoveries.!>® However, opinions
differ as to the date and interpretation of the various pieces from this
important chance find. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the
Bactrians, on the Apadana reliefs at Persepolis, carry worked metal
vessels, and we should therefore seriously consider the possibility of the
existence of a Bactrian school of goldsmiths between the sixth and fourth
centuries.

The evidence for oral literature is both firmer and less precise.
Everything does indeed combine to point to there having been a long
and continuous tradition of oral literature in Central Asia, but proof of its
existence in Achaemenid times is sadly lacking. The tradition is two-fold,
and consists of religious and epic poetry. The Gathas of Zoroaster were
created, it seems, about goo B.C., possibly in Chorasmia. Subsequently
the Yasht, of which certain parts were composed in eastern Iran (in
Bactria?), were progressively added. These poems were committed to
writing only at a much later date. They probably deeply influenced the
thought and the moral and religious practice of the inhabitants of Central
Asia, but in a way to which we have no means of giving precision.!¢0 In
the same way, the Saka epic, traces of which can be found in Herodotus
and even exist among the Ossetians of the present, was known in
sedentary Iran from a time which we cannot determine.!¢! The Iranian
epic, in which there is a confrontation between Airya and Tuirya (Iran
and Turan)!62 which takes place in Central Asia, is to be found in the
Avesta in the form of ancient fragments in which the heroic Kayanid
kings appear.163 Local tradition was responsible for the transmission of
this epic, over a period of centuries, to the courts of the Sogdians,!¢4
Samanids!%5 and later of the Ghaznavids,66 still in Central Asia, where it
was written and where it is still rooted in its country of origin by the
toponyms which appear there.16” We may recall once again (see above, p.
168) the Mihr Yasht which described Central Asia as follows: ‘the whole

157 B 534; B 575, 178; discoveries in China.

158 B 526; B 588, holding that one seal (no. 105) represents Gopatshah with an inscription reading
‘Vakshu’ or ‘Rakshan’; the cylinder seal no. 114 shows a fight between Persians and Saka.

159 See above n. 6o (Takht-i Sangin). 160 B 19, 1 1047 161 B 550; B 535, 57-03.

162 B 19, 1 104-7. 163 B 542; B §36. i64 B g24. 165 With Dagqiqi.

166 With Firdausi. .

167 E.g. Takht-i Kobad, Takht-i Rostam, Afrasiab, Kej-Kobad-Sah, Shahr-i Zohak: B 598, 215ff.
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10. Cylinder-seal from the Oxus Treasure showing
Persians fighting Saka. (?)Fifth century s.c. (After

B 597A.)

land inhabited by Iranians where gallant rulers organize many attacks,
where high, sheltering mountains with ample pasture provide, solicitous
for cattle . . . The Yasht is dated to the second half of the fifth century
B.C.198 but nevertheless describes an earlier state of affairs when mounted
warriors were probably settled in the fertile plains of the eastern satrapies
of the Great King.!¢? It has been tempting to speak of an ethic of
chivalry.170 In any case, the two oral literary traditions of Central Asia,
the religious and the epic, became an integral part of Iranian literature.
This process may well have started in Achaemenid times.

Central Asia in Achaemenid times was thus a land with an ancient
civilization, where a stable and prosperous economy, an important
military potential and a rich and powerful oral literature were drawn on
by the Persian court, using as intermediary a social hierarchy of ‘feudal’
type.

168 B G8A, 3—22.

169 No text of the period proves it, but the epic must have been transmitted in this period too, and

historians agree on the existence of this aspect of the culture of ancient Central Asia.
170 B 2234 B 535, 50-3; B 583
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CHAPTER 34

THE INDUS LANDS

A.D.H. BIVAR

During the sixth century B.c., northern India was divided between a
number of local republics and kingdoms, traditionally reckoned as
sixteen.! Along the Ganges lay the four states most centrally placed,
which at first had competed among themselves for dominance. To the
north west, above the sacred river, was Kosala, with its cities of Sravasti,
and Siketa/Ayodhyi. South of the river, and towards the east, lay
Magadha, centring around Rajagrha (Rajgir) and later Pataliputra (now
Patna). To the south west was Kasi, the country of Viranasi (Benares).
To the north east lay Vrji, with the capital at Vaisali, the modern Besarh.
Though in earlier times Kasi, and later Kosala had enjoyed brief pre-
eminence, it was finally Magadha which was to emerge as the paramount
power, and impose a unitary administration on the sub-continent.
More outlying janapadas (as these regional states are designated in
Indian literature, on some coins, and in current historical writing) were,
towards Bengal, the state of Anga; upstream, along the River Yamuna
(ot Jumna) lay Vatsa, with its capital Kausambi, in recent years the site of
excavations; and beyond, again, was Surasena, centred round Mathura.
In present-day Malwa lay Avanti, with its centre at Ujjayini (Ujjain).
This in turn was flanked to the east by Cedi in Central India, and to the
north west by Matsya with its capital at Virata (Bairat) in present
Rajasthan. Further to the north lay Paficala on the upper Ganges, and
the region of the Kurus on the upper Jumna around Indraprastha (now
Delhi). Away to the north west, Gandhara (non-Skt form Gandara)
amongst the Indian borderlands apparently included at this period, east
of the Indus, Kashmir and the city of Taxila; yet otherwise its principal
centre was Puskalavati, west of the Indus and above Peshawar. Also in
the north west, but of debatable location, was Kamboja, to which some,
as we shall see, have ascribed Persian connexions. Here we are hardly
concerned with the short-lived state of Malla between Kosala and Viji,

! CHInd 1 172 lists the sixteen nations (citing .Anguttara Nikaya 1 213, 1v 252, 256, 260) in their
traditional order, and in their Pali forms, as follows: 1, Anga; 2, Magadha; 3, Kisi; 4, Kosala; 5, Vajji;
6, Malla; 7, Ceti; 8, Vamsa; 9, Kuru; 10, Paficila; 11, Maccha; 12, Stirasena; 13, Assaka; 14, Avanti;
15, Gandhira; 16, Kamboja. We shall here consider them in geographical order. See now B 665A.

194
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soon absorbed by its powerful neighbours. Nor yet, save for a moment,
with Asmaka in the Deccan.

In fact different authorities, ancient and modern, give slightly
differing lists of the jamapadas: occasionally including, for example,
Kalinga, south of Bengal in Orissa, which anyway during the third
century B.C. was to play an important role. Mentioned also is Milaka, in
what is now Hyderabad State. Numismatists indeed have made use of the
names of the janapadas to provide attributions for some of the so-called
‘single type silver coinages’. Concerning these the opinion is widely held
that they represent issues of states existing as early as the second half of
the sixth century B.c. Indeed as convenient /abels, indicating the regions
of India in which ‘single type’ coinages have been found, this use of the
names of the janapadas serves a practical purpose. Yet the chronology of
the issues, known only from isolated chance finds, is no less uncertain
than that of the historical development of the janapadas themselves. It
would therefore be misleading to conclude that the coin issues can be
associated with specific epochs and events in the history of the states; or
even that the extent of the states which issued them coincided precisely
with the boundaries of the historical janapadas. Naturally, isolated hoards
of silver coins may have travelled in trade, so that only by plotting such
finds in substantial numbers could an indication of the true circulation-
areas be obtained, an analysis that the scantiness of the present evidence
precludes. Even as labels, the current rather arbitrary use in numismatics
of the names of the janapadas seems unsatisfactory. For example, silver
coins of the ‘pulley-wheel’ type are known only, so it seems, from a single
find near Wai, south of Bombay in Satara district. They have
alternatively been ascribed to the Asmaka janapada? and to Avanti.? Yet
though the evidence of the ‘single type’ coinages seems at present not
well defined, with further and more detailed study they could shed useful
light on the north Indian states of the sixth, and early fifth centuries B.c.

With regard to the origins of these ingot-like Indian currencies, a case
could be made that they derive from the same economic system that
produced a currency of silver bar-ingots in the sphere of Assyrian control
during the eighth and seventh centuries B.C. Bar currencies, of
increasingly sophisticated shape and consistent metrology, evidently
continued in use in the Iran of the Medes,* and later in that of the
Achaemenids. Especially informative in this regard is the carefully
shaped bar-ingot at Kabul5 weighing precisely 8.34 gm, the Babylonian
shekel of Darius’ currency reform. There is a marked similarity between
these straight Iranian bars, and the well-known bent-bar coinage of early
Gandara, which has been thought to represent the standard of a double

2 B 658, 11. 3 B 665, 80 and pl. 1v, 1-5. 4 B 646, 106. 5 B 647, 59
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Achaemenid siglos (2 X 5.56 gm=r11.12 gm). Economic links between
that region and the eastern plateau-lands might be expected, in view of
their proximity. At the same time, the earliest sure dating evidence for
the presence of bent-bar currency itself is the Chaman Huzuri find at
Kabul (IGCH 1830), fixed by associated Greek coinage towards 380 B.C.
Attested finds of bent-bar coinage are anyway so few that one could not
deduce from an absence of earlier evidence that this currency was
unknown in Gandara already in the fifth century B.C. or even earlier.
Sanskrit literary sources are quoted, in particular the .Astadhyay; of
Panini, which seems to describe the use of metallic currency, possibly
even a form of coin, as early as the fifth century. On account of these
allusions, scholars in India have tended to ascribe very early dates to
some of the single-type coinages, and by placing them in the sixth oreven
seventh century B.C., have been able to claim priority over the Lydian
invention of coinage.¢ At the same time, these early coins are devoid of
legible inscriptions, and the meaning of their punch-marked symbols is
still problematical. Thus their historical implications are no less open to
debate than are the conflicting chronologies of early rulers suggested by
the religious sources, Hindu, Buddhist and Jaina.

The first rulers of Magadha to emerge prominently on to the historical
scene were Bimbisara and his unfilial son Ajatasatru. Their importance in
the records results as much from the fact that these two rulers were
contemporaries of the Buddha Siddhartha, and of Vardhamana
Mahivira the founder of Jainism, as from the powerful role played by
both in establishing the centralized administration of Magadha. Accord-
ing to a Jaina tradition, the decease of Mahavira took place 470 years
before the Vikrama Era of §8/7B.C.: thatisto say, in 527 B.C. On the other
hand, another of their records’” maintains that Mahavira died 16 years
after the Buddha. However, Buddhist sources consider that Mahavira
predeceased the Buddha, whose nirvaga is traditionally reckoned 218
years before Asoka’s consecration; which, if placed in 265 B.C., would fix
that event in (or about) 483, a figure which has received the wide, but not
universal acceptance of scholars.? There is a further well-established
tradition that the decease of the Buddha took place in the eighth year of
the reign in Magadha of Ajatasatru, whose accession would conse-
quently be placed in 491; and who is said to have survived the Buddha for
24 years, and thus reigned for 32 years in all, which would place his
demise in 459 B.C. Reckoning back from Ajatasatru’s accession therefore,
the reign of Bimbisira is variously given by Buddhist sources as 52
years,’ or by Hindu records as 28 years,!0 which would place the
accession of Bimbisara either in 543 or in 19 B.C., depending on the

6 Recently B 658, 5—7. 7 B 669, 23. 8 CHInd 1 312; B 673, 13—14.
9 CHlnd 1 184. 10 CHind 1 312.
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calculation preferred. A degree of approximation therefore prevails as to
the eatlier chronology of the kings of this Sai$unaga dynasty in Magadha.
There is agreement, however, that during the reign of Bimbisira,
Pradyota ruled as king of Avanti; and that Puskarasirin (Pali Pukkusiti)
was their contemporary as king of Gandara.

It is hardly surprising that several historians of India!! have seen the
rise of centralized government in Magadha as reflecting the inspiration
of the rising Achaemenid monarchy in Iran. In 550 B.C. Cyrus the Great
of Persia had united the kingdoms of the Medes and Persians, and was
building up the greatest kingdom seen up to that time. The first decades
of his reign were occupied with campaigns in the west: the conquest of
Lydia and Ionia, soon followed by the overthrow of Babylon. By 538 B.C.
Persia had become the paramount power of Asia, an empire of
unparalleled resources and extent. In this and the following year, Cytus
appears to have been residing at Ecbatana (the modern Hamadan). With
regard to his expeditions in the east, information comes from derivative
and shadowy sources, yet the resulting picture is consistent. The
Alexander-historians record that when the Macedonians were travelling
eastwards from Prophthasia (presumably modern Farah in Afghanistan),
they encountered as it seems upon the River Helmand the Iranian tribe of
the Ariaspae, who had become known as the Benefactors on account of
the services they had rendered to Cyrus during his expedition against the
Scythians (Arr. Anab. 111.27.4, Curt. vir. 3.1). They had assisted his army,
afflicted by cold and hunger, with warm clothing and supplies. On
account of their services to Cyrus, and out of respect for their stalwart
character and liberal customs, Alexander not only confirmed their
liberty, but benevolently endowed them with some of their neighbours’
land. The narrative thus suggests, if it does not explicitly prove, that
Cyrus had been marching eastwards up the Helmand by the same route as
Alexander. Of course, legends of Cyrus were common cutrency in
Achaemenid Iran, and the Kur rivers in Persis (cf. Strabo xv.z, 6) and in
Georgia recall such memories. Arrian’s tale (Anab. vi.24.2—3) of a retreat
through Gedrosia by Semiramis, and later by Cyrus, is in the first case at
least no more than a reminiscence by Greeks of the legend in Ctesias
(FGrH 688 F 1§20);'2 and in the second (if not an episode from the same
campaign as the story of the Ariaspae), a mere fable to flatter Alexander.
Yet the Persian king’s northward march through Arachosia is confirmed
by the statement of Pliny (HN vi1.92) that Cyrus destroyed the city of
Capisa, the archaeological Begram near the southern flank of the Hindu
Kush. Though the source for this statement is unknown, it must be

"' B 645, 47.
12 Since Arrian clearly represents Nearchus (FGrH 133 F 3), the beliefs go back as far as
Alexander’s circle. On the Semiramis legend, see now B 144.
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allowed that Pliny had access to authorities lost today. What else Cyrus
the Great might have accomplished in present-day Afghanistan, beyond
attaching the country to the Persian empire, is nowhere stated. By 530
B.C. he had passed northwards to the Jaxartes and his death. Yet
Arachosia was to remain a Persian province.

Among the janapadas of the Indus region we have already noticed that
of the Kambojas. Many attempts have been made to locate this people
with precision. Accotrding to the Mababhirata, the capital of the
Kambojas was at Rajapura, which was once identified?? from Hsiian
Tsang with the town of Rajaori, in the south east of Poonch district. Yet
this position, eastward of Gandara, lacked confirmation, and disagreed
moreover with other literary indications. Recently!* the Niruskta of
Yaska (¢. 300 B.C.) has been cited for the statement ‘the word savati is a
verb of motion . . . among the Kambojas’, a statement that would be
correct for speakers of an Iranian dialect. Other passages from the
Mahabbarata link the Kambojas with the Bahlikas ‘Bactrians’, the
Yavanas ‘Greeks’, the Sakas ‘(Indo-)Scythians’ and the Gandharans.
Likewise in Asoka’s Third Rock Edict the Kambojas are coupled with
the yonas ‘Greeks’ and the gamdharas ‘Gandharans’. E. Benveniste,!5 in his
discussion of the ASokan Greco-Aramaic inscription from Kandahar,
suggested that it may have been addressed to the Yonas and Kambojas in
that region, though no mention of such peoples is made in the text.
Others have sought to connect the name Kamboja in the Indian sources
with Kae”bijiya, the Old Persian form of the name of the Achaemenid
king Cambyses.1¢ One might infer that Persian colonists had been settled
in parts of Arachosia, Gandara or Bactria, and perhaps even in all three,
by Cambyses the son of Cyrus the Great, and the settlements named after
him. This would have been a measure, perhaps, to consolidate the
annexation of these provinces by Cyrus. Yet though this hypothesis
would provide one explanation of the Iranian idiom ascribed to the
Kamboijas, any link with Cambyses is admittedly speculative, and only
fresharchaeological evidence will provide a clear solution to the problem
of the Kambojas.

Not indeed until after the death early in §22 B.C. of Cambyses, a ruler
who in eastern Iran will have been represented as viceroy by his brother
Bardiya (Gk. Smerdis), and subsequently by the Magian impostors who
supplanted him, does a clear historical picture emerge of events on the
borders of India. On 29 September of that year, the future Darius the
Great mounted his coup against the Magians, while on every side rebels

13 B Gy3, 148.

4 B643; for the older literature, see B 95, 344 (recognizing the name in the TduBufo: of Prolemy
vi.11); B 657, 271 and 183 n. 4.

15 B 6674, 45- 16 B 93, 344-5; B 657, 271.
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arose to dispute his accession. In southern Persis at Tarava (modern
Tarum) a certain Vahyazdata raised the flag of revolt, securing the
adherence of local Persian forces. Though twice defeated by
Artavardiya, the commander sent by Darius to Persis, the rebel had been
able to detach an unnamed lieutenant with a force to Arachosia, with the
aim of effecting the revolt also of that province. Vivana, the Persian
satrap in Arachosia, remained loyal to Darius, and defeated the rebels at
Kapishakanish within those provincial borders. It is tempting, of course,
to identify that site with Capisa, a locality, however, not actually included
in Arachosia according to the geography of later centuries. One could,
none the less, contend that in the earliest period of Persian rule the
Arachosian province had been regarded as extending further north into a
thinly-held region; and that it was only later that the new province of
Paropamisadae was organized, with its capital at Capisa. On the other
hand, Herzfeld!? preferred an etymological identification of
Kapishakanish with the later Qayqan in Baluchistan, a theory that would
transfer the whole campaign to that area.

The subsequent operations between Vivana and his anonymous
opponent have thus received differing topographical interpretations. A
battle at Gandutava (now known to have been in Sattagydia) was
followed by another at Arshada in Arachosia. For Herzfeld the first was
once more in Baluchistan at present-day Gandava. But a recent article
develops the location of Kapishakanish at Capisa,!8 and using evidence
from the Babylonian version of the Bisitun inscription, places Sattagydia
on the Indus west bank, with its capital possibly at Akra Dheri near
Bannu. The reconstruction is naturally to some extent an argument ex
absentia, since the terrain and possible alternatives are insufficiently
explored. Thatagush has been explained as ‘having hundreds of cattle’,
and could thus plausibly be located near the Rival Gomal (Gomati ‘Rich
in cattle’); though later (below, p. 204) we shall be considering a different
etymology.

Gandutava, in the Babylonian text gan-da-ta-ma-ki, was tentatively
identified by von Voigtlander with Gandamak in Afghanistan, a location
which is topographically conceivable, but depends on no more than a
vague similarity of names. The Babylonian text shows that this place was
in Sattagydia, a province therefore already under Achaemenid rule. By
519 B.C., therefore, when the Bisitun text was being drafted, Darius was
in control of that province, besides Arachosia and Gandara. Whether,
however, Puskarasirin, the king of Gandara contemporary with
Bimbisira and the earlier years of the Buddha, survived as a feudatory

7 B 95, 334
18 B 656, 1023, citing B 212, 36, 59 “in the territory of Gandatamaki, by name, in Sattagydia, they
fought a batle’.
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under Achaemenid overlordship or was replaced by a Persian satrap
remains uncertain. However other indications soon confirm that Darius
was systematically building up the Achaemenid position along the Indus.

It was in 517 B.C., after the reconquest of Egypt by Darius, that the
king put in hand a reconnaissance of his eastern frontier, now effectively
defined by the River Indus, which so often in subsequent centuries was
to represent the boundary between India and Iran. Among reliable
agents to whom he entrusted this task was Scylax of Caryanda in Caria,
the navigator whose story later became known to the Greek world, and
was reported by Hecataeus and in the surviving text of Herodotus
(£v.44). The narrative is straightforward enough, though a false reading
in the transmitted text of the later historian long hampered precise
understanding of the geographical situation:

The greater part of Asia was explored by Darius. Wishing to know where the
River Indus, which is one of the two rivers that harbour crocodiles, discharges
into the sea, he sent with ships persons on whom he relied to discover the truth,
and in particular Scylax, a man of Caryanda. They set out from Caspatyrus and
the land of Pactyica, and sailed downstream to the eastward and the rising of the
sun as far as the sea. Then across the sea sailing westward in the thirtieth month
they arrived in the land whence the king of Egypt dispatched the Phoenicians,
whom I mentioned earlier, to circumnavigate Africa. After [Scylax and his men]
had made the transit, Darius subjugated the Indians and made use of this sea.
Thus the rest of Asia, except the part lying to the east, was explored in the same
way as Africa.

The exact details of the voyage of Scylax have long been a subject of
debate among historians in Europe, amongst some of whom the
geography of the upper Indus may have been no better known than it
must have been to the scribes who transmitted the text of Herodotus. It
has first to be noted that no such place as Caspatyrus is known in ancient
times along the Indus. A better reading of the name is however provided
by Stephanus Byzantinus in his entry under Caspapyrus.!? ‘Caspapyrus is
a city of Gandara, on the coastline of the Scythians. So (says) Hecataeus,
in (his account of) Asia.” The allusion to the Scythians is likely to arise
from a later gloss, referring to the period of the Indo-Scythian empire in
India. That Stephanus used a source (presumably Apollodorus of
Artemita, whom he cites by name) in which ‘Scythia’ had this sense is
supported by his entry ‘Pdv, méAs mijs Favbapikijs Zxvbias, ‘Rhon, a
township of Gandaran Scythia’. Although we cannot immediately locate

9 Kagndmnupos méhis avBapixsj, Zwvbav 8¢ dxrj. Jacoby (FGrH 1 ¥ 295) accepts the
conjecture avriy. Contra, B 95, 338, who omits 8¢, and comments: ‘dxr7 must not be “corrected” . . .
into dvriy, for itis in Hecataeus’ idiom a kind of parallel running along a coast line. dx1} shows that
Hecataeus’ map put Scythia and Paktyiké under the same latitude.” Both interpretations present their
difficulties, but we prefer the reading of the MSS.
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a settlement of this name in or near Gandara in the Classical period, in
Muslim times the ethnic of the Ghaznavid panegyrist Abu °l-Faraj Runi
has a similar form, and may be relevant, though its origin is subject to
debate. But a passage of al-Biruni shows? that Caspapyrus could well
represent Kasyapapura, an early name of the city of Multan, which could
very probably have been visited by Scylax. Multan, however, does not
conform to the geographical characteristic specified by Herodotus for
the starting-point of Scylax, since his voyage was said to have
commenced towards the east, while at Multan the rivers flow south
westward. Moreover, Maricq calls attention to a fragment from Scylax
cited in Athenaeus,?! which describes the Indus passing between
towering cliffs covered with wild forest and thorny plants. This
description fits the river as it flows through the Attock gorge, but is
inappropriate to Multan, which lies in the plain. Furthermore, according
to Hecataeus Caspapyrus lay in Gandara, and according to Herodotus
‘Caspatyrus’ belonged to Pactyica, both upstream provinces.

The decisive clue to the solution seems to be provided by a much later
inscription, the Greek and Parthian version of the text carved by the
Sasanian king Shapar I in about A.D. 260 on the Kaba-yi Zardusht near
Persepolis (the text known in specialist literature as Shapar KZ).22 Here
with reference to the Kushan empire of Central Asia, mention is made of
a city pskbwr (in Greek script, and in the genitive case ITaoxiBodpwy),
which can only refer to Peshawar, capital of the Kushans already under
their second founder Kanishka I (c. A.D. 128~56). Clear documentation of
this name enables us to re-examine the texts of Hecataeus and of
Herodotus, and restore the true reading of Scylax’s starting-point as
Paskapyrus, an carlier spelling of the same name. The Kabul River,
tributary of the Indus, is navigable to a point a little above Peshawar, a
city which today lies only a few miles away from the main channel.
Thence Scylax would have travelled eastward to the confluence with the
Indus, and through the towering gorges below Attock into the Punjab
plain. No doubt he may in due course have visited Ka$yapapura
(Multan), in Greek script Caspapyrus, a reading which a Greek scribe
may have been tempted to substitute for Paskapyrus (a very similar
outline in cursive Greek letters) earlier in the narrative. Thus we may
conclude that Scylax began his voyage from the vicinity of Peshawar, a
city which was either in Gandara, as Hecataeus claims, or else nearby in

0 _Alberani’s India (ed. Sachau, London 1887) 149: Inna asma® al-bilid tataghayir wa-khasatan fi al-
Jhagat, fa-inna Miltan kanat tasamma Kashpapir . . .; tr. Sachau 1 (London, 1910) 298 “The names of the
countries change, and particularly in the yugas. So Multan was originally called Kasyapapura . . .’

2t Ath. 70c (= FGrH 709 F 4) Evredfev 8¢ 6pos mapérewe Tob moTapos 700 Tvdoi xai évlev xai
&fev mAdv ¢ kai Saov dyply Gy xal dxdvly kuvdpg. Cf. B 665 A.

22 B 670; B 66o; B 6584, 53; B 664.
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the adjoining tract of Pactyica following the version of Herodotus.
(Perhaps both statements would have been true at different moments.)
But in either event, already in 517 B.c. Paskapyrus would have been
situated in territory controlled by the Persian empire. It appears that
Pactyica lay along the south bank of the Kabul River, and extended south
westwards apparently towards modern Kohatand the Kurram Valley, an
important highroad to Iran. Recent Afghan administrative usage has
revived the Herodotean name as Paktiya, applied to Gardez province in
eastern Afghanistan; but on no stronger evidence, it seems, than that of
general probability. The discovery of the Mir Zakah hoard not far east of
Gardez, with its punch-marked coins and Achaemenid bar-coins, is
evidence, as we have already seen, for historical activity along this route
during the fifth century B.c. A further indication of Achaemenid interest
in the area may be provided by the unexpected — if admittedly isolated —
find in 1914 of a gold Croeseid coin at Mari Indus,?? an important
crossing of that river to the east of Bannu. So far as the name of Pactyica is
concerned, distinguished authorities have denied that there could be any
etymological connexion with the name of the present-day Pakhtuns or
Pathans of the trans-Indus region.?* Yet the territory as we have defined
it lies in the heartland of the present-day Pakhtuns. Another puzzling
coincidence with a modern name is that of Herodotus’ Aparytae (111.91)
with the present-day tribe of the Afridis. In the tribute-list the Aparytae
are grouped with the Sattagydians, Gandarans and Dadicae, an
association which need not place them far from the habitat of the modern
Afridis, in the highland of Tirah westwards of Peshawar. Here an
identification may be conceivable,?5 while that of the Dadicae with the
medieval and modern Daradas, mountain peoples of Gilgit and Indus
Kohistan, whose distribution in ancient times seems to have been more
extensive than today, is often accepted. That the Gandara grouping in
the Herodotean list consisted largely of tribal peoples is substantiated by
the low tribute-assessment of 170 talents.

As the Herodotean narrative concerning Scylax makes clear, after that
mariner had explored the channel of the Indus, Darius proceeded in 515
B.C. to subjugate a further province, the ‘India’ of the Greek historian’s
account, beyond Gandara and Sattagydia. This region was soon to
appear as Hindus in the Old Persian inscriptions, first in that known as
DPe at Persepolis, and later regularly in the lists of provinces.2
Transparent though the name appears at first sight, its location is not

2 B 667.

24 8 644 and Engyclopaedia of Islanm? s.v. Afghin; contra, B 95, 338: ‘No linguistic aspect of the
problem would make me doubt the historical connexion of Paktyes and Pa§to, paxté, and it would be
strange if these names were unconnected.’

% Differently, B 95, 340-1, linking the name with Parvata, a peak in central Afghanistan.
% B 110, 214 for references; for the identification with Sind, see likewise B 657, 11 196.
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without problems. Foucher, Kent, and many subsequent writers have
identified Hifdus with its etymological equivalent, Sind, thereby placing
it on the lower Indus towards the delta. In antiquity, of course, the
Indus flowed far to the east of its present bed, and it was on this eastern
course that Alexander found a city of Patala at the head of a triangular
delta. So it is plausible to place the centre of a possible Achaemenid
province in eastern Sind, perhaps in the neighbourhood of Bahmanabad,
and the former Arab capital of al-Manstara.??” However, detailed
topographical work has hardly begun on the pre-Muslim antiquities of
Sind, lying as they do well to the east of the heavily populated area
around Karachi; and no material evidence of Achaemenid activity in this
region is so far available. It is to his ‘Indian’ province that Herodotus
(111.94) ascribes the phenomenal tribute of 360 talents of gold dust, a
figure which has no doubt some relation to his celebrated fable of the
gold procured from ants in the Indian Desert (111.102—4). Gold indeed
has been panned from the upper Indus in medieval and modern times —
near Und,?8 in Chilas,?® and along a northern affluent of the Indus, the
Hunza River.3® Yet there seems no evidence at present of gold
production around the Indus delta, so this detail seems to weigh against
the location of the Hifdus province in Sind. The wording of his text
certainly suggests that Herodotus imagined the tribute paid to have been
36o talents of gold by weight (each 30.24 kg), which as we have observed is a
prodigious sum. Surely here the text represents a misunderstanding.
Bearing in mind that the eastern Achaemenid treasuries employed bulk
silver as their medium of account, one might suppose the underlying
source to have intended that the gold dust paid was equivalent in value to
360 talents of silver, a far more credible situation.

The alternative location to Sind for an Achaemenid province of
Hindus is naturally at Taxila and in the West Punjab, where there are
indications that a Persian satrapy may have existed, though no clear
evidence of its name. Taxila under the Achaemenid dispensation was
apparently distinct from Gandara, but could of course have been
included in Sattagydia, if there is truth in Herzfeld’s etymology of the
name as Indo-Aryan,3! signifying the ‘Seven Rivers’, and effectively
synonymous with our Punjab.

In any event, the Achaemenid provinces of Arachosia, Sattagydia and
Gandara, with the tribal lands of Pactyica, the Aparytae and the Dadicae,
and finally (however located) the province of Hifldus, all lay along the
eastern Achaemenid borders, and were neatly skirted by the voyage of

27 The best survey of Sind is perhaps still B 65 2; see also B 661, 88 and map; cf. B 655, 27, 189, who
places Patala near Nasirpur rather than so far east as Bahmanabad, but on purely theoretical grounds.

8 Al-Biruni, Kitab al-jamébir fi ma‘rifat al-jawabir (Hyderabad, 1355/1936-7) 236.

2 B 671, 18. 3 E.g. B 663, 271; B 668, 33. 3 B gy, 342.
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Scylax on the Indus. We shall maintain that Gandara also is intended in a
group of Persepolis Fortification Tablets concerned with the issue of
rations to travellers from Susa to an eastern destination. In soo B.C. (PF
1440) an ‘elite guide’ (barrisdama) Zisandus set out from Susa to Kan-da-
ras, escorting a single unnamed woman and five ‘boys’. Towards the end
of April at some stage of her journey through Persis she received a quart
of wine. Her ration scale, three quarts of flour per day against her
courier’s quart-and-a-half, or the commoner’s ration of a single quart,
suggests a person of modest yet reputable station. One thinks of a
children’s nurse or confidential harem servant, since her journey was
authorized under the king’s own seal. It may be relevant that (as we shall
see below, p. 209) the Gandaran contingent in the invasion of Greece
fifteen years later was led by a cousin of the king, so that the royal
connexion here, found of course in many provinces, could have lasted in
Gandara for several decades.

Another tablet (PF 1358) records the travel from Kan-da-ra to Susa of
an official with the excellent Persian name of Nariyamana (cf. NP
Nariman). His travel authority was sealed by Megabazus (El.
Bakabadus), who elsewhere (PF 1351) authorized a journey originating
in Arachosia, and may therefore have been the satrap of that province.
Probably he was the father of Pherendates, who later commanded the
Drangian contingent in Xerxes’ invasion of Greece (Hdt. vir.67). This
coincidence led Hallock to conclude that Kandaras represented modern
Kandahar in Afghanistan, a line of reasoning that presents difficulties. At
the Arachosian city the name Kandahar is unknown until the fourteenth
century A.D., and it is equally possible that Megabazus merely renewed
the travel permit of a party originating in a more distant province.
Arachosia (Ha-ra-u-ma-ti-if, with variants), moreover, has its own quite
distinct and substantial series of documents (PF 1351, 1385, 1439, 1443,
1474 and 1510), which otherwise make no mention of Kandaras. It
therefore seems best to take the three Kandara$ documents (PF 1440,
1550 and 1358) as relating to the province of Gandara.

So far as India is concerned, the Fortification Tablets attest an active
and substantial traffic, though they shed no light on the geography of
that province. An earlier writer32 called attention to the movements of
Abbatema the Indian, who was clearly a person of consequence. In
April-May of 499 B.C. he is travelling through Persis on his way from
India to Susa, carrying a sealed authority from the king, and under the
care of the ‘elite guide’ ISbaramistima (PF 785). On this occasion
Abbatema’s ration was thirty quarts of flour, but one day in the
following month he received seventy quarts, and each of his twenty

32 A 35, 5 withn. 14.
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companions two quarts (PF 1318). Described here as his daily ration, it
was more than double his previous issue. We may wonder whether it
included some compensation for, or provision against, lean stages on the
journey: yet even his minimum ration of thirty times the commoner’s
scale suggests an elevated status. On this or another occasion during the
same month (PF 1558), he also received seventy quarts of wine. Later in
the month, we find him in the care of a new courier, Miramana, who
obtains for his animals 174 quarts of grain, forming two days’ rations.
Each of the nineteen horses receives three quarts per day, and the fifteen
mules each get two quarts. Perhaps it is strange that there is one fewer
horse than the members of the party, but one could suppose the drover of
the baggage-train rode one of the mules. In any event the group made up
a substantial cavalcade. In June—July Miramana again obtains grain for
the animals from Barusiyatis, a namesake of the later queen Parysatis and
perhaps a royal lady from whose estates the court could draw to supply
official guests. The quantities issued to each animal are on the same scale.
Finally, in the same month, thirty quarts of wine are issued to Abbatema,
now explicitly on his return journey from Susa to India, with
I$baramistima once more acting as his guide. It is not hard to guess that
Abbatema would have been some feudatory Indian chief, or diplomat
from a neighbouring state, yet — despite the tempting resemblance to
Sanskrit princely names in -deva ~ efforts to explain his name as Indo-
Aryan were not successful, and the Iranian rendering *Apa-daiva- not
wholly satisfying.3? Furthermore the exact purpose of his journey
remains obscure.

Other records from the Persepolis Fortifications mention parties of
Indians, and arrangements made for their supply. In PF 1425 supplies
were issued at Uzikurras, a place often mentioned and possibly not far
from Persepolis, for ten Indian gentlemen and twenty boys, through
Madatika (their ‘elite guide’?) who carried a travel authorization from
Irdubama. In PF 1529 the decidedly generous ration of sixteen quarts of
beer was issued to (another guide?) Mupusda for four Indians, one of
whom received ten quartsand another four. Again the travel-permit was
issued by Irdubama, and both records relate to 499 B.c. Though the
quantities are much lower than for Abbatema, they suggest that the
travellers were respectable persons. Also authorized by Irdubama is PF
1491, under which in January 498, Mipusda seemingly supplies the same
party, with the addition of two more men and 65 boys, though in this case
it is not actually stated that any were Indians. Nor are Indians specified in
PF 1362 and 2051, covering humbler parties whose journeys again relate
to Irdubama. Since the presumption exists that the officers issuing travel

33 B 131, 121, with previous references.
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passes on the royal roads were satraps of the provinces in which the
journeys originated, these records imply that in 499 B.c. Irdubama was
satrap of Hindus.3¢ It is true that in the relevant documents it is never said
that the Indians authorized by Irdubama actually set out from India, but
that inference is a fairly natural one, and in PF 1572 a party of Indians
travelling on the king’s authority have, as one would expect, that
destination.

Apart from the special cases relating to Abbatema and Irdubama, at
least nine records refer to journeys by Indians, or of parties travelling to
or from India. In June 498 B.Cc. (PF 1397) one Karabba the Indian was
sent by the king to India, with a party of 180 ‘passengers’ and 5o ‘boys’,
but with only three horses and three mules. Of this party no member
received more than 1} quarts of flour per day, but the large numbers
suggest activities of more than routine importance. The previous year,
499 B.C. (PF 1552) one Bakatandus, described as a #idda-maker, was
travelling from India to Susa with three Indian men and twenty-three
‘boys’. If the Elamite word represents the Old Persian dida ‘fortress’, as
Hallock believed, this man may have been a military architect with his
team, returning from building Achaemenid fortresses in India. His name
indeed is transparently Iranian, despite some discussion of the etymology
of the second component. That his Indian assistants accompanied him
suggests that they were soon to be employed in the military operations
projected in the west.

Other, less picturesque travellers described as Indians may be noted
summarily. They included Hapizi$ (PF 1437: October so1 B.C.; ration 20
quarts), Bakdadda (PF 1410: [no date]; 3 quarts), AsSara (PF 1383: March
498 B.C.; ration 2 quarts), and Sakiaka (PF 1511: February 498 B.C., ration
I quart). Though some of these names have not yet been dec151vely
etymologized, and exotic names might be expected, two at least are
manifestly Iranian, despite their owners’ categorization as Indians. These
are Bakdadda (OP *Baga-data, Gk. Mayaddrys, Appian, Syr. 49), and, as
already noted, Bakatandus; while Sakiaka also has a good Iranian
analogy.3s Perhaps all these are further instances of the usage whereby
Iranians residing in the provinces were demgnated by the provincial
name,% rather than their ancestral ethnic. Yet whatever the explanation
of such nomenclature, and the degree of acclimatization it implies for
Persian residents in India, the high rank of several personages recorded
in these documents, and the considerable number of documents referring

¥ D.M. Lewis, by letter.

35 Saksabanu$, of which it could be a diminutive; cf. B 131, 229.

3 Cf. Nepos, Dat. 1: Datames, patre Camisare, natione Care. The fact that Datames served with
the king’s retinue in Iran suggests that he was Persian by language and descent. Also Gobryas

(Gaubaruva) in Darius’ inscription DNc is called PatiSuvari$ ‘a dweller in the Caspian province’, but
is apparently the same person as the helper of Darius in DB 1v.84, where he is called ‘a Persian’.
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to India, suggest lively traffic with that region around soo B.c. In
contrast the province of Sattagydia is but sparsely attested. The sole
reptesentative seems to be an individual known as Sa-da-ku-i5 ‘the
Sattagydian’ (PF 789, 2018 and 2020), charged with distributing
agricultural produce at Shiraz, and most likely a freedman or a slave
official. 37 A captive from military operations might be expected for the
rugged and embattled regions round Bannu, but otherwise the only
inference possible for this province seems to be that journeys to
Sattagydia were rather sparse.

Of the eastern provinces mentioned in the Fortification Tablets, all
but the Arachosians figure in the tribute-list of Herodotus (111.91—4). For
them the name of the Thamanaioi has apparently been substituted. On
the other hand, the Fortification Tablets make no explicit mention of
Drangiana. The name of the Thamanaioi has been thought to represent
the Avestan Sama,38 originally a tribal name which survived for centuries
as a title or personal name in the area of Arachosia. In respect of some
other groupings, however, the Herodotean account presents problems.
The repetition of the names Paricanii and Caspii in Hdt. 111.92—4 requites
attention, but there is clearer evidence of dislocation since no
rationalization can intelligibly group Pactyica among the Indian
borderlands with Armeniaand the Black Sea (111.93). Possibly a lacuna is
to be assumed following 11.92, but there are other difficulties earlier in
the chapter which suggest that the disturbance may have been more
deep-seated.

Evidence concerning these eastern provinces also exists in the
sculptures at and around Persepolis. At Nagsh-i Rustam many of the
cuneiform inscriptions designating throne-bearers on the tomb of
Darius are now illegible, so that not all of the eastern representatives can
be immediately distinguished. However, a duplicate fagade with similar
labels exists on the tomb of Artaxerxes I, where only a few of the figures
have been reproduced on a large scale.3® It seems clear, however, that
representatives of the eastern provinces are present on both monuments.
Moreover Arachosians, Sattagydians and Indians, though #of the
Gandarans, are depicted and named on the statue-base of Darius I from
Susa with accompanying labels in' Egyptian hieroglyphics;*0 so that
though details and dress are rather schematically rendered, actual
identifications are not open to dispute. The omission here of the
Gandarans evidently results from factors local to Egypt. India and the

3 4 3%, 12 ‘known by his ethnic instead of his strange and no doubt unpronounceable name, just
as the Greeks habitually called slaves Skythes or Kar’, which applies just as well to ‘the Sattagydian’
as to the Greek Yauna. 38 B 95, 333.

3 The good details of other figures in B 101, pls. 418, do not include the Sattagydians and their

neighbours. B 179, 108-9, identifies nos. 10—13 as the Arachosian, Sattagydian, Gandaran and Indian
on all six tomb fagades. 40 B 922, 256.
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other provinces could have been better known in the west from their
position on the sea route, and it should not be supposed that Gandara had
become detached, since the sculpture has been dated shortly after oo B.C.
A recent study furthermore contends that it is the Arachosians who
figure at Persepolis as the seventh delegation of the Apadana east
staircase (see Pls. Vol., pl. 40) and in the Tripylon and the Hall of 100
Columns as the seventh throne-bearer.#! In the first location, the
Gandarans and Indians are identified as the fourteenth and eighteenth
delegations; in the second and third as the fourteenth and nineteenth
throne-bearers. At the Hall of 100 Columns, moreover, the twenty-first
throne-bearer has been identified as the Sattagydian. On the Apadana
staircase, unexpectedly, the Gandarans and Indians are shown entering
the palace with weapons, a characteristic which they share only with the
Saka. The detail has been explained as indicating that these peoples were
the trusted allies of the Persian monarchy, serving constantly in its armies
perhaps as mercenary troops. The monuments thus attest their continu-
ing adherence to the empire, since the Apadana reliefs seem to have been
planned shortly before the death of Darius in 486 B.c., and work upon
them continued after his death. In 480, among contingents of the grand
army led to Greece by Xerxes (Hdt. vir.66—-7; 70), several of these
nationalities are again mentioned. On the one hand, ‘Indians’, on the
other Gandarans and Dadicae, and again the Pactyes were reviewed by
the king at Doriscus early in the campaign. The ‘Indians’ were led by
Pharnazathres son of Artabates; the Gandarans and Dadicae by
Artyphius son of Artabanus, the last therefore presumably a cousin of the
king.#2 The Pactyes served under Artayntes son of Ithamitres. We may
reasonably assume that such high Persian officers had experience of
service among the subject peoples whom they led to battle. Some may
have been satraps, and since their number seems to have included a royal
cousin, first-hand information about conditions on the eastern frontier
would have been available to the court. When, later in the campaign,
these contingents were encamped in the region of Thebes, they may be
suspected as a source of the malaria which later was to assume epidemic
proportions in that swampy region.#? In this, at least, the presence of the
eastern borderers in the Achaemenid army may have had an unexpected
effect. Yet we do not hear that the large number of Indian dogs

4l B 101, 110-1; B 167, 149, takes the seventh Apadana delegation as the Drangians, on the
evidence of their boots (cf. Hdt. vi1.67 7é8iAa 8¢ és ydvv dvareivovra elxov), while allowing (p. 115)
that the figures could represent both the Arachosians and the Drangians; here he follows B 179, 149
with n. 2.

42 Cf. Hdt. 1v.83 AprdPavos 6 ‘Yerdomeos, d8eAdds éwv dapelov. This personage seems to be
identical with the father of our commander, who in vi1.67 also has a brother Ariomardus, who
commands the mysteriously recurrent Caspians.

43 Onchestus, north of Thebes on Lake Copais, was proverbially malarious; cf. ¢ 33, 40.
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accompanying the army* caused, as might have been expected, any
marked upsurge in the local incidence of rabies, which seems not to have
been reported in Greece before the time of Xenophon.4

After the participation of their contingents in the Greek wars, little
was reported concerning the history and peoples of the easternmost
Achaemenid provinces by the Classical historians. Ctesias, it is true, at
the end of the fifth century B.c., passed on his share of travellers’ tales
concerning India, and from him Aristotle (HA so1a26), Pausanias
(1x.21.4), and especially Aelian (IN.A 1v.21) derive their account of the
martichoras (Old Persian *martiya-xwar ‘man-eater’), a man-eating Indian
tiger equipped with a triple row of teeth, and for good value a scorpion’s
sting, and quills shot from the taill The Old Persian term for an Indian
beast, and the typical courtly hyperbole of the description, leave no
doubt of the setting from which the tale arose. Ctesias indeed claims to
have seen the beast brought as a gift to Artaxerxes II (just as lions had
once been brought to Darius). Such an event indicates at least some
exercise of authority in the Indus region. Yet Ctesias seems to preserve
no echo of real historical events in the eastern provinces: how far they
may have remained under direct Achaemenid control, or how far a
purely ‘indirect rule’ and local autonomy were evolving into complete
separation.

Thereafter the only hint of historical states existing in the area comes
from the evidence of numismatic finds. The two Afghan hoards of Mir
Zakah and Chaman Huzuri (above, pp. 196—7) contained, mingled with
bent-bar coins of Gandhira, in the first case Iranian bar-ingots, including
one adjusted to the exact Babylonian standard of Darius the Great; and in
the second, strange countermarked flans bearing a crowned lion,
confronted bull’s heads, a spindly bird and a curious outline reminiscent
of a water-beetle, which last finds analogies on the later Maurya
karsapana. Such symbols appear to indicate some administration at once
distinct from that of Gandhira and from the central Achaemenid
government. Yet to label such flans ‘coins of the Kambojas’, though
convenient, would certainly be premature. Fresh discoveries will be
needed in an area archaeologically still all but unknown before any real
picture can be formed of the political situation on the Indus towards the
close of the fifth century B.c. Yet it appears that any Achaemenid
presence here had grown increasingly thin, and that independent forces
were increasingly asserting themselves in the region.

44 Hdt. vi1.87, noted in CHInd 1 340 n. 2. 45 A1, 141,
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CHAPTER 3e

ANATOLIA

M. MELLINK

The Persian rule over Anatolia under Darius and Xerxes was a
continuation of the take-over initiated by Cyrus when he pushed across
the Halys to Lydia and captured Sardis, the residence of the Lydian
dynasty and de facto capital of Western Anatolia after the Phrygian
collapse in the early seventh century B.c. The Lydian kings gradually had
claimed a small empire beyond their own ethnic boundaries, extending
their authority over the Phrygian plateau west of the Halys and making
use of what must have been a traditional system of control through
garrisons in citadels, tax collection and safeguarding of roads.

The major problem of controlling Western Anatolia was symbiosis
with the Greeks. This is also an old story. Land-bound rulers of the
Anatolian plateau need to come to an understanding with the coastal and
island dwellers of the Aegean to live in mutual peace and prosperity; they
have to make their political status clear and strong along the borders.
This was true in the second millennium B.c. of the Hittites and their
Aegean neighbours (including Ahhiyawa). It was also evident to every
Lydian king from Gyges on that the lonians and Carians had to be made
into constructive allies as seafaring merchants and soldiers. Struggles
with the lonians marked the rules of the kings before Croesus,
concentrating on the great harbour city of Miletus with which Alyattes
finally established a peaceful alliance. Miletus—Millawanda had been the
key site also in the days of the Ahhiyawa and Hittites, and the major
troubles of those days came from the Achaean allies of Miletus overseas
in Greek territory.

The Persians inherited the Aegean problem that the Lydians had
begun to resolve. Neither Persians nor Lydians were sea-farers; the
Ionians and Carians were needed by both; culturally the Ionians had an
enviable heritage; an ambivalent situation existed which could be swung
into hostilities by outside interference from the Greek side. The Persians
fell victim to this, resulting in a major defeat when their kings attempted
to extend their land-bound empire to the Aegean realm. As before, the
troubles centred on Miletus and its Greek allies.

When Cyrus conquered the Lydian kingdom, he wisely continued to
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rule Lydia and its West Anatolian realm from the capital at Sardis,
situated well inland in the fertile Hermus valley along the main road
descending from the Anatolian plateau to the west coast. The Lydian
network of communications was kept intact. The acropolis and fortified
lower city of Sardis with their spectacular terraced buildings were
repaired and kept in use. The principal spoken and written language
remained Lydian. Greek was prominent especially from the time of
Croesus, and Aramaic was making its way as the administrative language
for official usage by the Persians.

In Sardis, and from the cultural synthesis the Lydian kings had
promoted in their openness to the Greeks as well as Egyptians, the
Persian kings drew inspiration for their own creation of a cultural £ozne
which was lonian—Lydian—Achaemenid, especially in the realm of art
and architecture. The West Anatolian process of cultural assimilation
had been in progress for millennia, but the Lydians had given it new
vigour in the seventh and sixth centuries B.c. The art of the Persian
empire owed a basic debt to the cultural satrapy centred on Sardis.

The various lists which give us the Anatolian peoples or administra-
tive satrapies under Darius’ control! emphasize the prominence of
Sardis. The Bisitun inscription lists the peoples of Sparda—Sardis,
Yauna-Ionia, Armina—Armenia, Katpatuka—Cappadocia; at Nagsh-i
Rustam, Karka—Caria is added and the Ionians are divided in two groups.
Herodotus 111.89—~97 lists a total of twenty satrapies with their financial
obligations. The first satrapy includes lonians, Magnesians, Aeolians,
Carians, Lycians, Milyans and Pamphylians, a series of inhabitants of the
west coast south of the Hellespont, then the Carians on the south-west
coast, and on the south coast, the Lycians, Milyans (upland but in
traditional close contact with the Lycian coast) and Pamphylians; all of
these peoples partly Greeks overseas, partly hellenized Anatolians or
vice versa. The second satrapy consists of Mysians, Lydians, Lasonians,
Cabalians, and Hytenneis. These are the indigenous Lydians and their
inland neighbours to the north (Mysians) and to the south east (the
Cibyratis and part of Pisidia, with Luwian contingents). Sardis was in
this satrapy. The third satrapy included the south shore of the
Hellespont, the Phrygians and Asiatic Thracians, Paphlagonians,
Mariandynians and Syrians (i.e. Cappadocians). This is the Daskylitis of
Thucydides1.129.1, with the satrapal residence at Dascylium. The people
belonging to it are those dwelling on the south shore of the Helles-
pontand Propontis, in the Pontic zones of Bithynia and Paphlagonia, and
the inland zones of former Phrygia and Cappadocia which would
have bordered on the Euphrates and Armenia. This then is

1 B 44, 58, 77-90; B 45, 200—91; B 40, 47-56.
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a large part of the non-Lydian plateau, including sites which had been
developed as strategic centres by the Phrygians in the eighth century B.c.
The Phrygians and Thracians were Iron Age newcomers, the Pontic and
Cappadocian peoples were largely of Bronze Age stock. It is noteworthy
that the residential and administrative centre of this large and mixed
district was in Dascylium, south east of Lake Manyas, on the north-west
periphery of the third satrapy, a site whose early credentials remain
unknown to us at this stage of exploration.

Herodotus’ fourth satrapy was greater Cilicia which he does not define
geographically. The region across the upper Euphrates, the former
Urartu, with its Pontic neighbours was in the thirteenth satrapy,
principally consisting of Armenia. Some East Anatolian tribes, the
Moschoi and Tibarenoti, are listed in the nineteenth satrapy, along with
the Makrones, Mossynoikoi and Mares who lived in Colchis.

Ethnographically these lists are important because they emphasize the
persistence of the old tribal elements in the peripheral districts of
Anatolia. Tribal distinctions would also be maintained in dialects,
beliefs, customs and equipment, as noticeable again in Herodotus’ listing
(vIL.72~94) of the Anatolian contingents in the army and navy of Xerxes.

Herodotus knows the western satrapies and satraps best, and it is
through him that we know of individual satraps before Darius’
reorganization of the system, and of their behaviour after the death of
Cambyses when Oroetes, satrap at Sardis, took advantage of the
interregnum and assassinated Mitrobates, satrap at Dascylium, and his
son Cranaspes in 522 B.C. (Hdt. 111.126). Darius had Oroetes executed by
a special stratagem (111.128).

Oroetes is said to have resided also at Magnesia on the Maeander
(t1x.122); this would be a border zone between Herodotus’ first and
second satrapy. A satrap Gadatas was apparently ruling here later in
Darius’ reign, to judge by aletter known indirectly from a late copy of the
Greek translation, in which Gadatas is praised for the planting of trees
from Syria, evidently in the development of an exotic botanical garden,
but is told not to tax the sacred gardeners of Apollo and not to make them
till profane soil against the policy of the Achaemenid dynasty.2

After the Scythian campaign Darius left Megabazus in command of
military operations in Thrace and proceeded to Sardis (Hdt. v.11) where
he may have spent the winter of 513/12 waiting for the completion of the
campaign. Megabazus joined him in 512. Darius appointed his half
brother Artaphernes to be the satrap in Sardis and made Otanes, son of
Sisamnes, general of the coastal forces as successor to Megabazus (v.25).
Otanes, like other Persian generals who operated in Anatolia, was a son-
in-law of Darius. Darius departed for Susa taking Megabazus and

2 M-L z20—2, no. 12.
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Histiaeus along with him, leaving Artaphernes in charge of the satrapy.

In Dascylium, Oebares, son of Megabazus, appears as satrap before
493 (vL.33), but Herodotus has no detail on his rule except for the
submission of Cyzicus. In 479 Xerxes appointed Artabazus to the satrapy
in Dascylium, which then became hereditary (Thuc. 1.129).

Greek information on the individual rulers appointed as satraps in
Anatolia is meagre. The organization and relative wealth of the
Anatolian districts becomes somewhat clearer through Herodotus’
report of the tribute paid by each satrapy and through his listing of the
Anatolian army and navy contingents in the early summer of 480, where
the ethnic identifications of the infantry appear and summary descrip-
tions of their attire are given. The number of ships and the names of the
captains are important indications of the continuing nautical strength of
the first satrapy and of Cilicia (Hdt. vir.72—99).

The first, coastal satrapy is represented by 30 ships from Pamphylia, 5o
from Lycia with Kybernis(kos), son of (Kos)sikas in command, 70 from
the Carians, whose leaders were Histiaeus son of Tymnes, Pigres son of
Hysseldomus, and Damasithymus son of Candaules. Most famous of all
was Artemisia daughter of Lygdamis of Halicarnassus, who brought five
splendid ships. From Cilicia, the fourth satrapy, Syennesis came with 100
ships.

The second, Sardis satrapy sends infantry, Lydians with their
neighbours to the north, Mysians, and to the south, Cabalians, Lasonians
and Milyans (here grouped with the inland people). The other
contingents of foot soldiers came from the Daskylitis, the third satrapy.
Here we find Asiatic Thracians and Bithynians, Paphlagonians,
Mariandynians as well as plateau dwellers of Phrygia and Cappadocia.
From East Anatolia the thirteenth satrapy is represented with Arme-
nians, and from the nineteenth we find Moschoi, Tibarenoi, Makrones
and Mossynoikoi from the far shores of the Black Sea.

How all these troops of Xerxes marched to assembly points such as
Critalla in Cappadocia (Hdt. vi1.26), and where we are to locate this
otherwise unknown strategic juncture of the Persian road system, is a
matter of topographical analysis and reconstruction. We have a few more
indications about the routes used in 480 than about the march of
Matrdonius’ infantry from Cilicia to the Hellespont in 492 (Hdt. vi.43).
Herodotus has Xerxes’ troops cross the Halys from Cappadocia to south
Phrygia and proceed to Celaenae-Dinar near the sources of the
Maeander, where Xerxes later built a palace and a fortress on the
acropolis (Xenophon, Anab. 1.2.9). Pythius, the wealthy Lydian who
entertained Xerxes’ army at Celaenae, is a symbol of the region’s
prosperity. From there the road led to Colossae and westward to a
boundary stone between Phrygia and Lydia at Cydrara, with an
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inscription by Croesus. Here Herodotus is on familiar territory and
describes the two branches of the Lydian road, the southern one into
Caria, and the northern one to Sardis, along which Xerxes crossed the
Maeander, and found occasion to honour a fabulous tamarisk-tree at
Callatebus (vir.31).

I. COMMUNICATIONS

The fame of the Persian road system is based on efficient improvements
of an existing network of natural communications. In Anatolia, roads
had begun to develop in the aceramic period of obsidian trade, and were
taken over by the rulers of the copper and bronze era, with special
attention to the routes that served the Old Assyrian trade in the twentieth
to eighteenth centuries B.c. Tablets from Kanesh-Kiiltepe give evidence
of the controlled caravan system that depended on security of the
roads and political agreements with the rulers of the areas traversed.? The
Hittites inherited the road system of the ‘Cappadocian’ trading period
and expanded it to the districts of their kingdom and empire. Movements
of Hittite armies and messengers were efficient and controlled; messen-
gers were housed and supplied with sustenance by the communities ez
route.*

When the Phrygians under Midas began to rebuild a central Anatolian
kingdom extending to the former Hittite capital and the cult-city at Alaca
Hiiyik, they used the northern road on the plateau via Ancyra; their
connexions with the southern road were made at Celaenae, Iconium-
Konya and Tyana. The Lydians under Alyattes moved their army to the
Halys and to Pteria (former Hattusha) along the northern, Gordium
road. Cyrus took this road westward and followed in the footsteps of the
retreating LLydian army all the way to Sardis in 547 B.c. The Phrygian and
Lydian control system must have been underdeveloped compared to
what the Persians established, but the major roads had a long history and
prehistory, and were increasingly used for the movement of troops by
the Hittites, Phrygians and Lydians.

The fame of the royal road (Hdt. v.50—3) is its systematic provision of
caravanserais and post stations for official messengers and travellers.5 It
served the efficient movement of armies as well as the special messenger
service with relays of horses and riders (Hdt. virr.g8). Its exact course is a
matter of continuing topogtaphical research. The sections of a northern
road excavated at Gordium and identified at other Phrygian sites, such as
Pessinus to the west and Yenidogan to the east ex route to Ancyra belong
to the Roman period in their final form, but may be technical successors
of the Persian royal road, as stratification of road-beds suggest.6

3 B 303, 5. 4 B 706, 9. 5 B 44, 108—9. 6 B 749; B 741—2.
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For an analysis of the regional impact of Persian rule, taxation and
requisition of military contingents in the era of Darius and Xerxes we
must consult the general archaeological record, which can take us
beyond the horizon of Herodotus. Even if the garrison-system, the
administrative centres and the satrapal palaces have not yet been
identified and excavated, we can explore the Anatolian inland regions
and the old sites along the roads, as well as the Anatolian coastal peoples
with their stubborn heritage to examine traces of Persian action and
interaction.

II. SARDIS AND LYDIA

Sardis is the key site for Western Anatolia and now proving to be the
most promising to yield archaeological evidence of Persian rule and
organization (Fig. 11). Current excavations have brought to light the
material record of Cyrus’ conquest of the lower city, which was fortified
with a massive mud-brick rampart.7 After the breaching of this wall with
the aid of a siege-mound at the north-west side of the lower city, and the
sealing-in of Lydian ceramic inventory of 547/6 B.C., the fortification was
repaired with a stone wall set on top of the mud-brick stump. This repair
has not yet been dated precisely but is likely to be early Persian.

The attack on Sardis by the Ionians in 499 did not find the lower city
unfortified in spite of Herodotus v.10o—2. Artaphernes remained safe in
the acropolis with a large force. Herodotus’ term ‘acropolis’ may have
included the large terraces discovered in the lower city from 1982 on,
built of rubble with ashlar masonry facing of over 12 m in height. Their
construction may date to Croesus, but they certainly existed in eatly
Persian times. The lower city with its monumental terraces extended at
least 8oo m east of the Pactolus river and north of the modern highway .8

In 499, Herodotus reports, the burning of reed huts and mud-brick
houses with thatched roofs forced the inhabitants to flee to the agora area
near the Pactolus and also affected the temple of Cybebe. The Cybebe
shrine probably stood outside the fortified city, as shrines of Phrygian
Cybele did. The excavators of Sardis have tentatively identified burnt
strata of 499 B.C. in built-up areas along the east side of the Pactolus and
in less densely occupied territory west of the river, both zones most likely
to have been outside of the lower city fortifications.?

In the cemetery area to the west of the Pactolus, many chamber-tombs
were excavated in 1910—14; they show continuity from the Lydian to the
Persian period, with tomb gifts including Attic and Corinthian pottery,
alabastra, jewellery and stamp-seals. A chamber-tomb with tall limestone

7 B 709; B 734, 12—14. & B 708. 9 B 714, 101.
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A Sanctuary
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Ancient road

Probable occupied area

11. Sardis in the Lydo-Persian period. (After B 714, plan 1.)

stelae in front, crowned by palmette anthemia, had one burial dated to
s00—480 B.C.; a cylinder-seal of onyx, mounted in gold, is Achaemenid of
late Darius date.’® Pyramidal seals of the Achaemenid period still carry
Lydian inscriptions, and there is evidence for an active production of
stamp-seals of this shape at Sardis, starting in the Persian era (Pls. Vol.,
pl. 76).1! Gold jewellery of Achaemenid design is also found in the
tombs.

Evidently the burial customs of the Lydians at Sardis did not change
under Persian rule. For Bintepe, the tumulus cemetery north of the
Hermus river, we have no specific proof of finds after 546 B.c., but
tumuli may have continued to be erected over the graves of prominent
Sardians in the later sixth and early fifth centuries B.c.

The Persian imprint on the city of Sardis is the less noticeable because

10 8 715, 25, nO. 47, n. 109; B 700, 39f, NO. 104. 1 B Ggq.
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the Lydians were among the instructors and craftsmen of Achaemenid
architects. The upper acropolis at Sardis has preserved some of the
terrace walls of its monumental buildings, built and finished in what we
understand increasingly well as the Lydian style. We do not have the
satrapal inventory, furnishings, carpets, archives and treasury; even so,
we know that under the rule of Darius Lydians continued to be respected
advisers and a source of expert craftsmen as they had been in the era of
Cyrus. The foundation tablets of Darius’ palaces at Susa record the work
of stone-cutters and wood-carvers from Sardis, confirming in writing
what a technical examination of the buildings at Pasargadae revealed as
Lydian workmanship under the auspices of Cyrus.!2

Economically, in the issue of coinage, Darius followed the lead of
Croesus, and continued minting croesids for some time, but gold darics
as well as silver sigloi were minted at Sardis before 500 B.c. The early
types show the king half-length with bow or shooting with the bow.
Both of the early types of sigloi were represented in a hoard from
Bayrakli-Old Smyrna dated to ¢. 500 B.C.13

The cultural and spiritual impact of the Persian presence may
gradually have increased through the presence of Persian holders of royal
land-grants in fifth-century Lydia, but most of the pertinent evidence
here and elsewhere post-dates Darius and Xerxes. The same is true for
the introduction of Persian cults. Documents of a cult of a Persian ‘Zeus
Baradates’ at Sardis, of Anahita at Hypaipa and Hieracome refer to the
fourth century, typical though they may be of earlier, gradual penetra-
tion by privileged Persian settlers in regional concentration, and through
them, the introduction of Iranian religious practices and concepts into
Lydia.!* Herodotus v.102 reports that a rescue force came to Sardis in 499
organized by Persians who had districts west of the Halys. These must be
the generals Daurises, Hymaios and Otanes, also referred to in v.116,
rather than fief-holders. They caught up with the Ionians in Ephesus and
defeated them thoroughly. Survivors of the battle were pursued by the
generals.

Among the Persians in Sardis there were apparently elements
conspiring with Histiaeus. These traitors were caught and punished by
Artaphernes (Hdt. vi.4).

III. DASCYLIUM, GRECO-PERSIAN MONUMENTS

The second known satrapal capital, Dascylium, has now with confidence
been identified with the site of Hisartepe on the south-east shore of Lake
Manyas, Daskylitis limne, near the village of Ergili.!5 Excavations took

12 8110, DS B 207, 539 (D S2). 13c6z1,31-3; B 13, 616.
4B 713, 33; B 736; B 735, 150. 15 B 678; B 679, 171, fig. 115.
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12. Bullae from Dascylium. (After B 679, figs. 122, 123; B 678, pl.
12.2.)

place from 1954 to 1959; the upper, Hellenistic levels contained walls
with many spolia, including architectural blocks from what must have
been the satrapal palace. From a level below the Hellenistic structures
came a hoard of about 3oo bullae with stamp- and cylinder-seal
impressions.’6 About 30 of these have cuneiform legends in Old Persian,
about 10 have Aramaic legends, and on one is a fragmentary Greek
legend. The cuneiform legends point to Xerxes; one of his cylinder-seal
impressions shows the ‘royal hero’ grasping a lion—griffin by the horn;
the hero holds a dagger in his right hand; behind him is a palm tree (Fig.
12a). Another has an antithetical group of royal sphinxes below a winged
disk. On the stamp-seals the familiar scene of the royal hero and the lion—
griffin reappears, the hero either grasping the monster or stabbing it with
his dagger. Other bullae show a Persian figure in trousers, cloak and
headgear, holding staff and rods (Fig. 124), and an impression from a
Greek seal shows Greeks fighting (Fig. 12¢). The range of dates of this
hoard of bullae has not yet been determined; so far the seals do not seem
to be matched on impressions found in Persepolis.

It is evident that an administrative part of the satrapal residence was
located here. The site is of the appropriate scenic attraction for the
Persian palace and garden known from the later reference in Xen. Hell.

16 B 686; B 679, fig. 122; B 692, §52-3.
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v.1.15—16. It deserves detailed excavation of the residential area and
cemeteries. Much fifth-century material has come to light through
chance discoveries, most of it belonging to funeral monuments.

Tomb stelae of typical ‘Greco-Persian’ style were found reused in a
Byzantine tomb in 1965.!7 The Aramaic inscription on one stela!®
identifies the tomb owner as ’Elndp son of ’sy. If the inscription is
primary, the *Elnip stela shows that foreign (Aramaic-Arab?) members
of the Dascylium administration followed the same burial customs and
iconography for their monuments as the local officials. *Elnap’s reliefs
show typical funerary rites known from other stelae; the traditional
repertoire of funerary procession and banquet may be expanded by a
hunting-scene, as on a newly found stela from Sultaniye east of Manyas
Lake.1?

The art to which these stelae belong develops in the western satrapies.
It is technically dependent on paint, since the relief is often flat and lacks
detail. It shows funerary rites of Anatolian type, preparatory to burial of
the body in a chamber-tomb or tumulus. Stelae and some of the relief
slabs with anathyrosis found at Ergili must have been set up in front of
the tombs. The iconography emphasizes the status of the tomb-owner
and often his horsemanship. Some of the attendants on the Dascylium
stelae wear Persian costume (see Pls. Vol., pl. 82), but not the tomb-
owner, nor the servants at the banquet. One of the reliefs from
Dascylium illustrates a Persian rite performed by two men in Persian
attire in front of a structure which may be a tomb (Pls. Vol., pl. 45).20

Such reliefs must have belonged to the tombs of prominent
individuals, whose life-style was gradually Persianized in the fifth-
century satrapal capital. The tumulus burial proper continued in
Anatolian fashion. The art of this stratum of Persianizing officials, also
represented in wall-paintings from northern Lycia and ruined tomb-
chambers of tumuli in the greater Lydian area, develops its own
iconography with mannerisms in the rendering of horses and chariots
which are equally apparent in Achaemenid art at Persepolis. The
syncretism of Greek, West Anatolian and Persian art is noticeable from
Thrace to inner Lycia.

The precious contents of the tombs to which the Greco-Persian
sculptures belonged are not known for Dascylium, and were looted in
Sardis. A looted tomb near Kirkagag in the upper Caicus valley once had
a painted kliné with sphinxes, and wall-paintings with a chariot
procession.?!

Tumuli in the upper Hermus valley, at Tkiztepe near Gure, 20 km west

17 B 681; B G95; C §51, nos. 3—4; C 521, 265—88. 18 B 698. 19 B 739.

® B 695, 201~3, pl. 57; C 545, no. 1357.
2 B 719, 81, n. 15; and personal communication from C. H. Greenewalt.
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of Usak, were looted, and their remaining contents salvaged in the 1960s.
In one tumulus a double limestone tomb-chamber was plundered; it had
two marble klinai. Among the confiscated loot were about 30 silver
vessels, oinochoai, plain bowls, omphalos bowls, dishes, ladles and
fluted small jars; there also were many alabastra and clay lydia. One silver
omphalos bowl has a repoussé design of antithetical bull-protomes set
above a winged disk supported by a palmette. A silver incense-burner is
similar to those known from Persepolis reliefs. Another incense-burner
was made of iron. In the dromos a siglos of Darius was found. Some of
the inventory of these and other Giite tomb-chambers is now in New
York. Several pieces have Lydian or Phrygian graffiti on the base.??

These tumuli are in Lydian-Phrygian territory, and must have
belonged to wealthy land-owners under the spell of Persian manners. A
tumulus set on a hill at Cegtepe, ¢. 20 km north west of Celaenae—Dinar,
had a relief cut in a ledge of the rock, showing two horsemen and a
chariot in procession.?? This relief is again Greco-Persian and shows the
variety of exterior commemorative monuments associated with early
fifth-century tumulus burials in Lydian—Phrygian districts.

The most explicit iconography in this Persianized manner is preserved
in the wall-paintings of the chamber in the Karaburun I tumulus near
Elmali in northern Lycia, the Milyad perhaps at this stage of geographic
definition. A commemorative monument stood on a base on the outer
slope, and the architecture betrays Phrygian affinities.

The paintings are typically Greco-Persian in the banquet scene, on the
main wall and in the chariot procession (see Fig. 41 below, p. 479) on one
of the lateral walls, but offer much more detail, variety and colour than
the abbreviated Dascylium stelae. The precious metal vessels painted in
the drinking scene of the tomb must have had their counterparts in tomb
offerings set on the floor and table of the chamber, anciently looted. The
appearance of a battle scene on the third wall emphasizes the new role of
the local nobleman as an ally in the Persian army. He appears on
horseback spearing a Greek hoplite whose comrades and auxiliary
archers are being dispatched by local soldiers not quite from Herodotus’
catalogue, wearing short tunics, puttees and shoes, equipped with
daggers and fighting with short spears. The date of the paintings (c. 475
B.C.?) is hardly as late as the battles against Cimon’s forces in Lycia and
Pamphylia, but the local grandee may have aided the Persians in other
territory against the Ionians and their allies.24

As in Lydia and presumably in Dascylium, the actual burial customs
are not Persianized, but at Karaburun the servants in the chariot
procession and those in the banquet scene appear in Persian costume.
The nobleman himself wears a purple Persian tunic, trousers, kandysand

2 B 743, 391-7; B 745. B B 703; B 697. B 723.
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bashlyk as he rides in his chariot. On horseback he appears in the purple
tunic and trousers and red Persian shoes. His black horse is also rendered
in the Persian manner and wears a red ribbon in the topknot. For the
banquet the tomb-owner is attired in semi-Greek costume (see Pls. Vol.,
pl. 81). His chiton has rosette borders; his green cloak is purple- and
silver-edged; his diadem is made of chequered cloth and beads; his
jewellery, gold ear-rings and lion-head bracelets, is of good Achaemenid
type. His wife, the only woman rendered in the friezes, looks entirely
Greek.

What these tomb-paintings and sculptures show is an external
adoption of Persian fashions and mannerisms by the wealthy Anatolians
of Lydia, Dascylium, Phrygia and the Milyad. In most instances, leaving
aside monuments with Aramaic inscriptions, we are not looking at
tombs of Persian officials resident in Anatolia, but at those of regional
noblemen who collaborated with the Persian regime and compromised
with Persian fashions, although their art continued to have strong ties
with Greece. A koine of manners develops among the privileged classes
of the west Anatolian plateau. The artistic expression of their world was
achieved with the aid of Ionian and Lydian artists (and some Attic help at
Karaburun), who trained apprentices in local workshops. On a much
higher level, and under royal auspices, the artistic compromise between
the Ionian-Lydian and Persian—Elamite tradition was being brought
about at Persepolis.

IV. THE SOUTH COAST: CARIA, LYCIA, PAMPHYLTA
1. Caria

The districts along the south coast of Anatolia, from Caria to Pamphylia,
with their orientation to the Mediterranean and their Bronze Age
heritage, did not change radically under Persian rule, any more than they
had been culturally dominated by Hittites, Phrygians and Lydians. The
Carians continued their maritime activities. Carian ships and sailors
provided services to Darius and Xerxes in the Aegean, the east
Mediterranean and the Near East. Carians (Karka) and Ionians ferried
Lebanese timber from Babylon to Susa for the palace of Darius.?® Scylax
of Caryanda was entrusted by Darius with the exploration of the Indus
downstream and the passage westward to Egypt (Hdt. 1v.44).26 Carians
were involved in the Naxian expedition of Aristagoras in soo (Hdt. v.37)
and contributed 70 ships to Xerxes.

Artemisia, the Carian—Cretan daughter of Lygdamis of the
Halicarnassian dynasty, played her conspicuous role at Salamis.

25 110, DS fandz. 2 B 44, 14, 61-2.
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The Carian aristocracy continued to rule various towns and districts
and formed a loose alliance in times of need, such as on the occasion of the
invasion of Caria by Daurises, Darius’ son-in-law, during the Ionian
Revolt. The meeting of the chieftains at the White Pillars and the River
Marsyas was known to Herodotus (v.118) who singles out Pixodarus,
son of Mausollus and son-in-law of the Cilician king Syennesis, for praise
(v.118). After an initial defeat, further deliberation took place in the
sanctuary and sacred grove at Labraunda. The Persians, victorious at
Mylasa, were later ambushed and defeated at Pedasa—Pedasus by the
Carians under Heraclides, son of Ibanollis of Mylasa.

This Carian kind of confederacy and dynastic leadership still has a
Bronze Age flavour, and some of the Greek component in Caria may be
of the same tradition.

We hear of other aristocrats under Xerxes’ rule, such as the admirals of
the Carian fleet, among them Pigres son of Hysseldomus, perhaps of the
Syangela dynasty,?” and Aridolis of Alabanda, captured by the Greeks
(Hdt. vi1.98 and 195). A Halicarnassian by the name of Xeinagoras was
appointed to the governorship of Cilicia by Xerxes after 480 (Hdt.
1X.107) perhaps in view of Carian—Cilician ties among Halicarnassian
nobility.

The effect of the subjugation of Caria after the fall of Miletus is
noticeable in the appearance of Karka in the lists of subject lands at
Nagsh-1 Rustam. Carian workers are listed in the Persepolis Treasury and
Fortification Tablets.28 At Halicarnassus, the ruling family continued in
charge and probably owned the alabaster vessel with cuneiform and
Egyptian hieroglyphic inscriptions of Xerxes, the Great King, found
under the Mausoleum.2®

2. Lycia

The political structure of Lycia under Darius and the early rule of Xerxes
must still have been dominated by the Xanchian dynasty, nominally
under Persian authority. The kings of the other Lycian towns were
linguistically and traditionally close enough to maintain an informal
alliance. Xanthus probably was the administrative intermediary for
Persian rule, but we have hardly any reference to the mechanism of
Lycian—Persian contacts. Kybernis, who was the Lycian admiral (Hdt.
vI1.98), remains a puzzle as to his ancestry.

Xanthus, which had borne the brunt of the attack of Harpagus, has
some good archaeological evidence from excavations of the acropolis.
After the destruction, the citadel was rebuilt in local style. Both

27 B 687, 128. 2 B 34, 142, PT 37; B 82, PF 123, 1123. 2 g 110, X Vs.
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13. Silver coin of Kuprlli. (After ¢ 625,
fig. 649.)

residential and sacral buildings have been excavated for the period of ¢.
530 to 470 B.C., when another destructive attack is evident from the
archaeological record, presumably to be connected with the campaign of
Cimon against Persian garrisons.30 The levels underlying the destruction
can be dated by an abundance of Attic black-figure and red-figure
pottery which continues to be imported.

Lycian monumental tombs of pillar type are erected without reference
to the Persian overlords. The Harpy monument, probably built in the
decades soo—480 B.C., has Lycian overtones in its symbolism of winged
figures, although in style and execution it is indebted to Ionian
(Milesian?) artists.3! The typical Greco-Persian manner of Dascylium
and the Lydian interior is not to be seen in Xanthus, although it came
close in the Karaburun tomb near Elmali by 475.

Lycian silver coinage of uncertain rulers dates back to 500 or even
earlier. The coinage of Kuprlli may have started as early as 485 B.c.32
These coins were struck at Xanthus and Limyra, and perhaps elsewhere;
the iconography is Lycian and Greek (Fig. 13). Persian traits appear on
few of these coins, and may have been introduced by Greek rather than
Lycian artists. This is plausible in view of the non-Persian character of
Xanthian architecture and sculpture ¢. s00—480.

3. Pamphylia

This was a district with a different ethnic and linguistic composition,
having absorbed a large number of Achaean—Argive refugees in the
Dark Ages, but maintaining a linguistic stratification of Luwian (?),
Achaean and Doric elements.3* We know little about the Persian rule of
Pamphylia, which lasted until 469 B.c. The Pamphylians had to pay their
share of the assessment of the first Herodotean satrapy, along with the
Carians, Lycians and Milyans.

The principal cities are Aspendus and Perge, accessible via the
Eurymedon and Cestrus rivers. Aspendus, the leading city, appears as

% B 725, 80—2; B 7206, 195. 31 B 699, 39—45. 32 B 727; C 636; C 645.
33 B 696, 145—50, 194—7.
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EXTFE on its early fifth-century coinage, which may not have started
until after Cimon’s campaign. The name of the city may be linked to
Asitawata who founded Karatepe in Cilicia. Neither Aspendus nor Perge
has been archaeologically investigated for the classical or pre-classical
period, although Perge is now being excavated extensively. The status of
the Pamphylian cities in pre-Persian and Persian times is still to be
examined. Herodotus, who knows of the post-Trojan diaspora of the
Achaeans under Amphilochus and Calchas, reports a contingent of 30
ships for Xerxes (vir.g1). The native traditions and the legends of the
Achaean settlers survived into the Hellenistic and Roman periods, as is
attested by the dedications to the founders (k#istai) Mopsus and Calchas
at Perge as late as A.D. 120.

The town of Side at the mouth of the Melas river was on the border of
Cilicia Tracheia. It had a small harbour of some importance. This town
maintained its own language and script into the Hellenistic period,
clearly proud of its un-Greek past. Its coinage started early in the fifth
century. As at Perge, the earlier strata are thoroughly covered by the
spectacular remains of the Hellenistic and Roman periods.

V. CILICIA

The neighbours of Pamphylia were the inhabitants of the mountainous
stretch of Cilicia. In 557/6, the Neo-Babylonian king Neriglissar had
campaigned in Cilicia—Hume against Appuashu, king of Pirindu.3* The
pursuit went into mountainous territory as far as Ura (this Bronze Age
harbour city may be at the mouth of the Calycadnus), Kirshi and Pitusu,
which were captured and destroyed. This brought Neriglissar to the
border of Lydia, as his chronicle states, i.e. the Pamphylian plain, which
then formally belonged to Croesus’ domain (Hdt. 1.28). A year later,
Nabonidus also campaigned in Hume.35

The key zone of Cilicia was the coastal plain which had been active in
east Mediterranean and Levantine trade through its cities with harbours
on the rivers Cydnus (Tarsus), Sarus—Seyhan (Adana) and Pyramus—
Ceyhan (Mallus, Mopsouhestia) and overland routes through the Taurus
passes to the North and Amanus Gates to Syria. Like the Lycians, the
Cilicians tended to maintain their independence, but had to conform to
major powers whose economic interests needed their co-operation:
Hittites, Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians. The Phrygians tried in vain to
penetrate the Assyrian-held territory of Cilicia, and the Lydians never
controlled it. (Hdt. 1.28).

A local dynasty seems to have survived the tribulations of foreign
garrisons and campaigns. The kings are named or titled Syennesis; the

3 B 359, 74—7, 86-8; B 274, 103—4; B 718, 17~44.1 3 B 274 Chron. 7.7.
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first known Syennesis helps to reconcile Alyattes and Cyaxares in 585
(Hdt. 1.74); we hear of a daughter of a Syennesis as the bride of the Carian
prince Pixodarus, son of Mausollus in ¢. 494 (Hdt. v.118), and (the same?)
Syennesis, son of Oromedon, is the commander of the roo-ship
contingent for Xerxes (Hdt. vir.g98); Aeschylus reports his death at
Salamis (Pers. 326-8).

We are not sure where the Syennesis dynasty resided. Appuashu seems
to be based in western Cilicia. Tarsus would have had the historical
prestige for a centre of the kingdom, but there seems to be a gap in the
excavated part of the principal mound after 520 B.c.3¢ Appuashu may
have been a ‘Syennesis’. A citadel in the Calycadnus valley, at Gillnar—
Meydancik, has tantalizing references to the Achaemenid period in the
presence of a relief with a procession of Persian dignitaries as well as
fragmentary statues flanking the entrance of a gabled built tomb of the
fifth century B.c. An Aramaic inscription identifies this citadel as
Kirshui.3?

Cilicia’s importance to the Persian kings is evident in its separate status
as Herodotus’ fourth satrapy. Darius uses coastal Cilicia as his base for
the attack on Cyprus in 497/6 (Hdt. v.108). At the battle of Lade Cilician
ships were among the Persian contingents (Hdt. v1.6). In 492 Mardonius
assembled his fleet off the Cilician coast (v1.43) and moved his army
overland from Cilicia to the west, probably via the Calycadnus road.
Darius, after the failures at Athos and in Thrace, had his new
commanders assemble their forces in the Aleian Plain between the Sarus
and Pyramus rivers to prepare for embarkation on the fleet and troop
transports to carry them from the Cilician coast (at Mallus?) to Ionia
(vr.95). The modern coastline has changed considerably since prehistoric
and classical times, but the estuary of the Pyramus—Ceyhan was clearly of
strategic and economic importance through early history. The crucial
position of Cilicia as a safe entry area and naval base for the Persians is
evident, as is the compliance of the Cilician kings, who provided 1oo
ships to Xerxes.

The Cilician plain had long been a wealthy area of farmers, traders and
manufacturers. The tribute noted by Herodotus in his list of nations
I11.90 consists of 360 white horses, one for each day, and 500 silver
talents, 140 of which went for the cavalry guard. The white horses, on
which Herodotus has no further comment, must have been destined for
ceremonial service, such as pulling the chariot of Ahura Mazda (Hdt.
vir.40). The territory of the satrapy extended across the Taurus
mountains to the north and north east in the direction of Commagene.
Epigraphic discoveries and archaeology will have to expand our
horizon.

3% B 707, 145%. 37 B 721 and personal communication from A. Davesne.
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VI. PHRYGIA

The pattern of Persian domination in the heartland of Phrygia, part of the
satrapy of Dascylium, can now be reconstructed tentatively from the
excavations of the citadel and tombs of Gordium. As noted in CAH
2.2, ch. 344 (Pls. Vol., pl. 226) the citadel was in process of rebuilding
when captured by the Cimmerians in ¢. 696 B.c. After the looting and
conflagration of the occupied part of the citadel and after battles in which
Midas may have been killed, a mud-brick rampart was built around the
east and south side of the citadel, protecting a large residential suburb.
This rampart and its superstructures were attacked and burnt during
Cyrus’ march to Sardis in 547/6 B.C., probably with the aid of a siege-
mound, as at Sardis. After the Persian victory most of the 12 m high wall
at Gordium was razed, leaving one monument as a tumulus to the south
east. By ¢. 600 B.c. the old citadel had been rebuilt.

The Persians took over this archaic Phrygian citadel, leaving little
architectural imprint of their own, since the citadel built under Lydian
auspices had borrowed its layout from the Old Phrygian predecessor,
with minor modifications but improved masonry (Fig. 14). As before,
the citadel buildings were wegara, grouped in separate courts. The East
gateway was now entered at right angles between symmetrical towers.
To its south west, the original plan called for a solid rampart, but the
design was changed to incorporate a large stoa-like storage building
(building A) set on a terrace which doubled as the core of the outer
rampart. Building A was destroyed by fire, and over its south part a
different type of structure was erected, this time of non-Phrygian plan,
with a paved court to the north, giving access to a porch with two
columns in antis, the red-painted base of one remaining in situ.38 Behind
the porch was a narrower room with a place for a throne or ceremonial
base against the centre of its rear wall. Both porch and throne-room had a
simple mosaic of maeanders in regular rows of pebbles; the base was set
off by dark glassy pebbles. This building may have been the official
mansion of the Persian representative at Gordium.

There was little preserved inventory. Colourful terracotta revetments
and sima fragments lay in the debris.?? In the robbed foundation trench
was found a carnelian cylinder-seal of fine Achaemenid style and
composition: a symmetrical group of royal heroes set on bearded royal
sphinxes, facing an Ahura Mazda above an altar and roundel; the frieze is
bordered by a lotus-band above and below, and an Aramaic inscription
gives the name of the owner Badag, son of Zatchi (?). The seal is dated to
the early fifth century.40

3% B 746, 11-12; B 751, 6, plan. 39 B 676, 143~61.
40 B 746, 13, fig. 10; personal communcation from E. Porada.
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N

14. Map of Gordium in the archaic period. Courtesy of Gordion Excavations. See the text. The new
gateway is at the right. Building PH (‘Painted House’) between megara G and C had its main room
walls covered with painted friezes on white plaster.

This mosaic building is continued by similar structures to the south,
and may be part of a small palace. The date is not securely established.
The excavator suggested 475—450, but the terracottas have earlier
parallels in Sardis. The sequence of Persian actions against and in the
main citadel needs further study. The burning of building A may be
connected with the entry of the Persians, and the Persian mosaic building
may have been constructed before 5oco0.

Many megara in the citadel of Gordium stood in their Phrygian form
through the era of Darius and Xerxes. A chronological marker is the
small ‘heroon’ inserted between megara C (already rebuilt once) and G
not later than §30 B.C., as is attested by its archaic wall-paintings.4! These
paintings, of strong East Greek affinity, hardly betray Persianizing
fashions or Greco-Persian traits. In the minor arts and artefacts from
Gordium the Persian presence is barely noticeable, with the exception of

41 B 714, 91-8.
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a number of seals and rare occurrences of silver tableware and pottery
imitations.42 The Greek contact is steady, as evidenced by East Greek
and Attic pottery imports before and after 500 B.C.43 Tumuli continue to
be made for prominent cremation burials until early in the fifth century
B.C., following Lydo-Phrygian burial patterns.#

One hoard of 110 sigloi was found in the Persian level at Gordium,
buried in a fragmentary local lekythos.45 This has not yet been studied.
The sigloi show considerable wear but seem to be of the same type. A
fragmentary bulla from a mid-fifth-century context shows a hunter on
horseback pursuing a deer; the style is not Achaemenid.

The overall impression of this era of Persian rule at Gordium is one of
benevolent control of a citadel and community consisting largely of
Phrygian and Lydo-Phrygian residents continuing their original life-
styles but becoming somewhat wealthier in material effects such as gold
jewellery, and in amenities such as wall-paintings of East Greek affinity,
paying taxes now to a Persian official residing in the citadel whose
communications went east and west along the royal road. The road itself
must be embedded in the stratification of the stretches of its Roman
successor excavated among the Phrygian tumuli and heading toward the
citadel from the plain. The road in all periods of Gordium’s existence
must have crossed the Sangarius river by a bridge.

In greater Phrygia, within the Halys bend, there is less archaeological
evidence of Achaemenid occupation. At the former Hittite capital, now
probably Pteria, a burial in the crevices of Yazilikaya was accompanied
by a provincial Achaemenid cylinder-seal carved of bone.*¢ It shows that
the image of the royal hero was known in these regions. On the pottery of
the later Phrygian period at Bogazkdy, as well as at Alaca Hiyik,
painters of bichrome ware illustrate variants of Achaemenid sphinxes
with crowns. Similar iconographic allusions are noticeable at Aligar (Fig.
15),%7 Kiiltepe, and most strikingly at Magat Hiryiik, 20 km south west of
Zela—Zile,*8 where the wild bichrome style was vigorous; on the other
hand, a very fine version of Achaemenid bichrome painting appears ona
white-slipped bowl, with the representation of a horse of thoroughly
Persian appearance, with topknot and ribbons, bridle and head shape as
at Persepolis, as part of a procession (Fig. 16). This was found in a late-
sixth-century context, and must be related to the best workshops of this
period close to official Achaemenid centres. The proximity to Zile, a
famous cult centre of Anaitis, may be relevant, although the date of
introduction of this cult is unclear. The horses on the white-ground cup

42 B 748, 154, pl. 41, figs. 13, b; B 750, 281, pl. 84, figs. 8—9. 43 B 737; B 53,
4 B 720, 65-89. 45 B 747, 141. 4 B 691, 234, fig. 146.

47 B 738, 43-3, fig. 46, a 824; B 677, 54, pl. 32b.

48 B 732, 123, colour pl. F-I, pl. 64, 1 a-b; pl. 78, 3 a-b, fig. 162.
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15. Bichrome vase fragment from Aligar. (After s 16. Bichrome vase fragment from Masat
677, pl- 32b.) Hiiyiik. (After B 732, pl. 64.1.)

found at Magat resemble the royal horses rendered on the Apadana reliefs
at Persepolis, although details such as the ornamented headstall and the
knotted tails are less refined at Magat. The Magat horses have already
entered Persian service somewhere in the district of Magat and Zile.** We
are looking at a provincial counterpart in minor art of the official
iconography of Persepolis.

VII. PONTUS, CAPPADOCIA, COMMAGENE, ARMENIA

The Persian penetration of the Pontic zone and Cappadocia is reflected
on the popular level in bichrome pottery decoration, mixed, as always,
with Greek inspiration. A Pontic blend of Greek and Persian art
decorated fagades of rock-cut tombs in Paphlagonia in the later fifth and
fourth centuries B.c.59 A curious mixture of tribal tradition and hybrid
cultural overlay (Hittite, Phrygian, East Greek, Persian) developed in
the Pontic zone. The presence of rich local chieftains is indicated by the
occasional finds of Achaemenid silver ware along the coast, probably
originating from plundered tombs near Unye and elsewhere.5!

In Cappadocia, where the satrapal residence may have been at Mazaca
(later Caesarea), Persian land grants may have had some influence on
regional culture. The altar from Biinyan, some 35 km to the north east,
with the figure of a Persian performing the fire-cult rite carved in relief
on all four sides (see Pls. Vol., pl. 43), is a document of Persian religious
rites practised in the later fifth century B.Cc.52 The red paint on the
background of the reliefs is typical of Greco-Persian sculpture.

Further East, in Armenia and what used to be Urartu, we approach a
land with a closer relationship to Iran and the Achaemenids. Darius and

49 B 214, 104-0, pls. 83—5; A 36, 148—9. % B j05, 13—56.

51 B 680, 218, fig. 67; B 682; B 683, 38—52; C 481, 260~70, nos. 175-81; B 72'8.
52 B 688; B 679, 173, fig. 120.
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Xerxes built on the citadel at Van, where Xerxes left a trilingual
inscription (XV). Building remains of the Achaemenid period have been
identified at Erebuni-Arin Berd in Soviet Armenia, but the apadana in
western Urartu at Altintepe near Erzincan seems to be of the late
Urartian period.53 Persian silver ware was allegedly found at Erzincan.5
Some of the pottery at Patnos north of Lake Van may be of Achaemenid
date, and there is no doubt that the Persians reoccupied several of the
Urartian citadels.

The Euphrates regionand Commagene in East Anatolia are also likely
to have been readily put under Achaemenid control. In the recent rescue
excavations along the Turkish Euphrates the mound of Lidar on the east
bank, ¢. 8 km upstream from Samosata, has yielded Achaemenid fifth-
century building levels. A mud-brick tomb-chamber contained a burial
in a bronze tub; among the tomb gifts was a bronze openwork
attachment with the figure of a man in Persian costume.55 Lidar was
fortified in the sixth and fifth centuries. At Tille, west of the modern river
crossing of the Adiyaman—Diyarbakir road, the entire surface of the
small mound was occupied by a well-planned probably Achaemenid
complex.5¢ The Achaemenid period was also represented in building
levels on the large citadel of Samsat—Samosata under the palace of the
Commagenian dynasty.

To the south, in cemetery II at Deve Huyilk west of Carchemish,
soldiers of an Achaemenid garrison were buried with characteristic
weapons (see Pls. Vol., pls. 68, 74); the earliest graves date to ¢. 480 B.C.58

Along the Euphrates the presence of Achaemenid rule is noticeable
protecting the river crossings and the water way. The royal road crossed
the Euphrates somewhere between Samsat and the Malatya region.
Herodotus refers in general terms to the stretch through Cappadocia to
the borders of (greater) Cilicia with two passes and control stations, from
where three stations and fifteen and a half parasangs take the traveller to
the boat-crossing of the Euphrates, and the border of Armenia (v.§2).
The crossing at Samosata—Kummuh was clearly of age-old importance
and part of the rationale for the long prehistoric and historical
development of the city. Several other crossings were functioning along
the Euphrates from Carchemish to Malatya.

In this area, as in the districts of central and western Anatolia, we may
under-estimate the administrative and cultural impact of early Persian
rule. Historical evidence for the period of Darius and Xerxes, with its
vigorous technical and military projects, will be forthcoming from
systematic excavations of sites of the rank of Sardis and Dascylium.
Many of the other important sites show much less of the Persian impact

3 B 731, 44-6. 54 B 497, 140. 55 B 716. % B 704. 57 B 730. 58 B 497.
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(Gordium, Xanthus, Pteria) because they were perhaps garrisoned but
initially left to their own traditions. The diffusion of a Greco-Persian
artistic idiom and iconography is for the time being best known through
the category of funeral monuments, which begin to show the intrusion of
Persian rituals in what largely are traditional Anatolian burial practices.
This process continues in various forms in later ages, with a climax in the
gigantic tumulus complex of Antiochus I of Commagene.
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CHAPTER 3f

PERSIA IN EUROPE, APART FROM GREECE

A. FOL AND N. G. L. HAMMOND

I. THE NATURE OF OUR INFORMATION

We rely almost entirely on Herodotus. Some have despaired of his
account, for instance, of Darius’ advance into Scythia, but others have
claimed to make some sense of parts of it. We have to be on our guard
against Herodotus’ own outlook. He saw the actions of Darius as
‘precedents’ for those of Xerxes, the centrepiece of his history; and it was
in all matters his habit to look for ‘precedents’, e.g. to Cleisthenes’
invention of ten Attic tribes. These ‘precedents’ included the revenge-
motive for the war (Iv.1; vi1.5.2—3), the real aim of conquering all Europe
(1v.118.1; vIL.8.42 and j54.2), the disregard of Artabanus’ wise advice
(1v.83 and viLio), the levy from all nations of the empire and
conscription in areas newly conquered (1v.83.1 and 96.2; vir.185), the
bridging of the waters which separate the two continents (111.134.4 and
Iv.118.1; VIL.33.1), the loyalty to Persia of most but not all Ionian Greeks
(1v.137 and viIr.85.1), the failure and flight of the Persian king (1v.135;
virr.115), and his escape only because the Greeks failed to accept the
advice of a leading Greek to destroy the bridge which led to Asia
(1v.137.1; viiL108.2; cf.viIL.97.1).

Some of these ‘precedents’ have rightly been suspected. The revenge-
motive arising from Scythian attacks on the Medes in Asiaa century or so
earlier will hardly account for a Persian king attacking Scythians in
Europe. The failure of Darius seems greatly exaggerated. The story of
Miltiades advising the destruction of the bridge over the Danube cannot
be true in the light of his subsequent history (see below). Another
weakness of Herodotus’ account is that it is Hellenocentric. Darius is said
to have envisaged the invasion of Greece soon after his accession
(111.134). A Greek doctor, Democedes, and a Greek commander, Coes,
are represented as swaying the policies of Darius (111.133f; 1v.97.2—6).
The Ionian Greeks ‘led’ the Persian fleet (1v.89.1); and the debate at the
bridge over the Danube is presented as critical for Darius, whereas his
fleet was there in any case to ferry his men over the river (1v.141).

Herodotus used three kinds of informants, when he was collecting his

234
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data ¢. 460—455 B.C., some fifty-five years after the campaign of Darius.
Ionians and Greeks from cities of the Hellespont, Propontis, Bosporus
and Black Sea could have told him of their fathers’ experiences in the
service of Darius, and a few participants could still have been alive. The
Greeks of these cities also told Herodotus a lot about the Scythians,
because they traded far up the rivers into Scythia; but they knew next to
nothing about the inland peoples of Thrace. The Ionians especially were
anxious to magnify their own importance. Secondly, Herodotus
consulted Scythians, when he travelled far up the navigable river
Borysthenes (Dnepr), and in particular he got information from Tymnes
who was familiar with the Scythian court and knew the early history of
the Scythian royal families (1v.81.2—4; 1v.76.6). The Scythians had every
reason to exaggerate their own cleverness and minimize their own losses.
Thirdly, Herodotus had access to Persian information, sometimes given
to Greeks in Asia by friendly Persians like Ariaramnes (viir.go.4),
sometimes given to Herodotus by Persians whom he met, and sometimes
drawn from official Persian documents. It was difficult to weave these
three strands of information into a convincing narrative, and we can
sometimes see the traces of each strand.

He had little to say about the geography and ethnography of Thrace
(v.3—8), a country generally hostile to Greeks and outside his personal
experience. His account of Scythia is surprisingly full, because he had
access to Hecataeus’ work on geography, he had information from
Greek traders and from Scythians, and he had personal experience of the
area.

II. THE EXPEDITION OF DARIUS ¢. §13 B.C.!

The real intention of Darius was made clear by the building of a bridge
across the Bosporus, an amazing feat, unrivalled until 1973; for the span
is over a kilometre, the current some four knots and the winds often very
strong. The bridge was said to have been at the narrowest point.2 It was a
pontoon-bridge with some 200 ships supporting the roadway. For 2
come-and-go campaign his fleet would have ferried his army across
very easily. This permanent bridge was an extension of the permanent
roads of the Persian empire, and it was intended to lead to a satrapy about
to be acquired. Darius commemorated the bridge by erecting two
columns of white stone with inscriptions in cuneiform and in Greek
letters. Therein he recorded ‘the nations that he was leading, from all the
peoples under his rule, and they were enumerated in tens of thousands;
there were seventy myriads including the cavalry and apart from the

! Thedate is disputed. c 43,1 429; IG x1v 1297.22-6; B 95, 291f; B 6, 76. Campaign r. eastern Sacae
in Polyaen. vir11.6 and vir.12. 2 Polyb. 1v.43.2.
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fleet, and the assembled warships were six hundred’ (1v.87). The epic
poet Choerilus may have drawn on this record for the names of the
peoples; for the fragment from his ‘Crossing of the Bridge’ has survived,
which mentions the eastern Sacae: ‘And sheep-herding Sacae, Scythian
by descent but living in wheat-bearing Asia. They were colonists of the
Nomads, a law-abiding people.’

The figures which Herodotus gives are encapsulated within his
account of the columns. The implication, then, is that the figures had
been on the columns, which were of course read at the time by Greeks.
The numbers which were placed there on the orders of Darius may not
have corresponded fully to the actual forces. But there is no doubt that
the Persian kings put great faith in large numbers, and it should be noted
that Napoleon set off in 1812 with more than 500,000 men.4 Herodotus
gave six hundred as the number of warships at the battle of Lade and on
the expedition against Athens and Eretria; it was evidently the norm for
an imperial fleet set by Darius, and it was easily ascertained by Greek
sailors. Since Darius had ordered ‘some to provide foot soldiers and
others to provide warships’ throughout his empire (1v.83.1), there were
Phoenician, Cypriot and Egyptian squadrons as well as a Greek
squadron. He needed also supply-ships and pontoon-ships for the
Danube. The expedition was mounted on the grand scale which was
characteristic of Darius. The crossing of the host from Asia to Europe
was a moment of religious significance; for the waters which divided the
two continents were sacred — those of the Tanais (Don), the Black Sea,
the Bosporus and the Hellespont. Darius sat upon his throne and
watched the army march past him and over the bridge. Its designer,
Mandrocles of Samos, commissioned a painting which depicted the
scene (1v.88).

Darius had already proved himself to be a most capable commander.
He had the choice now of two alternatives. Whether his ultimate
objective was Greece or Scythia, he could advance either along a coastand
use his fleet to supply his army ex roste, or separately with his army inland
and send his fleet forward to some rendezvous. According to Herodotus
1v.89 Darius ordered the Ionian squadron, together with ships of the
Greek cities of the Hellespont, Propontis and Bosporus (1v.138), to sail
into the Black Sea, enter the Danube delta, build a bridge over the
Danube and await his coming. Herodotus did not mention any orders for
the rest — presumably the major part — of the fleet; but we may assume
that it was to sail to the Danube mouth and prepare for or make a further
advance. Darius himself marched not along the coast but inland. His
intention was thus to conquer eastern Thrace and to make Scythia his
further objective.

3 Str. vin3.9 (C 303). 4 J. Marshall-Cornwall, Napoleon (London, 1967) z20.
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‘Darius marched through Thrace, and on coming to the springs of the
Tearus he encamped for three days’ (1v.89.3). He was now in the
catchment area of the Hebrus, the largest river of central Thrace, and
crossing to its western bank he occupied part of the valley of the
Artescus, which was the homeland of the Odrysians, the strongest tribal
group in central Thrace. Here he controlled the main trade route
overland from the Aegean Sea to the plain of central Thrace and its
outlets on the Black Sea;5 and he sent a detachment south to garrison its
Aegean terminal, Doriscus (vII.59.1). That he came to occupy was made
clear by his setting up of an inscribed column, recording his presence at
the springs of the Tearus, and by ordering his army to build great cairns
of stones in the valley of the Artescus. Herodotus’ informant for this
march was probably a Persian; its correctness is assured by the survival
until ¢. 1830 of an inscribed column in cuneiform near the Tearus
(Semerdere).¢ Herodotus jumped next to the Getae, living between Mt
Haemus and the Danube, ‘the first people he subdued’. The Thracian
tribes to the east of his army (1v.93) had accepted his rule, as had the tribes
of the Hebrus plain, which lay across his route and was a rich source of
fodder and supplies. The Getae were punished for their resistance by
having to provide troops (1v.96.2). The next stop was at the Danube
bridge. He had a rich satrapy behind him as a base of operations.

What did Darius aim to do beyond the Danube? Herodotus was much
concerned with the dividing line between Asia and Europe, which
Darius had already crossed at the Bosporus and was to cross again at the
river Tanais (Don); for him it had great religious significance. But if one
was interested in strategic and economic considerations, there was no
dividing line at all. Rather, the area from central Thrace to Georgia and
from the Ukraine to the north-east Mediterranean formed a whole with
mutual economic interests between Scythians and Ionians or Thracians
and Iranians. In strategic terms Darius must have seen that some
Scythian-type peoples extending from the Ukraine to Uzbekistan formed
a continuum of dangerous nomadic raiders, and that naval control of the
Black Sea recognized no continental divisions.

Darius was thoroughly familiar with the tactics of Scythian cavalry,
for he had campaigned successfully against such cavalry in an area east of
the Caspian Sea ¢. 519 B.C., and had gained experience there of steppe
country. He was in a position to obtain information about the Ukraine
from Greek traders and from Scythian contacts, and the Persians and the
Greeks had a common interest in seeking to control the source of
Scythian exports of gold, grain, hides and furs. We are told by Ctesias, a
Greek doctor at the Persian court ¢. 400 B.C., that before the expedition
by Darius a satrap of Cappadocia called Ariaramnes crossed the Black Sea

5B 758. 6 B 760, 43; B 763; B 132, 16 § 3.10; B 758.
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from the satrapy with a fleet of thirty penteconters, raided Scythian
territory and returned with Scythian men and women, including the
brother of a Scythian king (FGrH 688 F 13.20). Ctesias is far from
dependable. On the other hand, the report is probable; for a reconnais-
sance in strength was a natural preliminary, if Darius intended to take a
fleet as well as an army on his expedition, and we know that Darius sent a
small reconnaissance group into the central Mediterranean area later
(111.136). The silence of Herodotus does not weigh much against Ctesias’
report; for Herodotus was highly selective in the material which he
incorporated in his history, and it happens that Ctesias’ Ariaramnes may
have been connected with Herodotus’ Ariaramnes, ‘a friend of the
Ionians’ (viir.go.4). On the whole it is probable that Ariaramnes did lead
a foray into Scythian territory.

What was the aim of Darius? Some have supposed that he wanted to
ravage the lands of the Scythians and then to return to the Danube and
Thrace; but the erection of the bridge seems to show that more was
intended. As the Scythians had no navy at all, his fleet could have
transported his forces across the river without any danger. Others have
thought that he planned to campaign round the Black Sea coast and then
from Georgia to return to Media. Such a speculation might find support
in the story in 1v.97 that Darius intended to break up the bridge over the
Danube and take all his forces into Scythia; but the story seems very
improbable. If we limit ourselves to what Herodotus has to say, we may
conclude that Darius intended to defeat the main Scythian tribes and to
control the cultivated regions and the outlets of the southern Ukraine.”

Herodotus described the campaign from the Scythian point of view,
which shows that he relied chiefly on Scythian informants. His picture is
of three Scythian divisions, each under a separate commander. In the first
part of the campaign one division deliberately retreated eastwards,
drawing the docile Darius after it, first to the Tanais, then beyond it into
the lands of two loyal allies, the Sauromatae or Sarmatians and the
Budini, and so up to the edge of a great desert. The Scythian division then
disappeared from Darius’ sight; for it doubled back to join the two
inactive divisions in the western part of the Ukraine (1v.122—4). This
Scythian tactic, as presented by Herodotus, is senseless; for it resulted in
the loss of their best territory and of damage to their loyal allies. The fact
is rather that Darius held the initiative; it was he who drove eastwards
through the cultivated lands of the Scythian agriculturalists (1v.52.2;
1V.54), using his fleet to bring supplies up the navigable rivers and living
to some extent off the country. The Budini too were a settled people; he
captured their large fortified city (1v.108.1) and burnt it. He began to

7 Summary of views in A 27, 1 430f.
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build ‘eight great forts, some eight miles distant from one another’ at the
edge of the desert, no doubt as a frontier defence, comparable to the six
forts erected later by Alexander the Great in Margiana. This evidently
was as far eastwards as Darius intended to go, at least for the time being.8

He had failed to bring the Scythians to battle, and until he did so he had
no means of securing the territories which he had overrun. The initiative
still lay with him. He did not linger to complete the forts, but he turned
westwards in the hope of bringing the Scythians to battle. In this the
second part of the campaign he found the two other divisions and
pursued them at speed at a day’s distance (1v.125.1), first through
Scythian lands, then into the lands of those peoples who had refused
alliance— Melanchlaeni, Androphagi, Neuri —and finally to the border of
the Agathyrsi, who stood firm and caused the Scythian divisions to
return to Scythia, with Darius in pursuit. So far the Scythian plan had
been to stop him by fouling the wells, spoiling the pasture and removing
all stock (1v.120.1 and 121). They had failed completely; but Darius too
had failed yet again to bring them to battle.

Herodotus did not mention the season of the year. However, we can
infer that, if Darius marched from Susa in spring, like Xerxes, he would
have reached Chalcedon in May and mustered his forces on the European
sidein June. We may allow some two months for the campaign in Thrace
and the organization of the satrapy as a base. So he may have started
beyond the Danube in late August. If we accept the calculations of
Herodotus at 1v.101.2, he took about 2 month to reach the edge of the
desert and begin building his forts. Thus it was early October when he
turned westwards. Time was not on his side; for the winter weather,
which caused Napoleon to turn back on 19 October 1812 from farther
north at Moscow, might fall upon him during the next month.

It was a war of swift movement. The Scythians and their allies were
operating mainly with cavalry, and Darius must have relied on his own
cavalry to catch up with them. When the Scythian cavalry prevailed, the
Persian cavalry fell back on the infantry, which offered protection with
its archery and was not attacked by the enemy cavalry (1v.128.3).
Herodotus stressed the speed of Darius’ army on the march in the second
part of the campaign (1v.125.1-2). At first he may still have been supplied
by river, but not when he approached the land of the Agathyrsi, who
were close to the Carpathian mountains.

The third part of the campaign began with the Scythian turn
southeastwards into Scythia and Darius’ turn in pursuit. He came near to
disaster. The Scythians now concentrated all their forces and some allied
troops, and their cavalry harassed the Persians day and night (1v.128.2—

8 For locations of tribes sce C.AH 1112.2. In this chapter the Budini are placed farther east than in
€AH 2.2, Map in ch. 33b. River-estuaries have changed radically since antiquity.
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3). They were apparently drawing Darius into ‘the flat waterless desert of
the Getae’ (Strabo c 305). At the same time the single Scythian division
and a Sarmatian force rode to the Danube bridgehead. Herodotus
supposed this was only to negotiate with the Ionians there ~ unsuccess-
fully in fact (1v.133). Butsuch a large force had another purpose surely, to
cut an overland line of supply; for convoys of wagons were presumably
using the bridge and establishing advanced supply points. When this
Scythian force returned to the main body, troops of the Sarmatians,
Budini and Geloni arrived to increase the harassing of Darius’ foraging
parties. Thereupon he decided to break away, before his army collapsed
for lack of water and food. Leaving the sick behind to stoke the camp-
fires, and donkeys to bray to the moon, he slipped away and gained a lead.
His troops were mainly on foot now, after the exhaustion of many
horses, but the Scythians’ respect for the Persian archers was such that
they did not engage. Herodotus repeated a Scythian account that the
Scythians failed to find the Persians —an incredible idea — and he had the
Scythians make a second approach to the lonians. Darius’ army reached
the bridgehead, unscathed by enemy action but weakened by privations,
and found the fleet ready to ferry the men across and make good the
temporary gap in the bridge (1v.141).

The second approach to the Ionians at the bridge was made, according
to Herodotus, by some Scythian horsemen who urged the Ionians to
break up the bridge and sail away. In a meeting of captains, Miltiades
alone proposed to do this; the others remained loyal to Darius, but to
mislead the Scythians they removed the Scythian end of the pontoon-
bridge. This story, inspired no doubt by a relative of Miltiades, cannot be
true; for if it were, Darius would have punished Miltiades (his opponents
had every reason to inform on him), but he left Miltiades in control of the
Chersonese.? Another report by Herodotus, due no doubt to a Greek
informant, was that on setting out from the bridge Darius had tied sixty
knots in a leather strap, ordered the Ionian captains to undo a knota day,
and when no knot was left to sail away home. The ideas that the
barbarians had no calendar but calculated by knots, and that Darius was
to be out of touch and communication with his base for two months are
unacceptable. Nor are the sixty days and a few to spare (1v.136.3) likely to
be correct. They might fit in with Herodotus’ own estimate of distances
in terms of a day’s travel at 2§ miles (1v.101.2), but on a modern map as
the crow flies Darius covered more than 2,000 miles and for this distance
he needed more like three months, allowing for days of rest.

Darius inflicted widespread damage on the Scythians and their allies,
weakened the prestige of the Royal Scythians especially and upset the

9 Miltiades fled two years later from the Scythians (vi.40); see C 247, 118f.
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balance of power among the various peoples of the Ukraine. But because
he failed to bring the Scythians to battle, he was unable to secure any
territorial gains and he did not even complete the building of the forts at
what could have been a frontier. The campaign was little more than an
expensive stalemate. As winter had now come, Darius did not return to
the attack. He ‘marched through Thrace to Sestus in the Chersonese’
(1v.143), presumably by the easiest route through the central plain, which
had plenty of supplies, and down the Hebrus valley to Doriscus, from
which the best route was via Sestus to Abydus in Asia. The fleet ferried
his men across and then disbanded for the winter. Megabazus was left as
‘general in Europe’ with a large army, 80,000 strong according to
Herodotus (1v.143.3).

The Scythian campaign was decisive in that the Persians abandoned, as
it proved for ever, the attempt to subjugate the Scythians in Europe.
Herodotus was correct in his assessment that the Scythians owed their
escape to their mobility, their lack of inhabited centres and the skill of
their mounted archers (1v.46—47). Their refusal to yield to Persia was due
to such factors as the authoritarian power of the kings, the widespread
hatred of foreigners (1v.76.1) and the ordinary man’s belief that what
brought him and his tribe honour was the killing of his enemies (1v.66).
The Scythian tribes co-operated with one another in offering a planned
resistance to the invaders, and they managed to win the support of some
of their neighbours. In these respects they showed more sense of
community than the Greek city states were to show.

III. THE EXTENSION OF THE SATRAPY IN EUROPE

During the winter months Megabazus subdued the Hellespontine cities
which had not yet submitted to Persia, and also Perinthus which resisted
without success. Thereafter ‘he marched the army through Thrace,
reducing to the king’s rule every city and every tribe of those who lived
there; for the orders of Darius were these, to make Thrace subject to him’
(v.2.2). What did Herodotus mean by ‘“Thrace’? He defined it in the
next sentence as the country with a greater population than any other,
except India, and in his description he took it from the Danube (1v.49.1)
to the Aegean coast, and from the Bosporus to the Axius valley (the
Crestonaei of v.3.2 being just east of the river). Some two years later,
when Megabazus returned to Asia with his captured Paeonians, he left a
situation which Mardonius was to inherit in 492 B.C., wherein ‘all the
tribes east of the Macedones [i.e. east of the Axius] had become subject to
Persia’ (vi.44.1). In 480 B.C. Xerxes recruited for the campaign against
the Greeks large numbers of Thracians from the hinterland as well as
those who inhabited the coast of Thrace (vi1.185.2). The tribes which
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held out successfully in 511 B.c. and did not figure in Xerxes’ forces were
‘the Paeonians around Mt Pangaeum, Doberes, Agrianes, Odomanti and
Lake Prasias (Butkova)’ (v.16.1); these lived mainly in the Strymon
valley above the Rupel pass.!% In such a satrapy the centre lay in the
Central Plain of the Hebrus valley with main lines of communication to
the Danube valley, the Black Sea coast, and Doriscus, where the coast
road from Macedonia met that from the Chersonese.

There are two views about the extent of this satrapy in Thrace. One
view is based upon the statements of Herodotus in the preceding
paragraph, and it is that of one of the authors of this chapter; he has
argued itelsewhere.!! The other view is that the satrapy consisted only of
coastal areas and did not include central Thrace. This view, which has
been argued recently and is held by the other author of this chapter, rests
upon the individual conquests which Herodotus did mention.12 The first
conquests, those of Megabazus, were ‘the coastal parts’ (v.10); then
Darius ordered him to dispossess the Paeonians of their lands (v.14.1),
which extended from the Strymon basin to the sources of the Scius
(Iskar), a tributary of the Danube (1v.49.2). The Paconians concentrated
their forces near the sea, expecting the Persians to attack there; but taking
Thracian guides the Persians took an inland route, surprised the
Paconian cities and defeated the Paeonians piecemeal (v.15). They
deported the Paeonians from the Strymon basin,!3 and gave their lands to
the Thracians. It was probably at this time that Paeonian tribes were
replaced by Thracian tribes in Crestonia, Mygdonia and the hinterland of
Chalcidice. Thus the Persians changed the balance of power between
Paeonians and Thracians. In 492 B.c. Mardonius broughta large fleet and
army along the coast from the Hellespont and re-affirmed Persia’s
control of the coastal area of southern Thrace. There was apparently no
resistance, and the offshore Greek island Thasos surrendered at the
approach of the Persian navy.

In considering the two views of the Persian conquests in Thrace it
should be noted that the operations of Mardonius were necessarily along
the coast, because he was using his fleet in conjunction with the army. As
regards the campaigns of Megabazus Herodotus knew little and seems to
have cared less about inland Thrace. His interest was primarily in the fate
of the Greek cities and their immediate neighbours, the Paeonians and
the coastal Thracians. We must also wonder how Persia was able to hold
this satrapy in Europe for so long. If she held only the coastal fringes, she
would have needed to maintain naval superiority continuously; but in
fact she brought a fleet into operation only in the course of major

10 Retaining the MSS. c 248, 1 193f and 202; B 759, 57. 11 8 759.

'2 B 753; B 754, 270.
13 These Paconians may be among the ‘Iskudrap’ of the Fortification Tablets at Pessepolis.
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campaigns. On the other hand, if she held central Thrace, her military
forces were well placed to control both the interior and the Thracian
coastal areas which faced the Black Sea and the Aegean Sea.

The advance into the kingdom of Macedonia, which lay west of the
river Axius, was an important step in expansion; for the great river might
have formed a defensible frontier. Probably in s10 B.c. Megabazus
demanded and received the submission of Amyntas, king of the
Macedones, who made the best of the situation by giving his daughter’s
hand in marriage to the Persian representative, Bubares, a son of
Megabazus (v.18.1 and 21.2, and vir.22.2). In one respect Amyntas
benefited from the expansion of Persia; for he gained at the expense of the
Paeonians a strip of Amphaxitis and some territory east of the Axius
delta. Herodotus retailed a story that Alexander, Amyntas’ son and heir,
murdered the Persian envoys when they first came to his father’s court
(v.18~21); but the details are palpably false, and the motive for the
fabrication is obvious, to show Alexander anti-Persian and pro-Greek.14
When Mardonius campaigned westwards in 492, there was no resistance
by the Macedones, and they were no doubt benefited by Mardonius’
defeat of the Brygi, a Thracian tribe to the north of the Crestonaei
(vL.44.1and 45.1). Alexander I, coming to the thronec. 495 B.C., was then
continuing the policy of his father, and by his loyalty he won the favour
of Xerxes, who enabled him in the 480s to add to his kingdom the whole
of Upper Macedonia (Justin viI.4.1).!% This extension of Persian power
into the hinterland was intended to safeguard Persian control of the route
through Lower Macedonia, which was to be all-important for Xerxes in
his invasion of Greece. The only serious disaster which Mardonius
suffered was due to the north wind which drove his fleet onto the rocky
cliffs of Mt Athos, with the loss of 20,000 lives according to Herodotus
vI.44.3. The decision to build a canal through the neck of the Athos
peninsula was taken when the invasion of Greece by land was intended.

IV. THE ORGANIZATION AND THE INFLUENCE OF PERSIAN
POWER IN EUROPE

The existence of a satrapy in Europe, called ‘Skudra’, is known from
Persian inscriptions (B 44, 58f). ‘Lands beyond the sea’, that is beyond the
waters of Asia Minor from the Persian point of view, were recorded in an
inscription on the terrace-wall of Persepolis ¢. 513 B.C., and a satrapy
‘Skudra’ was mentioned in an Egyptian record of ¢. 498—7 B.C. and then
on a list on Darius’ tomb at Naqsh-i Rustam, ¢. 486. The name ‘Skudra’
was probably Phrygian for the homeland, later called Thrace, which the

14 C 248, 11 98ff. 15 C 248, 1 63f.
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17. Coin of Alexander I. (After ¢ 625,
fig. 556.)

Phrygians had left in migrating to Asia.!¢ The peoples of the satrapy were
named ¢. 492 B.C. as three: ‘Saka paradraya’, meaning ‘Sacae [a general
name for Scythian-type people] beyond the sea’, probably the Getae,
who resembled the Scythians in customs and equipment; the ‘Skudra’
themselves, mainly Thracians; and “Yauna takabara’ or ‘lonians [viz.
Greeks] with a shield-like hat’. The last were mentioned also on glazed
bricks at the palace at Susa. Some scholars have supposed that the Sacae
‘beyond the sea’ were Scythian peoples of the Crimea whom Darius had
subjugated; but it seems improbable that Persia did hold that area, and
that if she did it was assigned to ‘Skudra’ rather than to the territories in
Georgia, centred on Thbilisi.!” Envoys from ‘Skudra’ bringing tribute
carried two javelins, a long knife and a small round shield, which were
characteristic of Thracian troops later (see Pls. Vol.,, pl. 40, x1x). The
Greek-speaking people with the shield-like hat were the Macedones,
renowned for wearing the sun-hat, as Alexander I did on his fine coins
from 478 B.c. (Fig. 17) onwards.!® The Greek-speaking citizens of the
colonial city states on the seaboard were not mentioned; nor did they
wear a sun-hat.

The Getae in the north of the satrapy escaped from Persian rule at
some time between 492 and 480 B.C.; for they were not among Xerxes’
troops. The absence of the ‘Saka paradraya’ from the list of Xerxes’
subjects supports the view that they were probably the Getae. Thereafter
the Haemus range was a defensible frontier. If the satrapy included
central Thrace, the capital was in the plain of the Hebrus river, perhaps at
the natural fortress rock of Plovdiv (later Philippoupolis); for that plain
was the centre of a road-system which the Persians may be assumed to

16 C 248, 1 414 and 11 59f; B 95, 348 and 365.

17 B 221, 72—5 and 150; B 234, 258fF; B 33; B 95, 348f; B 44, 239 no. 8; B 753, 92f.
' B 95, 349.
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have built, and it was also the richest part of Thrace. To the south the
garrison at Doriscus was maintained; one of its governors, Mascames,
held it still in the late 460s (vi1.105—6). Other governors (Smapyoi) were
posted elsewhere in the satrapy (vi1.106.1). The same term was used by
Herodotus to describe the king of the Macedones (v.20.4); but since he
was subject to the Persian satrap, he was comparable rather to a king set
up by Darius at the north-eastern limit of the empire — some 3,000 miles
away.

All parts of the satrapy paid tribute (111.96.1 ‘as far as Thessaly’). In
time of war they provided troops (vi1.185). The Greeks in Thrace and the
subject islands, namely Thasos and Samothrace, provided ships. It seems
that the Greek cities on both sides of the waterway which connects the
Aegean with the Black Sea formed a separate region for purposes of
administration; for Otanes operated as ‘general of the men of the sea’
(v.25.1), in contrast to Megabazus ‘general in Thrace’ (v.14.1), and the
Hellespont was differentiated from Thrace at vir.106.1.

The satrapy had strong frontiers: the Danube in the north, crossed as
far as we know only by the Scythians¢. 511 B.C., when they raided as far as
the Chersonese and expelled Miltiades (vi.40), and the Peneus in the
south with the bastion of Mt Olympus. It was vulnerable to attack from
the sea. It was rich in mineral wealth. Gold and silver were obtained in
many places in the southern part of the satrapy and also on Thasos
(v1.46—7). The silver was exceptionally pure; it was in great demand,
especially in Asia and Egypt, where large silver coins have been found in
hoards. Silver coinage began ¢. 550 B.C.; it has been called “Thraco-
Macedonian’ wrongly, for it came from Thrace, South Illyria, Greek
colonial states and Thasos.!? The homeland of the Macedones had no
gold or silver; it was only in 478 B.c. that Alexander acquired a mine and
began to coin.?0 Tribute to Persia was paid in precious metals orfand in
cereals, livestock, timber and animal products. The satrapy became part
of a stable community of trade, which included the Danube valley, the
north Aegean, the Black Sea and much of Asia Minor; and beyond these
regions goods, and silver in particular, travelled westwards via
Trebenishte to south Italy, via the Danube valley to the inner Adriatic
coast, across the Black Sea to Georgia and Iran and the East, and
overseas to mainland Greece, the Levant and Egypt. Exchange went
both ways; the commonest foreign coins in Thrace were those of
Cyzicus and Parium. This expansion of trade was made possible only by
Persia’s control, which imposed peace on the unruly tribes and the
quarrelsome Greek city states. The Persians themselves contributed by
making roads, bridges and the Athos canal, and their labourers provided

19 B 766; B 752; C 248, 11 69—91; C 633, 3. 2 ¢ 606, 251 with n. 35.
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a demand for local markets (vi1.23.4). In the same way the Greek city
states of the Black Sea entered a phase of greater prosperity in the last
quarter of the sixth century. Skudra was not to enjoy such prosperity
again until the Hellenistic period.

In developing their control of the satrapy the Persians certainly
favoured the Thracians and the Macedonians rather than the Greek city
states. These two peoples gained new lands at the expense of the
Paeonians, and they became immediate neighbours of one another
(Strabo c 329 fr. 11). The graves of Thracian chieftains were rich in gold
jewellery, for instance those found recently at modern Sindos.2! There
was already a strong antipathy between Greeks and Thracians before the
Persians came; and when Persian forces withdrew from Greece and
Macedonia in 478 B.C., it was a combination of Thracians and Persians
which resisted the aggression on the one hand of the Macedones and on
the other of the Athenians, in the Strymon basin and in the Chersonese
espectally (Plut. Cimon 14.1).

The military and political effects of the Persian presence were far-
reaching. Macedonian and Thracian aristocrats learnt to emulate
Persian cavalrymen in hunting and in war, and they bred large horses of
Nesaean stock. Macedonian and Odrysian kings may have adopted some
practices from the Persian court. Persian favour enabled Alexander to
acquire Upper Macedonia, and with that added strength he made his
kingdom powerful after the Persian withdrawal. The Odrysians profited
from their position on the main trade route along the Hebrus valley, and
they achieved a leading authority among the Thracian tribes after the
withdrawal of the Persians, which was a gradual process and was not
completed until late in the 460s.

In cultural terms Thrace looked not to Greece but to Scythia, Asia
Minor and Persia, as she had done even before the expedition of Darius.
In the last decades of the sixth century large tombs with gifts of gold and
silver vessels and jewellery, and sometimes bronze helmets and cuirasses,
became much more frequent, and the earliest example of such a vessel —
found in a royal burial at Kukuva Magila near Duvanli ~ was certainly
inspired by Persian art, ¢. 500—475 B.C. Other indications of Persian
influence in this period may be seen in phialai, ear-rings at Kukuva
Magila and Mushovitsa, pectorals of gold with flying birds at
Mushovitsa and a silver greave at Vraca. “This flood of Persian motifs
and objects into Thracian art’, wrote 1. Venedikov and T. Gerassimov,
‘is apparent in the number of artefacts in which purely Achaemenian and
pre-Achaemenian motifs are to be seen.’?? (For these see Pls. Vol., pls.

N See Arch. Rep. 1980-81.29; 1981-82.35; 1982-83.37; 1983—84.44; Catalogue of the Exhibition
‘Sindos’ (Thessaloniki, 1985). 22 5 765, 111.
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104—13.) The Persian influence in Europe was both enlivening and
longlasting.

The excavation of a cemetery of the archaic and early classical period at
modern Sindos has given a new insight into the prosperity and the taste
of the ruling class.z3 The ancient site to which the cemetery belonged was
situated close to the river Gallikos (as it is today) and probably close also
to the Axius at the turn of the sixth century B.Cc. In any case it was
evidently the chief port of the Thermaic Gulf. When the Persians drove
the Paeonians inland, this region was taken over by the Edones, the royal
Thracian tribe, and the Gallikos river was named the Edonus by them.
From the beginning of the cemetery late in the sixth century the Edones
imported fine pottery, bronze dishes and jugs, ‘Illyrian’ helmets and
terracotta figurines from mainland Greece, Ionia and Rhodes, no doubt
in exchange for the fine timber of the hinterland and for any surplus of
mineral wealth and agricultural produce. The influence of Persian art is
lacking. The Thracian character of the richer burials was apparent in the
gold death-masks, the thin gold plaque placed over the mouth and
sometimes over the eyes of the corpse, the gold decorations sewn onto
the clothing of the corpse, the fine gold and silver jewellery, and small
models in iron of furniture and carts. The men were buried as warriors,
each with a helmet, sword (or knife) and two spears and occasionally
with a bronze shield. See Fig. 18.

In these respects the burials at Sindos resemble those of the same
period at Trebenishte, just north of Lake Ochrid,?* and we may attribute
the resemblance to a Thracian element in each case, as well as to trade-
relations between them. The abundance of gold and silver at the burials
at Sindos was due probably to the skill of the Thracians in mining the
gold deposits in Crestonia and washing gold in the waters of the
Gallikos, of which the Greek name was ‘the gift-bearer’, Echedorus, and
in developing the silver mine in Bisaltia, to which Herodotus referred
(v.17.2).

The gold and silver in the burials at Trebenishte were derived from
deposits of silver at Damastium nearby and deposits of gold and silver
in the southern provinces of Yugoslavia called Metohija, Polog and
Kossovo. Fine bronze vessels of Corinthian workmanship, ‘Illyrian’
helmets and imported Greek pottery indicate that Trebenishte tapped
the trade-route (on the line of the later Via Egnatia) from the Corinthian
colonies on the Adriatic coast to the head of the Thermaic Gulf. The
influence of Trebenishte reached southwards to Dodona in Epirus. The
extension of trade across the Balkan range and indeed to Italy across the
Adriatic waters was due to the growing prosperity of the Persian satrapy
in Europe.

23 B 762B. 2 See ¢ §526; C 248, u 63 and giff.
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18. Select finds from the graves at Sindos (about 20 km
west of Thessaloniki). Late sixth century B.c. () gold
plaque with animal friezes, 26X 30cm; (b) bronze
‘Ilyrian’ helmet with gold mask, height 2z2cm; (¢)
miniature iron furniture — table, chair, fire-dogs, bundle

b

of spits, cart, height of cart 9.5 cm; () silver phiale with
gilt navel, diameter 17.3cm; (¢) gold necklace with

granulation.  (Thessaloniki Museum; after 1.
Vokotopoulou, et al., Sindos (1985) nos. 183, 239/40,
295-9, 374, §11.)
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19. Coin of the Oresskioi. (After
c 625, fig. 376.)

A remarkable development was the issue of coinage in a fine silver by
Thracian and Paeonian tribes from ¢. 550 or from ¢. 530 B.C., the dating
being controversial, 25 and an increase in the quantity during the period of
Persian occupation. These coins in large denominations, usually carrying
no lettering, have been found more in hoards in Asia and Egypt than in
Europe,? and it is clear that they were issued perhaps mainly for the
market which developed first with the extension of Persian rule to the
coast of Asia Minor and later with the formation of the Persian satrapy. It
is probable too that some of the tribes paid their tribute in bullion or in
coin to the Persian government. The mines of the Thracian tribes were in
Crestonia, Bisaltia, Paroreia, the region of Mt Pangaeum (Hdt. vir.112)
and the region of Crenides—~Philippi, all within the Persian satrapy. The
Paeonians were the earlier owners of some of these mines, but after their
defeat in the coastal sector they maintained their independence in the
hinterland and coined large denominations in the upper Strymon and the
upper Axius areas in the names of the Laeaeiand the Derrones. The tribes
of both groups portrayed gods with horses or oxen (Fig. 19) or figures of
religious significance, and minor emblems were cranes, frogs and
salamanders. Three cities, Paeonian in origin, issued similar silver
coinages.?” When lettering appeared on the coins, it was in Greek, cut by
Greek craftsmen. For many Greek cities in Chalcidice and on the
Thracian coast were coining at this time and benefiting from the Persian
market. The period of prosperity to which these coinages testify owed
much to the imposition of peace and the provision of markets through
the presence of Persian power. Decline came with the expulsion of Persia
from Europe.

The Macedonians had no deposits of precious metals in their territory;

25 See C 606, 245 and c 636, 119. % See Pls. Vol., pl. 313a. 27 See ¢ 606, 245-51.
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and when they ousted the Paeonians from Ichnae, its coinage ceased.
They were less wealthy than the Paeonians and the Thracians, and the
main ports of the Thermaic Gulf were outside their control. But through
the favour of Darius and Xerxes, the capable kings Amyntas and
Alexander gained additional territory and exercised some form of rule
over the tribes of Upper Macedonia. The foundations of the greater
Macedonian state were laid under Persian suzerainty, and when the
Persian army fled in disarray Alexander was quick to seize the mine in
Bisaltia and issue his fine coinage (see Fig. 17). In retrospect one can see
that the Persian presence in Europe, imposing peace on many tribes and
favouring economic growth, was in many respects beneficial.
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CHAPTER 3g

EGYPT 525—404 B.C.

J. D. RAY

The historian’s life may have few pleasures, but one of its compensations
is that he is allowed to eavesdrop. Let us therefore take advantage of this
to read the thoughts of Cambyses, as he waits at Acre early in 525 B.C., on
the eve of his invasion of Egypt. As doubts begin to overwhelm him, he
surveys the difficulties ahead. ‘I am undertaking’, he thinks to himself,
‘something more hazardous than the Medes and the Persians have ever
attempted: the conquest of a land six hundred miles long, fed by a river
whose very origins are unknown, and whose antiquity is beyond grasp.
Worse than this, it contains some three million people, and perhaps
more, not to mention its foreign communities, all of whom will need to
be governed wisely if they are not to revolt and cause us interminable
problems. Its cities are strongly fortified with ramparts, and there are
twenty thousand towns; the mouths of its strange river flood unpredict-
ably, and can be controlled by canals and dykes without our knowledge.
Whole armies could perish there. True, the Assyrians before us invaded
this puzzling country, but that was a short-lived affair and produced
nothing but a few obelisks. They did not even dare to dismiss the local
governors, who revolted as soon as their backs were turned. The
Babylonians came to grief three times at least on its north-east frontier.!
If this were not enough, there are also the trackless deserts, which few of
our men have ever seen. And when we have conquered Egypt, how will
we govern it? Shall we do it ourselves, at endless expense and in complete
ignorance, or shall we entrust it to the natives? Either way, how shall we
know who are our friends? And what will become of our occupying
forces? Will they keep sending for new wives from home, or will the
women of Egypt take their place? Will our children and grandchildren
start worshipping dog-headed gods and eating crocodiles? Will we
become Egyptians ourselves? Even if we avoid these pitfalls, this new
province will be so far from Persia that some day we will be forced to
leave it to its own devices. We will have to allocate large numbers of

*For a discussion of the sources, see below, pp. 285-6.

! The Assyrians invaded Egyptin 671 and 666 B.C.; unsuccessful Babylonian attempts are known
from 6o1/6oo, 582 and 567 B.C. The Persians themselves were similarly to fail in 374 and 351 B.C. For
a different view of the Assyrian booty from Memphis sce B 831.
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troops to holding it down, and we will have to control its governors as
best we can. And what of the satrap we appoint? With a province like
Egypt, he will effectively be a viceroy, and what is to prevent him from
imagining that he is Pharaoh come back, or even the Great King
himself?’

But then Cambyses rallies himself, reminds himself that he is the Great
King, and the son of Cyrus, and that his esteem is at stake. He thinks of
the proverbial wealth of Egypt, its agriculture and its temple industries,
and the rich trade with Africa which flows along the Nile. He recalls that
this great country is ruled by a young and inexperienced monarch,
Psammetichus ITI (Psamtik), son of Persia’s constant enemy Amasis. He
remembers too that Egyptian officials have been known to desert, and
that collaborators will certainly be found, since corruption is endemic.
Above all, he reflects that as long as Egypt is free the Persians will never
hold Syria-Palestine, because Pharaoh can always subvert and cause
rebellion along that coast, and offer a refuge to traitors. Therefore he
recovers his courage, and goes to offer sacrifice to whatever gods will aid
his victory.

This may be fanciful, but it is no more fanciful than the personal
motives ascribed to Cambyses by Herodotus, and some combination of
both may have been present in the king’s mind. Whatever the truth, the
conquest itself seems to have been easy enough (Hdt. 1mr.1—5). The
Persian forces marched south to Gaza, and were helped to cross the
desert by the nomadic Arabs; passing by the desolate Lake Serbonis
(Sabkhat Bardawil), they reached Pelusium, where the decisive battle
took place. Herodotus records that Greek and Carian mercenaries were
present on both sides, and that he himself saw the bones of the fallen on
the battlefield some seventy-five years later, a sight which gave him the
opportunity for some physical anthropology.? After victory at Pelusium,
the Persians followed the river to Memphis, which surrendered after
some resistance, and Pharaoh himself soon fell into the hands of the
invaders. A visit to the temple of Neith at Sais may well have set the seal
on the conquest, which was over by late spring, 525 B.C.

It is hardly surprising that Cambyses attracted an intensely hostile
tradition, in which his name is synonymous with madness and atrocities.
Insane rulers certainly exist, and there are certainly indications that the
conquest itself was not without its elements of lawlessness. Even
Udjahorresne (Uzahor-resenet), Cambyses’ devil’s advocate, cannot
disguise in his autobiography that the temple of Sais had been occupied
by soldiers and profaned, and an Aramaic papyrus, admittedly of later
date (Cowley, AP 30, of 408 B.C.) states that Cambyses’ conquest

2 He compared the skull thicknesses of the shaven-headed Egyptians and the cap-wearing

Persians (111.12), and claims to have repeated his observations on the battlefield of Papremis. But
were Egyptians really left unburied?
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signified disaster for all the native temples of Egypt. It may well be that
Persian soldiers did riot and sack temples for their precious objects.
Psammetichus III and his son were certainly eliminated, although not
necessarily in the way described by Herodotus; they could not beallowed
to survive as a focus for insurrection. It may well be that Cambyses was
hostile to the memory of Amasis, whose cartouches must have been
obliterated at about this time. He may even have desecrated the burial of
Amasis in some way, though there is no real proof of this, but it is
difficult to convict Cambyses of much else. We must certainly call as a
defence witness the Udjahorresne already mentioned, whose statue, now
in the Vatican, bears an idealized autobiography in hieroglyphs (Fig.
20).3 Udjahorresne of Sais is effectively commander of Psammetichus
IIT’s navy (which does not seem to have put to sea), but he is also a chief
physician and a royal chancellor. He describes Cambyses’ visit to Sais as
an act of benevolence and piety, and while he makes no attempt to
disguise the fact that foreign troops were quartered in the sacred
precinct, even referring twice elsewhere to ‘the great misfortune which
had befallen the entire land’, he portrays the king as ordering the
immediate restoration of the holy place. Udjahotresne was obviously an
arch-collaborator, and he openly states that Cambyses advanced his
career and listened to his advice, but the statesmanlike behaviour he
aseribes to the conqueror makes political sense, much more so than the
lurid picture given by Herodotus. Udjahorresne was called upon to draw
up the king’s titulary as a regular Pharaoh —a more important act than it
seems, since it implies that Cambyses was crowned as such, and must
therefore have realized that this was the only way to govern Egypt with
any success. The act desctibed by Udjahorresne (Cambyses is the only
Persian king to possess a complete titulary as Pharaoh) is also significant
in another way: in the Egyptian collaborator’s mind the reality of the
conquest, something which cannot be assimilated to Egyptian religion
and patterns of thought, is being psychologically denied. Cambyses has
revealed himself as Mesuti-Rg, the divine offspring of the sun-god. This
may not seem very realistic, but such an attitude went a long way towards
ensuring the continuity of Egyptian civilization in its greatest crisis. This
may or may not be the reason why a posthumous cult of Udjahorresne
existed two hundred years later at Memphis.* A much later and
romanticized version of the conquest exists in Coptic, in which Egypt is
represented by a wise counsellor named Bothor, who may possibly be
Udjahorresne in a later disguise.5 Perhaps he deserves to be seen as such,

3 B 873, 1—26 no. 1; B 857, 169—73; commentary, B 836,

* B 773, 198-100 and pls. 36, 37a-c. The statue was restored after 177 years by a pious individual
named Minertais.

5 B 909, but there are philological problems.
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20. Green basalt statue of Udjahorresne of Sais, rep-
resented as holding a model shrine. Height o.7m.
Restored in fourth century B.c. (Vatican Museum; after
O. Marucchi, Cat. del Museo Egizio Vaticano (1902) pls.
1-2.)

and to merit the comparison with the biblical Ezra sometimes made for
him.

Some details of Cambyses’ immediate organization can be guessed. A
satrap was doubtless appointed, arrangements for tribute and indemni-
ties made, and garrisons established, which may well have occupied the
old strategic points of Marea (north-west Delta), Pelusium and
Elephantine. The larger cities like Memphis would presumably have
been garrisoned, and there is a possibility that the fort of Babylon (Old
Cairo) was also brought into use.® Memphis was certainly the seat of
government, and was the centre of several important religious cults.
Most prominent was that of the Apis bull, who played the role in the
animal world that Pharaoh himself did in the human, and was the centre
of quasi-royal ceremonies and emotions. It is therefore almost inevitable
that the monstrous Cambyses, subverter of the religious order, would be
shown as the enemy of Apis; tradition adds to the wounding of the Apis

¢ So Josephus (A] 11.15.1), although Diod. 1.46.3 and Strabo xvin.1.30 imply that it existed
earlier. The traditions may be compatible.
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the animal’s lingering death and clandestine burial.” The hieroglyphic
records scarcely bear this out. The current Apis, which had been born in
the twenty-seventh year of Amasis (543 B.C.), died in September 525, and
was duly buried in the hypogeum at Saqqara. The following Apis, born
in 526, died in 518 under Darius (Fig. 21). Signs of haste have been
detected in the burial of the former Apis, but this proves little, and
attempts to produce an ephemeral successor in order for it to be stabbed
by Cambyses seem to be doomed to failure. The fact that the same story is
told of Artaxerxes III Ochus does not inspire confidence, and the motif
sounds like the equivalent of the child-murder of Prolemy VIII and El-
Hiakim. It is a piece of folklore. ‘Not proven’, or even ‘not guilty’, is the
necessary verdict.®

An excellent clue to the hostility engendered by Cambyses is contained
in a copy of a decree concerning the finances of the Egyptian temples,
which is preserved in a demotic papyrus of the third century B.C.? The
conquest needed to be paid for, and the temples were a major source of
requisitionable funds. Economies were therefore imposed. All temples
were to have the revenues that they had received before the conquest
reduced; raw materials, such as wood, were to be obtained from one area
in the Delta and another in Upper Egypt, and birds for offering to the
gods were to be reared by the temples themselves. Other restrictions
were also enforced. Three temples are said to be exempt: that of Ptah at
Memphis, the Heliopolitan temple of the Nile (Pi-ha“p-en-On, which
may well be the site of Egyptian Babylon) and that of Wenkhem,
immediately to the north of Memphis itself.10 The unpopularity of such
measures is obvious; a similar confiscation is ascribed to Xerxes, and
even when they were performed by a native pharaoh such as Tachos, the
result was permanent execration by the priests. The hostile tradition also
extends to Cambyses’ other military activities. A campaign into the
Nubian kingdom of Meroe succumbed to a failure of logistics; Meroe
never became part of the Persian empire. The ‘Nubia’ mentioned in
Herodotus (111.97-8) as paying tribute is the area between the first and
second cataracts of the Nile, which was generally an annexe of Egypt.!!
An army sent to the oasis of Siwa was lost in a sand-storm near Kharga,
and no trace, in spite of occasional newspaper reports, has ever been
found of it. It is difficult to know what to make of such tales; more

7 See the list of classical references, ranging from Herodotus (111.29,64), Plutarch (De Is. ef Os.
368E), and Aelian (N.A4 x.28) to the Christian fathers, gathered together in B 825, 28 n.8; also B 824,
§7-9- 8 See B 873, 173—4; B 817, 85—6; for the chronology, B 858, 301. 9 B go1, 32-3.

10 See B 921, 9—10 for the garrisoning of the Memphite nome in general and Wenkhem in
particular. The readings of the three names in this text are far from certain.

W The name Cambysi Aerarium, however, which appears in Ptolemy’s map of the Sudaa, is
interesting enough; cf. B 799, fig. 3; P~W x, col. 1823 (Forum Cambusis, near Old Dongola). There is
also Pliny’s Cambysu, near Suez, which suggests an interest in the Isthmus traffic.
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21. Epitaph of an Apis from Memphis, 518 B.C. Height 0.8 m. (Paris,
Louvre; after B 873, pl. 3.)

revealing is the rather grotesque story that Cambyses was really the son
of Apries’ daughter (Hdt. 11r.2), which may have been used as Persian
propaganda to discredit Amasis, but which looks like a very Egyptian
attempt to integrate Cambyses into their own culture, a foreshadowing
of what was to be done to Alexander in later legend. Certainly,

Herodotus makes it clear that this is an Egyptian version.

Cambyses died mysteriously on his way home from Egypt, and the
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subsequent usurpation by Darius is described elsewhere. Egypt may
have recognized Darius from §22 onwards;!2 but the uncertainty
surrounding the change of ruler was an obvious incentive to rebellion of
some sort, and it looks as if the satrap, Aryandes, was expelled
(Polyaenus vim.11.7). A native dynast named Petubastis may have tried
to seize power at this point. There is even a document dated to the first
year of his ‘reign’, but heis an extremely shadowy figure.!3 Udjahorresne
may well have thought it wise to go as well, since he describes how later
Darius, who was in Elam, ordered him to return to Sais and set about
restoring the ‘House of Life’, the temple library and medical school,
which had fallen into decay, adding that the king recognized ‘the
usefulness of this act, so that all the sick should be restored to life, and the
names of the gods preserved . . . for ever’. He probably also recognized
Udjahorresne’s usefulness as a diplomat. Darius himself set foot in Egypt
for the second time in the winter of § 19, the first time having been during
the conquest, when he had been a spear-bearer in the king’s retinue (Hdt.
111.139).14 The revolt was put down without much difficulty, and
Aryandes reinstated. The latter tried to regain the confidence of his
master by a rather inconclusive expedition to Cyrenaica, but it was not
until 512 that Libya itself was formed into a satrapy.

A greater memorial to Darius is his codification of the laws of the
empire, a process which reached Egypt in the king’s fourth year (518),
when the satrap was instructed to assemble ‘the wise men among the
warriors, priests, and all the scribes of Egypt’, in order to codify the law
of Egyptasit stood in the final year of Amasis, presumably the last period
of normal life in Egypt (Dem. Chron. Vo. Col. c6-16). The commission
sat until the nineteenth year of Darius, and after this the entire findings
were sent to Susa, there to be copied on to papyrus in Aramaic (the
official language of the empire) and Egyptian demotic. The benefits of
this to the satrap’s administration are obvious; a summary was also made
in Aramaic for the guidance of officials in general, similar perhaps to the
Gnomon of the 1dios Logos, which was used in Roman Egypt. Diodorus
(1.95) represents this as a reaction to the anarchy caused in the temples of
Egypt by Cambyses, but this must be an over-simplification; however he
also adds that the measure earned the king divine honours. This is strictly
meaningless in Egypt, where all kings were divine, but the underlying
point is clear. The image of Darius as an ideal pharach was taking shape.

A more spectacular, though perhaps less permanent, achievement was
the construction of a canal between the Nile and the Red Sea. A waterway
of some sort had existed in pharaonic Egypt, and a major undertaking
was begun by Necho in about 6oo, but now the project was once again

12 For the date of accession, see B 859. 13 B 923.
4 B 859 argues for a visit to Egypt in late 519 or 518; B 819, 116, prefers the date 518/17.
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taken in hand, with the resources of a world state. According to the
commemorative stelae, the king conceived of the scheme while he was
still at Pasargadae, and later (perhaps in §10) summoned a conference of
architects at Persepolis. Reconnaissance-ships were sent into the Red
Sea, and it was reported that for a length of eight /trw (about 84 km) there
was no water in the original channel. According to Herodotus (11.158)
the new canal was to be wide enough for two triremes to pass each other —
say about 45 m —and it can be estimated that twelve million cubic metres
of earth were excavated in order to construct it. It was lined with at leasta
dozen stelae, over three metres high, inscribed in three cuneiform
languages and hieroglyphs, complete with lists of the satrapies of the
empire. According to the best preserved examples, a flotilla of twenty-
four ships, laden with Egyptian produce, was sent to Persia by Darius in
person, who had travelled to Egypt for the opening of the great canal. ‘1
ordered this canal to be excavated from the stream of the Nile, which
flows through Egypt, to the sea which comes from Persia . . . and ships
sailed from Egypt through this canal to Persia, as was my wish.” So says
the Great King, and a pliant courtier responds: ‘What your majesty
decrees is Truth (#3°¢), exactly as with everything that issues from the
mouth of Re, the sun-god.” Elsewhere in the text, Darius is the son of
Neith of Sais (in other words, again identified with the sun-god), and we
can see that the psychology of Udjahorresne has triumphed over the
conqueror. The canal ran from Bubastis on the Nile towards modern
Ismailiya, then turned south east to debouch into the Gulf of Suez. Wells
for drinking-water were also constructed. This noonday of the Persian
empire must have been in 497-6, when the king visited Egypt for the
third and last time.’> An interesting by-product of this activity was
discovered in 1972 at Susa: a statue of Darius himself, in full robes, with
inscriptions in hieroglyphs as well as the standard cuneiform languages,
together with a hieroglyphic list of satrapies on the base (see Pls. Vol., pl.
22). The Persian text runs: “This is the stone statue which Darius the king
ordered to be completed in Egypt, so that whoever beholds it in future
times will know that the man of Persia has gained possession of Egypt.’
The original statue probably came from the temple of Re at Heliopolis,
and it seems that similar representations of Darius were placed in several
of the temples of Egypt.!6 Opinion is divided whether the statue we
possess is the Egyptian version or a Persian copy;!7 but the original may
well have been sent from Egypt by Xerxesasan act of piety. The purpose

15 B 819. The canal stelae use the ‘late’ form of Darius’ name, which is first encountered in his
twenty-fifth vear (497 B.C.). Ancient sources referring to the canal: Hdt. 11.158, Diod. 1.33, Strab.
XVIL1.25. 6 Cf. Hdt. 1.110. Other temples were more co-operative.

17 B 922, with the preceding article (made in Persia); however, B 1284 argues for an Egyptian

origin, and B 910, 397 n.1, maintains that the stone is Egyptian greywacke. Other such statues are
now known.
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of the canal was not merely ceremonial; it was an attempt to integrate
Egypt more closely into the great communications of the empire, but in
this respect it was only a limited success, and may soon have silted up.
The dangers of the outlying province must have been obvious to
Darius, for it was about this time that he deposed Aryandes, the satrap.
The reasons put forward for this vary noticeably — a version that
Aryandes minted his own coinage seems groundless, although he may
have been profiteering in some way — but there are really too many
reasons given; the fundamental cause must have been the fear of a
declaration of independence by the viceroy of Egypt, as even Alexander
was to find with his trusted Cleomenes, and as Ptolemy the satrap
realized to his great advantage. But in the meantime Darius may have
been free to travel to Kharga oasis, where the great temple of Hibis was in
construction, in which he was shown as the universal high priest,
sacrificing to Amun like the pharaohs of old. The temple was finished
some ten years later, in 486 B.c., and was clearly a cherished project. The
view that Kharga had become important because of Greek Cyrenaica is
probably too Hellenocentric; the Persians had a marked interest in the
caravan trade, notably with Siwa, and Kharga was also notorious as a
place for political exiles from the Nile valley.'® Other temples were
embellished by Darius the benefactor, and the chances of time have
preserved at least four: Elkab, Edfu (an important donation), Abusir in
the central Delta, and the Serapeum of Memphis (Fig. 22). Building at
Sais is also mentioned by Udjahorresne.!® It is hardly surprising that
Darius’ willingness to behave like a traditional pharaoh is reflected in our
sources, and the story of ‘Sesostris’ preserved in Herodotus has long
been recognized as a thinly-disguised portrait of the son of Hystaspes,
whom the Egyptian mentality had naturalized when bringing the legend
of its greatest conquerot up to date.?¢ The reasons for Darius’ interest in
Egypt were no doubt political, but this does not mean that they were not
personal as well; Darius, with his statues, and Egyptian doctors, and
collections of Egyptian objets d’art, may well have shared Herodotus’
love of that mysterious land.?! And even the events of the next four
reigns were unable to erase the impression that he left in Egypt.
The administration of Achaemenid Egypt is particulatly interesting,
because it shows the imposition of an alien system of government upon a
country that was already highly developed. Over all was naturally the
king, as pharaoh, although he was, for the first real time in Egypt’s
history, an absentee landlord. Cambyses, as we have already seen, was
given a titulary by Udjahorresne. With Darius this is not so, and

'® For the caravan trade, see B 835, 11 135. The temple of Hibis is published in B 920.

i9 B 824, 61~2.

2 B 872z also sees strong Achaemenid influence in the story of the princess of Bakhtan, and quotes
parallels with Darjus which are not entirely fanciful. 2! B 823, 140—1.
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22. Stela to Darius (as falcon) from
the Faiyum. Fifth century B.c. Height
o.29 m. (Berlin, Ag. Mus. 7493; after
789, pl. 8.1.)

Udjahorresne refers to him as ‘great king of every land, great ruler of
Egypt’. Elsewhere he is &3 hkw ‘King of Kings’, but his name is
invariably enclosed in the traditional cartouche. Two throne-names of
this ruler are known from the temple of Hibis in Kharga oasis (an earlier
attempt to ascribe these to Darius 11 is to be discounted), but they have a
suspiciously improvised look to them. Nevertheless, it is possible that
Darius I went through a coronation ceremony during one of his visits to
Egypt.22 Artaxerxes I on his ceremonial vases is regularly ‘Pharaoh the
great’, which is presumably a translation of ps@yaliya vagarka. But the
later kings are rather poorly represented in the hieroglyphs, and temple-
building in their names is scarce and merely routine. No Persian king in
our period after Darius is known to have visited Egypt. Papyrus
documents, however, are invariably dated to them, whether in demotic
ot Aramaic, with a double year-date in the period between December and
the following April when the Egyptian calendar was one year ahead of
the Persian. With Cambyses, two systems were eventually in operation,
one dating from the conquest in 525, one dating from the beginning of
his rule in Persia, the two systems being five years apart.23

But for everyday purposes the ruler of Egypt was the satrap, who was
regularly either an important aristocrat or a member of the royal family

22 Prenomina of Darius: B 920, 1 7-9; B 811, 148, 1545 (ascribed to Darius II).
2 B 858, 298—301; for Cambyses, compare the summary in B 860, 209 n.3.
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itself. In demotic the title appears as hstrpn; attempts to find other names
for the satrap have not met with success. The Aramaic word pehah
‘governor’, known from Syria-Palestine, was apparently never used in
Egypt.2* In general, however, he is referred to by phrases such as ‘our
lord’. The satraps of our period are, firstly, Aryandes or Aryavanda,
appointed by Cambyses, expelled after 522, restored in 518, and deposed
about 496. His successor, Pherendates or Farnadita, is known only from
three demotic letters addressed to him by the priests of the god Khnum at
Elephantine, in which they request him to regulate their affairs for them.
Appeals to pharaoh, and therefore the satrap, were a regular feature of
Egyptian life at all periods.?5> Pherendates may well have lost his life in the
trouble of 486~5, though it would be interesting to discover which side
he was fighting on, and Xerxes, shortly after his accession in November
486, appointed his own brother Achaemenes (Hahimanis) to the office.
The revolt was soon brought under control. Achaemenes fought with
the Egyptian contingent at Salamis, and was killed fighting against the
rebel Inaros at Papremis (459). After this, the problems begin. Ctesias
(FGrH 688 F 14,38) mentions a satrap named Sarsamas (there are variant
spellings), appointed by the general Megabyxus after the suppression of
this revolt. Sarsamas is commonly identified with the well-known satrap
Arsames, who is attested in Aramaic documents from 428 or at least 424,
where he seems to be the satrap named by Ctesias (FGrH 688 F 15, 50) as
Arxanes. This spelling may reflect the underlying Persian name Arsama.
The period of time intervening is a large one, and it is probably better to
accept the mysterious Sarsamas and to admit that we know next to
nothing of the satraps of Egypt between 460 and 430. With Arsames of
the Aramaic documents we are at least on safer ground: in several of the
Nakhtihor letters (Driver, Ap 2, 3 and elsewhere) he is called bar bayta
‘son of the (royal) house’; a condition frequent with satraps of Egypt.
Passages in the Elephantine correspondence, written during his absence
in Persia from 410 to 407/6, hint that his authority was not confined to
Egypt; certainly he is known to have had large estates in Babylonia.
Arsames doubtless owed his position, or its continuation, to his support
for the successful coup of Darius 11 in 423, but even this did not prevent
his being summoned back to Persia. He may have died before the final
revolt of Egypt in 404.2¢ The frequent recalling of Arsames, if such it

24 For pebah see B 8624, 182 (following Griffith). For the title used in P. Rylands 1x see B 908, 30—2;
it probably refers to a financial officer.

25 Bgoz. The name appears in the demotic texts as ‘Pradd, to whom Egyptis entrusted’, and ‘Prat
the lord’. These may in fact be different persons. See Postscript below, p. 286.

26 For Arsames in general, see B 804, 2pp. 3; B833, 394—7. An earlier Arsames was killed at Salamis
(Aesch. Pers. 36—7, 308; he is described as ruler of Memphis), but there is no reason to see himas a
satrap; the name was common in the Persian royal family. Herodotus (vi1.69) describes an Arsames,
son of Darius I by his favourite wife Artystone, who commanded the Arabian and Ethiopian troops

during this battle (sec now B 126, 110). The two could be the same man, but, even alive, he is unlikely
to be the Arsames of the Driver correspondence.
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was, shows at least one check upon the ambitions of the satrap; others
can be found in the division of powers within the administration as a
whole, and the institution of fast dispatch-riders (angaroi), who carried
intelligence reports unceasingly back to the capital.?’

Beneath the satrap, the immemorial division of Egypt into provinces,
or nomes, was naturally retained. There is evidence, however, that
grouping of nomes into larger areas, a feature which is known from other
periods, was also practised. In the Aramaic archives from Elephantine
there is frequent reference to an area called T$#rs, which is certainly the
Egyptian Tshetrés ‘the southern region’, a term which is found in
demotic.28 There is evidence that this extended from Aswan in the south
downstream to Armant, rather like the Saite p3 £ rs ‘the southland’.
Thebes, too, seems to have been a region in its own right, and there may
well have been others. Each province was governed by a frataraka (prirk
in Aramaic), who corresponds generally to the traditional nomarch, and
was accompanied by an army of other officials, notably the ‘royal scribe’,
who was responsible for land-registration and taxes, and who may well
have had more effective power than the frataraka himself. At the highest
level, a similar official may have been imposed upon the satrap as well
(Hdt. r1.128).

The legal administration of the country had to take account of the fact
that there was now a dominant foreign presence within Egypt. A
chancellor accompanies the satrap, who is known from Aramaic sources
as beel teeém ‘lord of command (?)’, and various investigators appear,
employed to cut through the endless business of pleas, counter-pleas,
paperwork and bribes.2? One such is the patifrasa or frasaka ‘inquisitor’.
Under the satrap, each provincial governor has his own dual system, one
for native Egyptians, one for foreigners, and it is likely, on analogy with
the Ptolemaic administration, that the criterion would have been one of
language — whether the documents were in Aramaic or demotic. ‘King’s
judges’ appear, as do their provincial counterparts; also #pati ‘sheriffs’
and the sinister gausaka, who may well be the ‘ears’ of the king (cf. Xen.
Cyr. vii.z.10). The latter seem to have fascinated the Greeks more than
they did the Persians.

Egypt was sixth in the list of satrapies, and was assessed at an annual
tribute of 700 talents (Hdt. 111.91), 2 sum which was hardly punitive. It
had also to maintain the non-Persian troops stationed there, and the
Persian ones (probably a corps of commanders) who were in the garrison
at Memphis, together with providing 120,000 measures of grain, the
profits from the fisheries of Lake Moeris, and some salt and Nile water
for the king’s table; the latter were merely symbols of submission.

27 B 153, 299. % P. Rylands 1x, P. Berlin 3110, etc.; cf. B 816, index ad loc.

# Forthe administration in general, see B 830, 27-40; 8867, 28—61. B 103, 3 10~11 sees the 5/ f mr as
a rank half way between chancellor and secretary; cf. B 389, 22—-3; A 35, 10 n.38.
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Athenaeus (1.33) adds the colourful detail that the obscure city of
Anthylla in the northern Delta was to provide shoes, girdles and needles
for the Persian queen. Was this a spontaneous gesture made during a
royal visit, or was it a tradition taken over by the new rulers? One gains
the impression that the whole imposition was carefully assessed, in order
to extract the maximum without provoking undue resentment; whether
this worked is another matter. Responsibility for its collection was the
satrap’s.

The Egyptian economy was distributive, and even in our period
coinage was a hesitant new arrival. Each province, as well as the central
court, had a treasury, with its accompanying bureaucracy; also a ‘king’s
house’, which acted as a distribution and collection centre, and paid
monthly rations to mercenary soldiers stationed in the region. Accounts
were kept in the time-honoured Egyptian fashion; one papyrus (Cowley,
AP 26) shows a detailed inventory of every nail, thread and splinter on a
boat. One letter, sent from Migdol in the Delta to Elephantine, describes
a body known as the pabita, who are responsible for determining
payment to some members of a Jewish military colony.3® The dual
administration of the country was reflected in its monetary system. The
pharaonic system of weights of metal was retained, the standard unit
being the deben (c. 91 g), subdivided into ten £ize. Silver was the usual
metal, although the Egyptian word for silver had not yet come to mean
‘money’, as it did later. The phrase ‘weight of Peah’, which appears even
in some Aramaic documents, implies a standardized system guaranteed
by the temple at Memphis, and does not mean that the documents in
question were written during periods of Egyptian rule; it is simply an
agreed way of proceeding. The standard non-Egyptian unit was the
shekel, although those in circulation in Egypt seem to be Phoenician,
rather than the Median variety. The sheke/ was slightly lighter than the
Egyptian £te, and was sub-divided into forty hallurin. A Persian weight,
the karsh, was grafted on to this system as the rough equivalent of ten
shekels, ot an approximation in &:fe. Such units are found measured
against ‘the stones of the king’, a reference to a government system of
weights. Greek coins appear in Egypt at least from 520 B.C., and towards
the end of our period the stater is mentioned, sometimes described as
‘silver of Yavan (Ionia)’. This is doubtless the Athenian tetradrachm or
‘owl’, which was equated with two shekels of the type used in Egypt; such
coins may well have been paid to mercenaries in the first instance, before
testing by rows of teeth led to their general adoption.3! There is an
indication, however, thatthe Persian government may have gone further
than this: at least two tetradrachms are known with the legend in demotic

% B 815, no. 14. B 810, 2234, sees the word as a plural of pepib ‘governor’ (cf. n.24 above).
31 See the account in B 867, 62-72 with app. 1; also B 815, 8o-1.
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23. Silver tetradrachm with test-cuts. (?) Fourth century B.c.
Obverse, head of Athena; reverse, owl, with demotic legend
‘Artaxerxes, Pharaoh’. Weight 17.06 gm. (Copenhagen, from
Iraq(?); after B 895, 5 and pl. 1.7.)

‘Artaxer[xes] Pharaoh’ (Fig. 23). The use of demotic should mean an
attempt to promote this currency in the country at large, and the
possibility that these coins date from the first Persian occupation, rather
than the second, should certainly be borne in mind.32 Another, and more
successful, innovation was the introduction of the Persian artaba
‘bushel’, as a measure to replace the old o7pe, and which was equated to
sixty hin. The word survives in modern Egyptian Arabic.33 Parallel
systems such as this can be operated more easily than we imagine,
although the reality was certainly intricate.

The military side of the occupation was equally complex. Herodotus’
figure for the rations to be provided by Egypt (Hdt. 111.91) could suggest
anarmy of 12,000 men, but thisis only a guess; what is certain is that most
of them were non-Persian mercenaries. Commanders seem regularly to
have been Iranian, and several appear in the papyri. Very senior officials
are rarely mentioned, although an interesting quadrilingual text survives
from a certain Pissouthnes (?), chief of the great barracks (?) of Xerxes.
The use of hieroglyphs here is interesting.3* A demotic papyrus, which
may date to our period, is written by an Egyptian, Petamiin, to an army
commander at Memphis whose name could well be Mithraha.3> More
information can be obtained from the archives of the Jewish mercenary
colony at Elephantine. Here too the local commander bears an Iranian
name, the notorious Waidrang (Vidranga), who seems to be a garrison-
commander in 420, a ‘chief of the seven’ (haftahopata) in 416, and a full-
grown frataraka by 410 B.Cc. The garrison (bayl/a) at Elephantine was
divided into companies (dege/in), which were further subdivided. Each
one was named after its commanding officer, who almost invariably hasa
Persian or Babylonian name. The Jewish jay/i was stationed on the
island of Elephantine itself, while Phoenician and Aramaic contingents
were quartered at Syene on the opposite bank. The overall commander

32 B 895. Recent evidence favours the later date.

33 B 7934, 128-31. For the word itself see B 889, 112-18.
34 B 873, text 36 (almost illegible). 35 B 897.
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(rab hayla) may well have had authority in a large part of Upper Egypt,
and an interesting stela from Syene records building activity by a
particular rab hayla, whose name is lost, in the seventh year of Artaxerxes
(June 458).3¢ These military terms are known from elsewhere, notably
the capital, and a page survives from the day-book of the arsenal in
Memphis, dating from 472/1 B.C.>7

It should not be forgotten that there was also a substantial Egyptian
military class, the ‘warriors’ (machimoi), who may well have been
employed as local militias. Their importance is made clear by Herodotus
(11.165—6), where they are said to number 410,000 and to own two thirds
of the Delta, and by their mention as one of the three classes consulted in
the edict of Darius on the codification of the native law. This estimate of
the number of machimoi could suggest a figure for the whole warrior
population of 1,600,000 or more, allowing for four or five persons per
household.’8 Egyptian dege/in are known from Syene, and there is no
doubt that Egyptians could, and did, rise to considerable heights in the
army. One such is the general Ahmosi (Amasis), who is known from two
stelae from the Serapeum, in one of which he claims to have placed
respect for the Apis bull ‘in the heart of every person, and of the
foreigners from every land who were in Egypt’ —no mean achievement.3?
Notable too is the architect Khnemibré, who served under Darius I, and
whose military titles were an essential accompaniment to quarrying-
work. He had held office in the final year of Amasis, but was still active in
the Wadt Hammamat, east of Koptos, during the years 496—492.
Khnemibré must have been among those who gained considerably from
the occupation.®. There were others: the Wadi Hammamat is particu-
larly rich in inscriptions from our period.

The polyglot nature of Achaemenid Egypt is nowhere better shown
than in the accounts of the Memphite dockyards, which survive in
several fragmentary Aramaic papyri, including the newly-discovered
ones from Saqqgara.4! Memphis was a major dockyard from the New
Kingdom onwards, and ports tend to be international. Overall control of
the navy rested in the hands of the satrap, who took over the powers of
the Saite ‘masters of shipping’.

One Egyptian institution created almost intractable problems for any
foreign administration: the temples. They were, of course, major
landowners, and Herodotus gives the impression that in this respect they

% For this text, see B 867, 27 n.107. In general, see the account in B 830, 41~8.

37 B 778; for the date, B 858, 295-8.

38 Since warriors held over half the agricultural land of Egypt, a total population of some three
million is implied, but the density of population in towns may well have been greater than in the
countryside. See B 791, 76—92, and B 8364, 299—301. 39 B 873, no. 6.

0 B 873, nos. 11-23. For a general review of the Egyptian evidence, see B 780, 147-53; B 30,
s02—28. 41 B 767; B 778; B 887, passim.
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fell not far short of the machimoi. The truth may even have been the other
way round. Estates, even of an obscure temple like that of Amun at
Teudjoy, seem to have been considerable, and the moveable wealth of
the temples was equally impressive. There is evidence that the Persian
administration took a keen interest in temple affairs; the correspondence
with Pherendates reveals this, and Papyrus Rylands 1x shows us an
official, the /esonis, who acted as an administrative head, answerable to the
central authorities. The institution is not an Achaemenid invention, but
it does become common in our period. We have already seen Cambyses’
attempt to impose economies on the temples in general, and the hostility
which he seems to have provoked. Xerxes, too, according to an
inscription known as the Satrap stela of 311 B.C., confiscated from the
temple of Buto in the northern Delta a large tract of land known as ‘the
land of Edjo’, which was later restored by the obscure Pharaoh
Khababash. Xerxes’ name is not even in a cartouche.*2 Similar fates befell
Tachos and Artaxerxes III Ochus in the fourth century. The Persian
king, however, certainly seems to have had the right to make such
confiscations, and a certain amount of land redistribution was
Achaemenid policy.** The operation of the agricultural system, how-
ever, must have been seen as a priority, and the government probably
was reluctant to interfere with it. Herodotus (11.99.3) noticed the
maintenance of the dykes near Mempbhis, and was suitably impressed.

Considerable light on the upkeep of at least one great estate comes
from a remarkable group of letters published in 1954. They cover the
years 411—408 B.C., during the absence of the satrap Arsames in Susa and
Babylon. They are written on leather, and were found in a sort of
‘diplomatic bag’, and they deal with the administration of the satrap’s
personal estates back in Egypt. These domains, largely in the western
Delta, are under the management of an Egyptian steward (pagid), who at
first is called Psammetichus, but who is soon succeeded by one
Nakhtihor. The latter is important enough even to have his own militia.
One is reminded itresistibly of Zeno, agent of Apollonius the dioiketes, 432
except that Nakhtihor is a native Egyptian. Other Persians are shown as
owning lands and property in Egypt: a lesser prince, Vardhi, who is
possibly a relative of Arsames, and an official named Varfis, who has his
own servants. There is also the important figure of Artavant, who may
even be Arsames’ deputy and acting satrap. The whole archive is
invaluable.44

Even more important is the single most informative text to survive
from ancient Egypt: the petition of Petiése, or Papyrus Rylands 1x. By a
coincidence, this comes from the same site, El-Hiba in Middle Egypt, as

42 p 788. Later attempts to emend the names of the kings in question are unnecessary.
43 B 717, 142-3. 2 See CAH vn1, 366—9. 4 Driver, AD passinm.
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the well-known ‘Misfortunes of Wenamun’. The rambling demotic text,
which covers twenty-five columns, begins in the ninth year of Darius I
(513 B.C.), when a stranger, Ahmosi the master of shipping, arrives in
Teudjoy (El-Hiba), demanding his share of the temple income. This
leads to enquiries which concentrate upon Petiése, the elderly narrator,
whose family affairs have led to the bankruptcy of the entire community.
A quarrel between Petigse’s ancestors and the local priests, which is
traced back to 661 B.C., has developed into a blood-feud, which is still
active. Peti€se appeals either to the satrap, presumably Aryandes, or to
his chancellor, and the narrative introduces us to a world of bribery,
arson, prejudice, corrupt officials, interrogation by torture, and endless
procrastination; and when we leave Petiése, he is still putting his case in
writing. The ramshackle administration of Papyrus Rylands 1x might be
thought degenerate, but it does correspond to the high-water mark of
Achaemenid Egypt, and there are enough parallels in the rest of
Egyptian literature to make us realize that what we have before us is the
eternal Egypt. It is a system chaotic, infuriating, lubricated by chicanery
and promises, but redeemed by a certain feeling for the human. Above
all, it faces the conqueror with a stark choice: join it, or leave it. The
Achaemenids left it. The whole papyrus is full of illuminating details:
note among many others the dismissive contempt for southerners at the
satrap’s court. This is endemic in Egypt, but the passage in question
unintentionally explains how the officials of a largely Memphite
administration may have acquiesced in the gradual eclipse of Thebes,
which is one of the characteristic features of our period.*

It must have been impossible, even if it was desirable, to exclude
Egyptians from the administration. Certainly, in the early period of the
occupation, native expertise must have been vital, particularly in
agricultural and religious affairs. We have already encountered
Udjahorresne, as well as the generals Ahmosi and Khnemibrg, and we
can recall the Egyptians who fought with bravery at Salamis. Particularly
interesting is the chief of the treasury Ptahhotpe, whose statue in
Brooklyn shows him in the characteristic robes of an Egyptian official
but with a Persian necklace, which may have been a gift from a grateful
sovereign (see Pls. Vol., pl. §8). Ptahhotpe is also known from a stela in
the Serapeum, dated to year 34 of Darius, by which time he could hardly
be called a collaborator.%

A parallel development — one we have already imagined Cambyses
fearing — is the Egyptianization of the conquerors. A vivid example is
given by two brothers named Atiyawahi and Ariyawrata, whose
inscriptions were carved in the Wadi Hammamat. Atiyawahi, described

45 B 816, 111 6o—112; B 915, passim; B 780, 174—6. Contempt for southerners: 8 816, 111 86 n.6; B 913,
265-7. 4 B 794.
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24. Stela from Mitrahine (Memphis) showing prothesis of a foreigner with mourners and,
over the bier, two siren ‘soul-birds’. Around soo B.c. Height 0.23 m. (Berlin, Ag. Mus.
23721; after F. W. von Bissing, ZDMG 84 (1930) pl. 1, and K. Parlasca, Staatl. Mus. Berlin
Forsch. u. Berichte 14 (1972) pl. 3.1.)

as a son of Artames and a Persian (?) lady named Qanju, is a saris of Persia
and governor of Koptos,*” and his repeated visits cover the years 486—
473, while those of his younger brother extend from 461 to 449. In the
latter case ‘saris of Persia’ is replaced by Egyptian translations, and
Ariyawrata himself now has an Egyptian name, Djeho, or Tachos.*8 This
was a regular feature among some communities who considered
themselves royal employees; its extension to a Persian magnate is
remarkable. A certain creeping Egyptianization is seen too in some
Aramaic letters, especially in the opening formulae. An example runs:
“To my lord Mithravahist, your servant Pahim, greetings; may my lord
live, be happy, and prosper exceedingly.”#

Achaemenid Egypt was a richly cosmopolitan state. The Persians are
already familiar to us from the Arsames correspondence and the Jewish
archives. A funerary stela, now in Berlin, shows a foreigner in ‘Median’
costume being laid out by mourning women, and although the date is
early in our period, the representation could be taken as a likeness of
Atiyawahi or his brother (Fig. 24).5° The artist may have been East
Greek. Most Iranians were in Egypt in a military capacity, and it is no
accident that the word matoi ‘Mede’ is regularly used in later Egyptian to
mean ‘soldier’.31

47 Saris is sometimes translated ‘eunuch’, although it seems to be closer to the Turkish ‘pasha’.
The name Pshrs ‘the saris’ is given as that of the father of a dedicant (B 885, 95—6), where the
conventional translation is obviously inappropriate.

4 B 873, nos. 24—-34; B 858, 287-8. 4 Cowley, AP no. 70.

30 East Berlin 23721, discussed by Nicholls in 8 843, 66—7, who dates it to the period 5 10~482 B.C.
51 B 889, 124-31.
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Another community, living in Egypt for military and commercial
purposes, were the Ionians. These had been in the country since the reign
of Psammetichus I, when they had been called in as mercenaries, and by
the time of the conquest they had been stationed in Memphis for almost
fifty years. There may well have been considerable numbers of Greeks in
other cities, notably Naucratis in the Delta, as well as in more obscure
localities, since trade was no longer restricted.52 Closely associated with
the Ionians were the Carians, who had arrived at the same time and
shared their history, which can now be documented by the remarkable
stelae from Saqqara discovered by the Egypt Exploration Society. These
too may be the result of Greek workshops in Memphis.53 Evidence for
the close involvement of the Carians in naval affairs has been growing
recently: a happy emendation in one Aramaic text sees the phrase nwpty’
gy krky’, not as ‘captains of the fortress Karkh’, but as ‘captains of the
Carians’.54 Carians appear in several of the new Saqqara papyti. There is
also a Carian dedication on a bronze lion, with strong Achaemenid traits,
from an unknown temple in Egypt.55

Memphis in particular was also the site of a large Phoenician
community, the Phoinikaigyptioi, although Phoenicians are known in
other large cities such as Syene. The Memphite community is known
from funerary stelae discovered in the cemeteries of south Saqqara and
elsewhere, and a good example is the Egyptianizing stela of Aba and
Ahatbu, which dates from the fourth year of Xerxes (482), and which
also bears hieroglyphic inscriptions like some of the Carian ones.56
Associated with the Phoenicians are the general mass of Aramaic
speakers, who, like others, were attracted to the wealth of the Nile valley
and the ease of communication created by the occupying forces. A vivid
picture of these communities is seen in the Hermopolis letters, which
were discovered in a jar in the ibis-galleries at Tuna el-Gebel in Middle
Egypt. They were found near a painted wooden shrine with the
cartouches of one of the Dariuses. The letters stem from a colony of
Syrian or even Mesopotamian origin living in or near Memphis; eight
letters are addressed to a related colony at Syene, and a further six to some
of the inhabitants of Opi, or Luxor. The whole collection must have been
abandoned at Hermopolis. Stelae, sarcophagi and inscribed statues are
also known from this community at Syene, and its cults include Nabu,
Banit, Bethel and Malkat-shemayin, the ‘Queen of Heaven’, who may be
‘Anath or Ishtar.57 A letter from El-Hiba, a place which was seen in
rather lugubrious light in Papyrus Rylands 1x, mentions Elamites,

52 ¢ 5, 33—4. For the form of the word ‘lonians’ (Yawanin, Weyenin) used in Egypt, see B 889,
131-3. 3 B 843, passim. 4 B 722, 410-11. The text is Cowley, AP no. 26, [2-3], 8.

55 B 842, dating it ¢. 500 B.C. % B 843, 66—-7.

57 B 821. The Hermopolis papyri (8 787) are re-edited in B 815 and TSST 1 no. 27.
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Cilicians and Medes in a local setting,’® and a papyrus from Saqqara
contains a plethora of foreign names alongside Egyptians.>® The day-
book of the Mempbhite arsenal even introduces us to a Moabite, and a
Lycian inscription from Egypt has also been published. While we are in
the realm of the obscure, but none the less interesting, it is worth
recalling the hoard of silver bowls found at Tell el-Maskhuta near
Ismailiya, the Egyptian Tjeku (see Pls. Vol., pl. 93). One of these is a
dedication by a ruler of the north-Arabian kingdom of Qedar to the
goddess Hanilat. A date of ¢. 400 B.C. or slightly earlier is provided by
associated Athenian tetradrachms, and some of the silver bowls
represent a distinctive contribution to the art of our period.® Other
‘Arabian’ tribes, such as the Agriaioi of the eastern desert, are also
encountered, and we should not forget the Nubians, who were such a
standard feature of life in Egypt that they go largely unmentioned. The
xenophobia of the Egyptians, which is often referred to, must be viewed
as the attitude of people who had seen too many foreigners, rather than
none at all.

The reaction of the Egyptians to foreign conquest was obviously
complex: a mixture of injured pride, prejudice, corresponding cultural
superiority, and refuge in religion. Self-interest was also a factor.
Udjahorresne and Prahhotpe clearly were able to do well out of the
conquest while retaining their own sense of values. Egyptian slaves are
even known to have worked for Jewish masters at Elephantine.
Egyptian wives were common in foreign communities in Egypt; indeed
they were inevitable. Egyptians, too, discriminated almost entirely on
the grounds of culture: any one who spoke Egyptian, and who behaved
in a recognizably Egyptian way, was Egyptian, no matter what his
origin. Nevertheless, the desire for independence is not merely an innate
feature of mankind, but it is also a useful recourse when one can think of
nothing else. Egyptians of the Achaemenid period consciously revive the
grandiose names involving those of the Saite kings, including even the
unpopular Necho.®! No such names are known glorifying Xerxes or
Darius. The Carians, conversely, cease to use the name Psammetichus.
Racial or cultural insults are always available for those who wish: Seth, in
the later mystery play at Edfu, insults Horus by calling him a Mede, and
in Cowley, AP 37 the local administrator is referred to contemptuously
by the Egyptians as a Mazdaean, although this translation has been
challenged.

The latter part of our period is marked by native revolts. The first
seems to have broken out in 486, and is normally ascribed to the
aftermath of Marathon, but the main factor was probably the prospect of

38 B 851, correcting Bresciani. 39 B 767. Line 6 mentions ‘tribute of the fayla’.
® g 875 (TSSI 11 no. 23); cf. B 894. 61 B 777, 81.
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achange of ruler. It was put down by the new satrap, Achaemenes, and
was followed by a policy of greater repression (Hdt. vi1.8), which in itself
guaranteed more trouble. Early in the reign of Artaxerxes I (¢. 463—2),
revolt broke out in the western Delta, the site of the old royal capital, and
the centre of the native warriors’ influence. The leader was Inaros, son of
Psammetichus (a name which may have been chosen deliberately), and an
appeal to Athens, the acknowledged source of expert manpower, led to
the diversion of a fleet from Cyprus to Egypt (459). Memphis was taken,
although not until after a prolonged siege, but the citadel itself was held
by Persians and their sympathizers (Thuc. 1.104). A battle at the strategic
site of Papremis, in the western Delta, led to the death of Achaemenes the
satrap, but it was clear that Inaros had failed to capture the popular
support necessary for complete victory. Megabyxus, satrap of Syria,
retook Memphis for the Great King, and blockaded Inaros and the
Greek navy on the island of Prosopitis (Thuc. 1.109). Few escaped, and
an Athenian relief force which had entered the Mendesian arm of the
Nile, unaware of the turn of events, was annihilated by the new satrap
Arsames or Sarsamas (454). Inaros was taken to Persia and later executed:
but the tradition which says that an engraved seal shows him prostrate
beneath the feet of the Great King is unfortunately fictitious. The revolt
was at an end, but the sons of Inaros and his associate Amyrtaeus were
reinstated in their fathers’ provinces; this is said by Herodotus (111.15) to
have been a Persian practice, but it looks very much like a sign of
weakness. The peace of Callias in 449 may well have given the Persians
the confidence to be generous.?2 Inaros, whose name is Egyptian,
appears as the hero of a later demotic epic, but only the name and the
martial atmosphere suggest any real identification.®> Amyrtaeus con-
tinued his resistance until 449, and another dynast, known surprisingly
enough as Psammetichus, is found sending a substantial quantity of grain
to Athens in 445/4; this fact in itself speaks for his independence of
action.%* Various dynasts called Psammetichus are known from our
period, and are listed rather optimistically in the Lexikon der Agyptologie,
but it is clear that not all of them claimed to be kings of Egypt.
From 411 it seems that Egypt, taking advantage of Persia’s increasing
difficulties, was fast recovering its independence, but we are badly
informed about the details. All we know is that the process ended in the
revolt of Amyrtaeus, the second of this name, in 404. With the exception
of the last, however, the rebel leaders seem to have been isolated from the
population as a whole; Egyptians fight in Memphis against Inaros, there

62 B 824, 69—73. See also the sources collected in B 804, 92-6.

63 Inaros is the Egyptian *Irt-n-Hr-r-w ‘the eye of Horus is against them’; Amyrtaeus is *Imn-i.ir-
di-s ‘Amun has given him’. The two sons, Pausiris and Thannyras, are P-n-Wsir ‘he of Osiris’ and
possibly *T3-n-n3-whrw ‘offspring of the (sacred) hounds’. 6 B 824, 73; B 835, I 49.
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are few, if any, documents dated by them, and the inscriptions of the
Wadi Hammamat show that Upper Egypt was untouched by their
revolts. They seem essentially to be disaffected warriors, perhaps with
personal grudges, rather than leaders of a genuine ‘liberation move-
ment’, but their alliance with a foreign power, Athens, was in itself a
persistent source of trouble to the whole empire.

Another episode which can be superficially ascribed to Egyptian
xenophobia is the well-known destruction of the Jewish temple on the
island of Elephantine, an event which took place in July or August 410
B.C. But here again the underlying causes must have been complex. The
Jewish community at Elephantine had mercenary origins, and had
probably entered the country in Saite times. They lived on the northern
part of the island, with their own quarter, and a temple of Yahu, the God
of the Old Testament. In general, although some cultural exclusiveness is
remarked upon both by Herodotus (i1.41) and in the story of Joseph
(Gen. 43:32), relations with the Egyptians must have been reasonably
good, and Egyptian servants and possibly even wives appear in the
Jewish community, although perhaps not as commonly as in some other
Jewish settlements.6> There is evidence, too, that the colony was not
strictly orthodox, at least as this would have been understood later, but
that certain ‘fringe’ deities, such as Bethel and his consorts, had been
admitted alongside the worship of Yahu.66 ]t is therefore difficult to see
that the Jews were irreconcilably at conflict with the society in which
they lived, although they may have been quite capable of matching
Egyptian feelings of superiority with some of their own. Itis true that the
Jewish sacrifice of lambs to the deity in a city devoted to the worship of
the ram-god Khnum was unfortunate, to say the least; but it is difficult to
see why the Egyptians should have waited a century and a half before
taking offence. But it may have been a grievance ready for use when need
be. Another source of friction must have been the regular pro-Persian
poticy of the Jews, a natural reaction to the circuamstances of their life in
Egypt. The community even kept a well-thumbed Aramaic copy of
Darius’ autobiography, which they later recopied, complete with
lacunae; and the interest of the Persian kings in Jewish religion is shown
not only by the experience of Ezra and Nehemiah but by an Aramaic
papyrus (Cowley AP 21), which preserves an instruction from Darius 11
to the colony, regulating the observance of the Passover and the feast of
Unleavened Bread. The date is 419 B.C., perhaps after the reform of the
cultin Palestine. This closeness between Jew and Persian could become a
stigma, especially in a period of general Egyptian unrest. There may also
have been local circumstances — perhaps the summer of 410 at

65 Cf., e.g., B 867, ch. 5, and 248-52. % B 830, 83—99.
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Elephantine was unusually hot, even for that place — but enough has been
said to show that the destruction of the Elephantine temple was not a
simple case of ‘native revolt’. This is not to say that such incidents did not
raise the Egyptians’ consciousness of their own identity.

The circumstances are narrated in Cowley, AP 30. The Egyptians,
taking advantage of the absence of the satrap in Persia, induced the
governor, the unspeakable Waidrang or Vidranga, to help them
desecrate and ransack the temple. Waidrang is represented as a monster
of depravity, but in reality he was probably a harassed official who
wanted peace and quiet, and who in a critical moment for the Persians, or
in the absence of clear orders from above, chose to alienate the minority
of his subjects, rather than the majority. Nevertheless the Jews prayed in
sackcloth, and ‘the dogs tore off the anklet from his legs’. Later editors
prefer to translate, ‘that dog of a Waidrang had his insignia of office
removed’.67 The Jews appealed to Bagoas (Bagohi), the governor of
Judaea, who may conceivably have been a Jew himself, and action was
taken. Bagoas’ reply (Cowley, AP 32)is a masterpiece of diplomacy: the
pre-conquest nature of the shrine is recalled, Waidrang referred to
disparagingly (but nothing more), the rebuilding of the temple
approved, and sacrifices laid down, but with animals, interestingly
enough, omitted. The latter compromise had already been suggested by
the Egyptian Jews. A happy ending: but the rule of the Persians was
almost over, and with it the archives of Elephantine.

Yet it is not merely the Aramaic papyri which are valuable to us. The
Achaemenid period marks the beginning of that wealth of demotic
documents which characterizes later Egypt, and sheds so much light on
its everyday affairs. Letters to officials have already been mentioned,
such as the Pherendates correspondence and Papyrus Rylands 1x, but
there is also a marked increase in the number of legal documents and
family archives, recording sales, receipts, transfers, leases, marriages,
divorces and personal memoranda. These can be said to show a greater
sense of legal abstraction than the few surviving documents of earlier
periods, and in general reveal a society not greatly different from that
which is seen in the fourth century, although lists of legal witnesses are
still rare and seem to be dispensable, and (perhaps by coincidence) no
examples are found of offices being sold or permanently transferred. The
new Saqqara texts can add a magnificent marriage document of the
eleventh year of Darius, and an interesting record of self-sale or hire to a
temple, a practice not otherwise known until much later. These demotic
legal texts exist alongside a similar body of contracts in Aramaic, and the
question of influence obviously arises. Many of the standard legal

67 B 830, 10§ n.15; B 81§, 410 n.5.
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formulae in demotic, such as ‘you have satisfied my heart (with payment
etc.)’, are also found in Aramaic, and seem to have a long history in
Mesopotamia, but the wisest conclusion seems to be that both traditions
were now being applied to the same society, and that they influenced
each other creatively during our period.®8 We should also begin to look
here for the origins of the large number of Aramaic and the smaller
number of Persian words which are known for Coptic; the Sasanian
period is too short, and too late, for this purpose.s®

Egyptian reaction to the conquest shows a characteristic mixture of
consolidation on the one hand, and assiduous borrowing on the other.
The stiffening of the sinews can be seen in the desite for continuity, and
the growth of the hereditary principle, although this was a tendency and
not a hard-and-fast rule, as Herodotus supposed (vi.60). Genealogies
also appear with increasing frequency on votive statues and similar
objects, and this mentality lies behind the episode of the priests’ statues
which Herodotus gleefully reports in1r.143. In the preceding section, the
historian records 11,340 years of Egyptian history, as claimed by the
priests. This looks very much like the response of a culture that feels itself
onshow, oreven under threat, and it is no coincidence that the features of
Egyptian religion which grow under the occupation are those which the
Egyptians felt were distinctively their own. The new devotion to Osiris
and the goddess Isis may be one of these, but the concentration upon
animal cults is even more certainly a sign of the times. The cult of the
Apis flourishes, and the burials of his mother-cows are continued and
probably developed; one ostracon from Saqqara shows an Egyptian
pleading to Isis, mother of the Apis, to take his side against a Persian
named Bagafarna (Megaphernes), who had had the audacity to gain the
confidence of the goddess’s husband. We do not know the outcome of
this cosmic duel. This is not the only foreigner who succumbed to the
carefully-fostered attractions of Egyptian religion. We have already seen
the general Ahmosi impressing visitors with the mysteries of the Apis,
and a person named Harkhébi, whose father bears a semi-Persian name,
dedicated a bronze ex-voto to the bull-god, possibly in 469 B.c.7

However, this phenomenon is not confined to Egyptian texts. The
Aramaic evidence also shows a considerable number of foreigners who
make dedications to the gods of Egypt. In a world where religious
exclusivity was not an ideal, this is not surprising, and it does not
necessarily mean that these aliens abandoned their own gods. Sometimes
it is a question of a visit; one letter from 417 B.C. records how, ‘On the
third of Kislev, or the eleventh day of Thoth, year seven of Darius the
king, Abdbaal the Sidonian, son of Abdsedeq, came with his brother

88 g 83, ch. 6. The whole volume is very sensible. 69 Lists in B 793, 377-83.
" B 885, although the dating is optimistic.
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Asdrubaal to Abydos before Osiris the great god.””! This must have been
a pilgrimage, since there was no economic reason for visiting Abydos,
and the temple of Osiris there bears many graffiti left by pious visitors in
several languages. The syncretism of the Hermopolis letters has already
been mentioned. Other manifestations of religious feeling are an
ostracon from Elephantine recording a dream or vision,’ and a strange
text recorded in a rarely-visited tomb at Sheikh Fadl in Middle Egypt,
which may be historical ~ it seems to mention Taharqa and some Saite
Pharaohs — but which, in this setting, might be religious too.” Yet in
some cases, in particular the Aramaic funerary stelae, it appears that
Egyptianization has gone further. The stela of Aba and Ahatbu, already
discussed, contains a benediction before Osiris, and other examples of
this practice are known.”® Obviously, burial in a strange land must
invoke the gods of that place, but a text such as the Carpentras stela
clearly reflects more than this. ‘Blessed be Taba daughter of Tahapt’,
runs the Aramaic, ‘devotee of the god Osiris. Nothing evil did she do,
nor utter calumny here against any man. From before Osiris be thou
blest; from before Osiris receive water. Serve the lord of double Truth
(nm‘ty), and live among his favoured ones (bsy).”’

The mother of this girl is Egyptian, and the words in italics are pure
Egyptian too. The use of the word Asy could mean that Taba was
drowned in the Nile. The stela obviously incorporates the ‘negative
confession’ before Osiris, known from the Book of the Dead, and it dates
from the end of our period.

If foreigners were absorbing Egyptian religion, there are clear signs
that the Egyptians were beginning to think seriously about foreign
culture, particularly Mesopotamian. Here borrowing seems to have
taken place on an advanced level. A demotic papyrus now in Vienna,
dating from the Roman period, contains a series of prognostications
derived from eclipses and the appearance of the moon, in which the
Babylonian influence is unmistakable. It seems more than likely, from
the calendrical system used, that the original text was Achaemenid; it is
also possible that Darius I was mentioned in the text, which ought to
antedate 482 B.C.7¢ In the recondite field of mathematics, too, it seems
that much appears in later Egyptian literature which is derived from
Mesopotamia, such as the so-called theorem of Pythagoras.”7 Above all,
astrology is one of the most characteristic borrowings of our period, and
one which took firm root in its new home.

Most remarkable, however, and still something of a mystery, is an

" B 815, no. 83; TSST 11 no. 29. 72 B 815, no. 21; TSSI 11 no. 26.

73 B 768; B s01, 40—1. Republication is desirable, if the text still exists.

7 E.g. Tumma, daughter of Bokonrinef; B 834. 75 B 81, no. 86; B 892.
7 B 861, 29—-30. 77 B 864, problems 24—31. 78 B 8o1.
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Aramaic text now in the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York. It
covers some twenty-two columns, and seems to be an elaborate
incantation-text involving deities from north Syria as well as others
clearly from Mesopotamia. It is written, however, in the demotic script,
and rather ingeniously adapted to the underlying language. The hand,
conversely, dogs not look particularly Egyptian. This use of demotic
ought to imply that the text was designed to be recited by Egyptians, but
until the whole document is published it is impossible to say more.
Nevertheless, it is certainly one of the more intriguing products of our
period.”™

In a wider context, there are indications that certain colophons at the
end of pleas or donation texts may have been influenced by ideas
borrowed in the Persian period, and in the realm of literature there is at
least one obvious example. The demotic wisdom text of Onkh-
sheshonqy has an introduction and an overall structure based on
the story of Ahiqar, which survives in Aramaic among the Jewish
archives from Elephantine. The work was still current in Roman
Egypt.8 There are signs too that another demotic literary work, the tale
of Neneferkasokar and the magicians, has a strong Achaemenid
flavour.8! What we are seeing here is not merely the random copying of
appealing ideas, but something deeper. Egypt in the late period acted asa
great absorber of foreign inventions, which it reinterpreted and in some
ways perfected, until it seemed that Egypt was their real home. It is the
counterpart of the insistence upon the country’s unique history which we
have already seen, and it was extremely convincing. By the time of the
Roman empire the religious tradition of Egypt was still a living force,
when that of Phoenicia, Babylonia and even Greece was already
moribund.

In the realm of Egyptian art there is not so much to be said. There is
certainly a growth in realistic sculpture, which may be part of the
tradition which saw the temple statue, surrounded by its ancestors or
peers, as the natural symbol of stability, but it also seems that the
Achaemenid period saw a great development of individualism in its
portraiture, and in this respect too the age is one of genuine originality.82
One innovation, however, cannot be claimed: the so-called ‘Persian
garb’, a depiction in sculpture of a garment corresponding to something
worn in everyday life, is in fact known from the closing years of the Saite
dynasty.83

7 Preliminary notices, B 779; B 855. B 155, 463~s, prefers a later date, but the Achaemenid
influence would still be undeniable.

8 B 812, xii, gives other reasons for an Achaemenid date, or slightly later. For Ahiqar, see B 797,
204-48; B 830, 97-9; B 9024, 962. On the other hand, Cowley, AP no. 71 is a very interesting literary

or prophetic text which looks as if it has been translated from Egyptian.
8 8 gog. 82 B 777, 71—-86, with some useful comments. 8 B 784.
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It is possible that there was some Achaemenid influence on Egyptian
art, but it is hard to trace, and seems to be largely ‘courtly’. The necklace
worn by the treasury official Ptahhotpe has already been mentioned, and
from Leontopolis in the Delta there have come at least six lions in
serpentine, holding jars and inlaid with glass in a characteristically
Persian fashion; the type seems to have influenced Egyptian art’s later
treatment of lions in general 8 A strange faience rhyton, also in the form
of a roaring lion, is in the same collection.8 An interesting product of our
period is a faience shab?i from Saqqara with a bearded head, long thought
to be fourth century.8 Achaemenid jewellery has certainly been found in
Egypt, and may have been made there, and there is an interesting
perfume lid from the Michaelides collection, bearing the name of one
AriyarSan son of Ar$ima, who could be the satrap Arsames.8” A cylinder-
seal, now in the British Museum, was found in Egypt, and may well have
been used by a Persian governor.88 A military standard can complete this
list of curios (Fig. 25), and in the British Museum there is also a steatite
bowl, of very hybrid appearance, with a dedication to Min, ruler of
Koptos, by an Egyptian devotee.® Something of the background to this
mixture can be seen from Driver, AD 9, where Arsames the satrap
commissions a Babylonian(?) sculptor named Hinzani to model a horse
and rider, presumably for his estates in Egypt.

In spite of Egypt’s distance from the centre of government, and that
government’s increasing preoccupation elsewhere, there is no doubt that
Egypt itself had a marked influence on the rest of the empire. The Red
Sea canal may have contributed to this, but it is also certain that there
were many Egyptians abroad, particularly in Babylonia, where they are
found at several levels of society, even under Cambyses. We may recall
the case of Harmakhi, father of the innkeeper in whose house the head of
the Murashu banking firm stayed in Babylon in 423 B.c. A mote
illustrious figure is the Egyptian general Usiris, who fought for
Artaxerxes I against the rebel satrap Megabyxus in Syria.? In addition to
this, the art of Egypt had long exerted a fascination in the Near East, both
in itself and through Phoenician imitations, and Achaemenid cylinder-
seals in particular have regular Egyptian'motifs, even hieroglyphs, which
must in some cases have been based on portable objects such as amulets.
Alabaster vases were a collector’s item in the Achaemenid courts, often
inscribed in various languages (Fig. 26); Posener published six bearing
the name of Darius, thirty-five that of Xerxes, and five that of

8 B 794-5. 85 Brooklyn 48.29. 8 A 6, 137, with fig. 160.
87 B 849; cf. B 130. The same collection features a range of Achaemenid objects, some of which
may be genuine. 88 B 4864, 298. Other Archaemenid seals from Egypt are listed here.

8 Standard: B 829. Bowl: B 89;.
% B 250, 79. For Harmakhi see B 155, 356; for Usiris, Ctesias, FGrH 688 F 14,40.
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25. Military standard: bovine head with hi- 26. Fragmentary alabaster vase from Susa
eroglyphic inscriptions from Persepolis. Sixth dated to year 34 of Darius, 488/7 B.C.
century B.C. Bronze with gold traces. (Tehran (Paris, Louvre; after B 789, pl. 8.4.)

Museum of Iran; after B 829, 127-8, fig. 18.)

Artaxerxes, and others are now known, including one quadri-lingual
vessel with the name of Artaxerxes, ‘Pharaoh the great’, found in 1971 at
Orsk in southern Russia. Others are reported to have come from Syria
and Babylonia, and one is now in the treasury of St Mark’s, Venice. Most
remarkable of all is the vase with the name of Xerxes found at the foot of
the western staircase in the Mausoleum at Halicarnassus, perhaps a gift
from a satrap’s collection.”! Some of these vases may have contained the
Nile water sent to Persia as ‘tribute’. It is certain, too, that Egyptian
artists worked with others at Susa; according to a foundation inscription
of Darius, Egyptians worked alongside Medes as goldsmiths, and on the
citadel, and they are also found together with Lydians as carpenters.
Texts from Persepolis confirm a similar picture, and an Egyptian even
appears as a beer-maker.92 Egyptian architectural devices have long been
recognized at Persepolis, for example in the pylons with cavetto cornice
from the palace of Darius; the doors in the harem-palace of Xerxes are
likewise unmistakable.?? These are only elements in an overall design,
but it is not surprising to find later Egyptian tradition ascribing all the
palaces of Media and Persia to the influence of their own artists (Diod.
1.46). This too is an example of the ‘conquest mentality’ which we have
already seen successfully at work.

The reign of Darius II was clearly a period of unrest for the whole
empire, and in its second half Persian control over Egypt seems to be
vanishing. We are badly informed about the details, but have already

%! B 873, nos. 37-99; B 883; B 870, 399; for Orsk, sce also B 132, 28. For a cylinder-seal with the
Ahura Mazda emblem and hieroglyphs bearing the name Petiése, see B 916.
92 B 168, 70—2. 9 B 159, pls. 28, middle, 40, 70.
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noticed the prolonged absence of the satrap Arsames from 410 to 407/6.
The Elephantine papyri hint at considerable disturbances from 412/11
onwards. In Cowley, AP 27, written about 410, the Jews declare, “When
detachments of the Egyptians rebelled, we did not leave our posts, and
nothing disloyal was found in us.” It is equally clear that among this
community at least the rule of the next king, Artaxerxes II, was observed
down to 402. Whether the Egyptians themselves thought this way is
extremely doubtful. A striking passage in Diodorus (x111.46.6) refers to
events of 411 B.C., in which a ‘king’ of Egypt is described as intriguing
with the ruler of the desert Arabs to cast envious eyes on the coast of
Phoenicia, doubtless to forestall a repetition of the conquest of 525. This
native ruler is otherwise unknown, but we have seen similar characters
before in our period. The combined evidence of the Arsames correspon-
dence (Driver, AD s, 7and 8) makes it clear that serious disturbances had
occurred, in which troops could change allegiance and whole farms be
abandoned; but the details are lost to us, and even the date of the archive
has been questioned.% Nevertheless it is obvious that Persian rule in
Egypt was coming to an end, and the rebel Amyrtaeus of Sais, possibly a
grandson of his namesake, was soon to be recognized by the native
population as Pharaoh. One Aramaic papyrus (Cowley, AP 35) is dated
to his fifth year; on the assumption that Amyrtaeus seized power on the
death of Darius IT in 404, this text would date to July 399. The ‘Demotic
Chronicle’ refers to Amyrtaeus as the first Pharaoh to come after the
Medes, and as such he is sometimes allotted a dynasty of his own. But
Ampyrtaeus himself did not long enjoy the throne of the pharaohs; a sadly
fragmented letter, Kraeling, AP 13, describes how ‘they brought to
Memphis the king Amyrtaeus’. Was this for burial, or for execution? A
new king, Nepherites, follows in the same line of the text. There is evena
last glimpse of Waidrang, who may have been made prisoner some-
where. The rest is unknown.

In this chapter an attempt has been made to give an impression both of
the importance and of the fascination of this period. The Persian
conquest left its impression on the following century, shaping the whole
of Egyptian foreign policy and determining many of its national
attitudes. Aramaic survived in Egypt as a commercial language until

% The best summary is B 833; see also his A 35, 133. He sees in the dynast of Diodorus a second
ruler named Inaros, basing this on a variant reading in Driver, 4D 5, where a recalcitrant known by
the Babylonian name Anu-daru (’n/d]rw) could equally be read as Inharou (*n{} Jrw), equated with
the rebel of 411. This is extremely tempting, but independent evidence is really essential here. 5 828,
41, prefers the conservative view; but the names Inaros, Psammetichus and Amyrtaeus are likely to
have recurred among the princelings of the Delta. For the possibility of an earlier dating of the
Arsames correspondence to the period of the first Inaros (460-450), see B 83 3, 395. But, on balance,
this is less convincing.
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after 300 B.C., and a quarter of Memphis was still named Syropersikon in
258 (PSI v.488). But the real significance of the Persian conquest was
surely greater than this. It is tempting at the end to draw up a balance-
sheet, but we must recognize that our sources scarcely allow it.
Economically, for example, Egypt may well have suffered from the
overtaxation and stagnation remarked upon in other parts of the empire;
but our texts, as we at present understand them, neither confirm this nor
refute it. Yet it would be hard to deny that intellectually and culturally
Egypt gained much from the conquest, and it is now clear that 525 B.C. is
one of the critical dates in her history. Persia, on the other hand, lived to
see Cambyses’ fears realized, and in 525, unwittingly, she dealt herself a
wound through which she began to bleed to death. The Athenians
quickly realised, by 460 if not 486, that one of the quickest routes to
Persepolis lay through Memphis, and Persia was condemned to hold a
country she could hardly govern, yet could not afford to lose.

A NOTE ON SOURCES
Greek

First place must be given to Herodotus, particularly Books II and II
Herodotus probably visited Egypt shortly after 450 B.C., and saw Memphis and
the western Delta, with a brief visit to upper Egypt. His account is so important
that, whatever his faults, all modern histories of the period are essentially a
commentary on him. The fragments of Ctesias which have survived are enough
to make us regret the loss of the whole, at least for the record of events after 450,
if not always for his treatment of them. There are also scattered references in
Thucydides, Polyaenus, Xenophon, Strabo, Diodorus Siculus and others.

Hieroglyphic

A list of sources was published in Posener’s Premiére domination perse (B 873); for
the little which has appeared since, one can consult de Meulenaere in Textes et
langages de I' Egypte pharaonique 11 (Cairo, 1972) 137—42 and Vercoutter, ibid., 143—
9. A useful list of monuments is contained in Bresciani’s Satrapia (8 780).

Demotic

See the lists in Zauzich, Textes et langages 111 93—110; Bresciani, Satrapia 153—73,
184—6; Seidl, Rechtsgeschichte (B 888), appendix, 9o—4.

Aramaic

The situation is rather better. The main collections of Aramaic papyri are
Cowley, AP (8 797) and Kraeling, 4P (B 830). The Arsames correspondence is
in Driver, AD (8 804), while most of the Hermopolis papyri (B 787) are
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republished in Grelot (B 815). There is a useful selection of texts in J.C. L.
Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions 11 (Oxford, 1975) nos. 21—9.

Secondary Sources

The best modern histories are those by Kienitz (8 824) and Drioton and Vandier
(8 803). There is a useful archaeological repertory in Bresciani, Satrapia 177-88.
Herodotus, Book II should be read with Lloyd’s commentary (B 835). There are
also chapters in other reference works, not all of which were available when this
chapter was written: Lloyd, in Ancient Egypt: a social history (B 8364), on the late
periodin general, and by Brescianiin CHIran11 (8 30) yo2—28,and CHJ#d1(B 31)
358—72, on the Achaemenid period in particular. The account by Bianchi in
Lexikon der Agyptologie 1v is useful for the art of the period.

POSTSCRIPT 1985. The chapter on the Jews in Egypt by Porten in CHJud 1
372400, is full of interest. Segal’s .Aramaic Papyri from North Saqqira (B 887)
sheds light on some of the foreign communities within Egypt. There is also an
important study on the Pherendates papyri: G. R. Hughes, Grammata Demotika
(Wiesbaden, 1984) 75—86. The literature on the Aramaic-demotic text in the
Pierpont Morgan Library shows no sign of abating, although it is not yet
published.
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CHAPTER 4

THE TYRANNY OF THE PISISTRATIDAE

D. M. LEWIS

Pisistratus died in spring 527,! but tyranny survived at Athens until 5 10.
For most of these seventeen years we have no connected narrative source
and a disproportionate amount of our direct evidence is concerned with
one day in §14, the day on which Hipparchus was assassinated, and the
implications of its events. On these, differing views were held from an
early date, most strongly by Thucydides in his most combative mood.2 A
further difficulty is caused by occasional uncertainty as to whether the
sources, in statements about ‘the tyrants’ or ‘the Pisistratidae’, intend to
exclude or include Pisistratus. This and other ambiguities of the evidence
go to obscure the question of whether the tyranny changed its character
after Pisistratus’ death.

Pisistratus left three legitimate sons, Hippias, Hipparchus and
Thessalus (Thuc. vi.55.1 as against Arist. Azh.Pol. 17.3). Of Thessalus
little was known and the accounts of his character are contradictory and
worthless (Arist. A#h.Pol. 18.2, Diod. x.17.1). There is now general
agreement that Hippias and Hipparchus were well into their forties at
their father’s death,3 but no certainty is possible as to which was the elder.
Thucydides (1.20.2, VI.55.1—2) was sure that it was Hippias and that the
general Athenian belief, preserved only by Plato (Hipparch. 228b) and
possibly by the Parian Marble (45), that it was Hipparchus was mistaken.
The evidence with which he supported the oral tradition which had
reached him is not convincing,* and a further difficulty arises from the
archon-list fragment, shortly to be considered, which shows Hippias as
archon in §26/5. Did Hipparchus never hold the eponymous archonship
or had he been archon already? The latter possibility cannot be excluded
and, if he had been archon already, he was presumably the elder.

For Thucydides this point was indissolubly linked with the more
important one, the Athenian belief that Hipparchus was ¢yrannos when he

! For the year see c 81, 109, for the time of year C 229, 84.

2 Thuc. 1.20.2, V1.53.3—59. The most satisfactory treatment is A 17, Iv 317~29.

3 C 84, 446. C 229, 94-5, argues that Hippias was born ¢. 582, which seems a little early.

4 Asa4,1.2.295 saw, the argument from the childlessness of Hipparchus, over o at his death, is
illegitimate.
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was killed in 5 14. Though he himself sometimes falls into the language of
joint rule (v1.54.5—06, 53.3), he conducts the argument on the basis that
the question which brother was the #yrannos is a meaningful one. Given
the extra-constitutional nature of tyranny, this is not obviously true,
either in fact or in terms of contemporary usage.> Though Herodotus
once (v.s55) refers to Hipparchus as ‘brother of Hippias the tyrant’, his
normal usage is to speak of #yrannoi or Pisistratidae in the plural, even
after Hipparchus’ death (v.55, 62.2, 63.2—~3, 65, 90), and his general
concept seems to be that of rule by the whole family, just as he speaks of
Bacchiadae or Aleuadae. In the fourth century, it was taken for granted
that Hippias and Hipparchus had been joint rulers (Arist. Pol. 1311236,
1312b31, 1315b30, Ash.Pol. 18.1 (with the compromise that Hippias was
the politically active partner), Diod. x.17.1), and it appears that, in
insisting that Hippias was the #yrannos even before Hipparchus’ death,
Thucydides may well have been trying to prove too much. It is in any
case noteworthy that the tradition provides no hint of disagreement
between them. Tyrannical brothers elsewhere in Greece exhibit much
less stable partnerships (Sicyon, FGrH 9o F 61; Samos, Hdt. 111.39.2).

Pisistratus’ notion of tyranny had certainly included efforts to reach
friendly relations with at least some noble families (CAH 1112.3,406) and
there is one clear case of his having recalled an exile, Cimon, towards the
end of his life (Hdt. v1.103.2). For his sons’ relationships with the nobles,
little material existed until the publication in 1939 of a fragment of the
archon-list for the first years of their rule (M—L 6), which has thrown
valuable light on their use of the eponymous archonship for control and
conciliation. It appears that the first partially preserved name on the list,
Onetorides, from a rich but rarely conspicuous family from the city itself,
had already been nominated for §27/6 by Pisistratus and was left
undisturbed. He was followed in 526/5 by Hippias himself. The most
immediately spectacular gain from the fragment was the name of the
archon of 525/4, Cleisthenes, certainly the son of the Alcmaeonid
Megacles, with whom Pisistratus had had varying relations, and the later
reformer, perhaps by now already the head of the Alcmaeonidae.
No trace of a reconciliation between him and the Pisistratidae had
previously survived; the Alcmaeonidae had created the impression that
their exile had been continuous from the Battle of Pallene in §46 to their
return in s 10 (Hdt. vi.123.1). It cannot be excluded that he had returned
under Pisistratus, but the brothers are certainly showing him favour.
Herodotus did know of their favourable treatment of the archon of
524/3, Miltiades, son of the triple Olympic victor Cimon, recalled by
Pisistratus at the end of his life, and nephew of the Miltiades who had

5 Consider the wording of the epitaph for Hippias’ daughter quoted by Thuc. vi.59.3.
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established the settlement in the Thracian Chersonese, in which the
tyrants took a continuing interest (CAH 1112.3,404). In this case, the
association with the tyranny was not obscured by later events, but it was
asserted that Cimon had been assassinated by night-assailants set on by
Hippias and Hipparchus, who, however, continued to treat Miltiades
well (Hdt. vi.39.1, 103). The truth of this story, not public at the time of
the murder or for some time after, can hardly be assessed.

We have no means of identifying Calliades, the archon of 523/2. The
fragment breaks off with the archon of §22/1, a name in which five
missing letters are followed by -strat-. There should be no doubt that
Hippias’ son, Pisistratus the younger, was archon under the tyranny
(Thuc. v1.54.6—7). His building activity in his year will be considered
later, but there is good reason to think that one item, the Altar of the
Twelve Gods, already existed in 519 (Hdt. vi.108.4 with Thuc. 111.68.5).
The temptation to restore his name as the archon of 522/1 is therefore
strong, and it would hardly have been questioned, were there not
unfounded doubts as to whether another dedication of the year M-L 11)
can be dated so early. It is certainly surprising that he should be archon
only four years after his father, but consideration of the dates has shown
that he could well have been thirty, generally taken as the legal minimum
age, in §22.

Thucydides gives the information about the younger Pisistratus’
archonship as illustration of his statement that the tyrants maintained the
existing laws, except in so far as they generally took care that one of their
own number should hold magistracies. There has been some tendency
since the discovery of thearchon-list fragment to widen the interpretation
of apdv avTwv to mean ‘one of their own people’, and to speak of the list as
showing how the tyrants broadened that concept. This does not seem to
be what Thucydides says, and there is no evidence that he ever saw the
complete list. The question remains whether the list shows the tyrants as
genuinely tactful. The general attitude has been that it shows them
honouring some of their more prominent subjects at the same time as they
gave themselves what they considered to be their due, but it has recently
been urgeds that the list shows that Hippias had a different attitude to the
archonship from his father, and that, if he had still not held it at his fathert’s
death, it was because Pisistratus had wished to keep his family in the
background. Hippias by contrast will have thrust himself forward at the
earliest possible momentand compounded his error by promoting his son
at an excessively early age. Since we have next to no evidence for
Pisistratus’ nominations and remain uncertain when, if ever, Hipparchus
held the archonship (see above), the matter must be left open. After 522/1
we are deprived even of this documentary evidence.

6 C 229, 89~91.
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27. Owl tetradrachm of earliest series: obverse, head of Athena
wearing crested Attic helmetand circular ear-ring; reverse, owl in
incuse square, A @ E. Weight 16.94 gm. (British Museum (BMC
26); after B 625, pl. 116, 351.)

The lack of a continuous narrative means that much of our
information is hardly more than anecdotal. To Thucydides’ statement
that the brothers maintained a five per cent produce-tax (VI.54.5; see
CAH m2.3,407), the Oeconomica, an early Hellenistic work, falsely
attributed to Aristotle, adds a string of stories about Hippias as a deviser
of economic stratagems (1347a4-17). These are mostly trivial or
anachronistic, though they presumably point to a tradition that Hippias
was interested in finance, but one deserves attention. Hippias, it is said,
demonetized Athenian coinage, fixing a price at which he would accept
the old coinage. It was expected that he would mint a new one, but he
reissued the old; it is to beunderstood that he had taken it in at a discount.
Though the point of the story is that there was no new coinage on this
occasion, there is good reason to attribute to the reign of the brothers the
change of Athenian coinage from the old armorial coinage (CAH
I112.3,408—9) to the famous owls, which bore Athena’s head on the
obverse and an owl on the reverse and remained the Athenian coinage,
hardly changed, for three hundred years (Fig. 27). Earlier dates for the
change have been affirmed in the past, partly based on mistaken ordering
of the coins, but, as the evidence from coin-hoards has accumulated, it
has become clear that a date earlier than 525—520 can hardly be right.”
The temptation has always existed to associate so marked a2 change witha
historical event, the fall of the tyranny in 510 or the foundation of
democracy,? but this produces a very crowded timetable of issues before
480, and there is also the substantial objection that there is an obol with
Athenian types but the inscription HIIT (Fig. 28). This must have been
struck by Hippias in exile at Sigeum, and, if the new coinage was thought

7 ¢ 617, 43fF; c 619, 4178 c 621,60ff. & c 647, 23ff; c 636, 65 (on which see c 622, 195-6).
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28. Obol struck by Hippias at Sigeum:
obverse, head of Athena; reverse, ear of
corn, owl, and inscription HII? (Paris;
after A 6, fig. 312.)

of as democratic, he will hardly have chosen this method of stressing his
Athenian origins.?

The new issue marks a considerable break with its predecessors and
was clearly deliberately planned. The standard size of Athenian coin was
doubled to a tetradrachm, and the earliest series has no fractions.
Henceforward there was a standard type, which will have promoted
long-term confidence. The type was a national type, reinforced by the
inscription A @& E; such an inscription was very rare, possibly
unparalleled, at this date. All this points to a coinage designed to win and
maintain confidence in overseas transactions, to which the smaller
denominations for domestic everyday use were a later addition. Some
evidence, as yet not cogent, may point to the association of the coinage
with new strikes or new techniques in the Attic mines, since tests with the
gamma-ray spectrometer seem to show that the metal of the owls was
much purer than that of the armorial coinage; there is a further possibility
that some of this silver was being exported to Corinth as well.1° It would
be perilous to infer too much about economic thinking behind the
coinage, but the existence of the Laurium mines was ultimately a
substantial factor in Athens’ ability to pay for the imported corn she
needed and the institution of the owl coinage played its part in making
her silver acceptable abroad. The process by which thHe mined silver was
turned into state coin and the financial rewards for individual and state
remain opaque in all periods, but no doubt under the tyranny the tyrants
profited (perhaps cf. Hdt. 1.64.1). That they actually owned a part of the
mining area which remained an identifiable unit after their fall is hardly
demonstrable.!!

No other material exists for attributing economic policy to Hippias
and Hipparchus. The red-figure style in vase-painting continued its rapid
development in this period, but the economic importance of fine pottery
and its relative importance in Athenian trade can easily be exaggerated,!2
and no measures on trade are attributed to them.

9 The view of ¢ 636, 132 n. 92. 0 ¢ 624. 1 ¢ 128, 19-31; C §35, 208—9.
12 ¢ 517.
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The activities attributed to Hipparchus are of a more artistic nature.
Apart from a dedication in the sanctuary of Apollo Ptous, north west of
Thebes (Ducat, Les Kouroi du Ptoion (1971) 251—8 n. 142), of which the
base survives with an inscription in the same hand as the younger
Pisistratus’ altar in the Pythion (M-L 11), our information comes from
Plato’s Hipparchus (228b—229d; see also Arist. Ath.Pol. 18.1). That this
dialogue is Plato’s has generally been denied by Platonists.!3 It would be
a mistake to think that its author was trying to be factual. He was rather
spinning a story about Hipparchus as a great educator from the available
material, behaviour which seems to me characteristic of Plato himself.
His starting point is a moral tag from one of the herms which, he says,
Hipparchus set up at the mid-point of the roads between the city and
various demes. One of these has survived (Fig. 29) on the road to
Cephale. Although Hipparchus’ name has not survived, there seems no
reason to doubt the attribution, and we may allow ourselves the further
guess that the tyrants paid some attention to the road-system of Attica.
One possible reason might be the need to transport building materials,
and the road to Steiria named by Plato leads to a source of stone (IG 13
395.8).

Plato attributes to Hipparchus the introduction of Homer to Athens
and the institution of the custom of the performance of his works in
relays by rhapsodes at the Panathenaea. The statement is by no means
incredible.14 The attractions of the Panathenaea (cf. CAH 1112.3,410~11)
would be greatly enhanced, and there would be a minor attraction to the
ruling house in the extensive attention given by Homer to theit
ancestors, Nestor and his equally intelligent youngest son Pisistratus
(Hom. Od. 1v.204-6).

Contemporary literature was not neglected. Hipparchus sent a
penteconter to bring to Athens Anacreon, most personal of poets, but
unrivalled in the symposium, presumably from Samos in 522 after the
death of his former patron Polycrates (cf. Hdt. 111.121.1); Anacreon’s stay
in Athens is attested by at least one fragment (67 Page) as well as by the
attention he received from Athenian vase-painters (below, p. 430).15

The more versatile Simonides also came to Athens under Hipparchus’
patronage, but it is curiously hard to find work to be attributed to this
period of his long connexion with Athens. It is tempting to think that
some of the fifty-six dithyrambic victories which he had won by 476 (79
Diehl) belong to this period, but the next paragraph will point the
difficulty. A notably ambiguous fragment (102 Page) described
Pisistratus as a Siren (CAH 1m12.3,416), and although the attribution to
him of an epitaph on the daughter of Hippias, ‘a notable man in Hellas of

13 But see C 437, 119—28. 14 c 88, 10-13. 15 C 588, 54-5.
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29. Herm of Hipparchus from Koursala, Attica. 525—514 B.c. Height 1.29m.
[€]v phéoor Kedadés 1€ kai dateos dyrads bepués, ‘bright Hermes in between
Cephale and the city’. (Now Brauron Museum, much damaged; after Kirchner,
Imagines Inscriptionum Atticarum?, pl. 5.11.)

his time’, goes back to the fourth century (Arist. Rbet.1.9,1367b19; Thuc.
VI.59.3 gives no author), it will have been written long after the end of the
tyranny. Modern scholars have worried how his relations with the
tyranny are to be reconciled with later activity in the service of the
democracy and Themistocles, but there is no trace of criticism on this
score in antiquity, which was more concerned with his notorious love of
money; Plato notes that Hipparchus had to pay him well. The epitaph
praises Hippias’ daughter for her lack of presumption despite her tyrant
birth and marriage, and though the tradition (e.g. Xen. Hiero) brought
him into contact with tyrants, it did not make him a flatterer.
Fifth-century tradition (Ar. Vesp.1410—11) described Simonides in
competition, apparently in dithyramb, with Lasus of Hermione, and this
leads us to figures not reported by Plato. Lasus’ connexion with
Hipparchus is attested by Herodotus (vi1.6.3). The Suda (s.v.) credits
him with the introduction of dithyramb. Although this is not stated to be
at Athens or under the Pisistratids, one or both inferences are frequently
drawn; the difficulty is that the Parian Marble (46) dates the first men’s
choruses at Athens to 509/8. A more certain Athenian fact about Lasus is
that he wrote about Bouzyges (4 Page), perhaps already a lawgiver in
Athenian mythology. His service to Hipparchus was that he detected
Onomacritus, ‘an expounder of oracles (xpnouoAdyos) and arranger of
the oracles of Musaeus’, in inserting a false oracle into Musaeus.
Hipparchus therefore expelled Onomacritus from Athens.16
Onomacritus may have dealt with more of Musaeus than the oracles
(cf. Paus. 1.22.7), and sufficient is visible of the Pisistratid interest in
Eleusis (cf. CAH m12.3,412~13) to make it likely that the family would be
interested in the father of Eumolpus, ancestor of the Eumolpidae and
hence of every Eleusinian hierophant (texts in D-K 1 20—2). But their
interest in oracles and dreams is abundantly clear. That a chrésmologos
accompanied Pisistratus at the Battle of Pallene (Hdt. 1.62.4) is not
unusual, but thereafter there is a quite abnormal assembly of evidence.
Hipparchus had a dream the night before he died which he immediately
submitted to specialist interpreters; it is not clear what they said (Hdt.

16 Although he had made his peace with the exiled Pisistratidae by the 480s, he had not become
more honest; Hdt. vir.6.4.
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v.56). The Pisistratidae maintained a collection of oracles on the
Acropolis (Hdt. v.96.2). Hippias was of all men the one who knew
oracles most exactly (Hdt. v.93.2), and at the end of his life, before
Marathon, he interpreted and reinterpreted his own dream (Hdt. vi.107).
There should be no doubt that the brothers were deeply concerned with
these matters. If Hipparchus had considered oracles a mere political tool,
he would not have been so cross with Onomacritus’ forgery. The
intellectual gap between them and their elder contemporary Nabonidus
of Babylon (CAH mr12.2, ch.27) may not have been as great as we are
accustomed to think.

That the Pisistratidae were not modern rationalists needs to be borne
in mind when we consider their building activities. These may not simply
have been intended for the beautification and aggrandizement of Athens,
and are not very likely to have been intended to keep their subjects poor
and busy (so Arist. Pol. 1313b23, working a familiar line of interpret-
ation). Men interested in the future are likely to have been interested in
Apollo, but here we come up against the silence which surrounds the
relations of the house with Delphi, a silence broken only by the late, but
symptomatic, slander that the Pisistratidae had burnt the Delphic temple
down (Philoch. FGrH 328 F 115) and Plato’s jocular suggestion that
Hipparchus’ moral herms were in rivalry with Delphi (Hipparch. 228¢)
until the oracle came out openly against the Pisistratids at the end of their
reign. If this silence indicates a coolness between the house and the
Delphic priesthood, we cannot know its origin, but it was a quarrel with
Delphi and not with Apollo. It was not even a quarrel with Apollo as
Pythios. It has been seen (C.AH 1112.3,413) that Pisistratus, besides his
attentions to Apollo on Delos, worked on the Pythion at Athens.!” The
cult was continued by his grandson Pisistratus, who dedicated a
surviving altar in the precinct to commemorate his archonship in §22/1
(Thuc. vi.54.7, M=L 11) (Fig. 30); no other dedication by an archon
naming his office is known until 393, and his behaviour seems to be more
than that of an ordinary citizen. That Hipparchus patronized the minor
oracle of Apollo Ptous has already been seen. Since it was a Theban
shrine (Hdt. viir.135.1), it too may have been closed to the brothers after
519 (see below).

Work at Eleusis and on the Acropolis has already been considered
(CAH m2.3,411~13). We cannot date the work on the Athena temple
precisely enough to exclude the hand of the elder Pisistratus. Honour to
Athena even on this scale will have been unexceptionable, but a similar
dating problem raises larger issues when we come to consider the

17 The view has been held that local cults of Apollo Pythios (cf. Schol. Pind. Nem. 1x.20) were

insults to Delphi. One can only say that the point had not occurred to Polycrates of Samos (Sudas.v.
rab1d oot xal ITéa kai AjAwa).
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30. Altar for Apollo Pythios dedicated by younger Pisistratus. ¢. §21
B.C. (cf. Thuc. vi.54.6—7). Width 1.5 m. (a) reconstruction (b) left-
hand fragment of inscription: uvépa 768e hés dpxés Ietalor{paros
burnio hluds Béxev > AméAAovos TTvl[{]o év repéved, ‘Pisistratus son of
Hippias put this memorial of his archonship in the sanctuary of
Apollo Pythios’. (Athens, Epigraphical Museum 6787; (a) by
courtesy of Mme D. Peppas-Delmousou and W. B. Dinsmoor Jr, (%)
after Kirchner, Imagines Inscriptionum Atticarum?, pl. 5.12.)

grandest building project of the tyranny, the temple of Zeus Olympios,!8
on a low ridge south east of the Acropolis towards the Ilissus. The cult
and its site were surely ancient (Thuc. 11.15.4) and remains of an earlier
temple have been found on the site. At some time in the tyranny the
decision was taken to double its size to 41.11 X 107.89 m and to build a
double peripteral Doric temple with eight columns on the outer fronts
and twenty-one on the flanks. Nothing on anything like this scale had yet
been conceived on the mainland (it is almost exactly twice the size of the
Apollo temple at Corinth) or, as yet, in Sicily, and it can only be assumed
that its patrons were going into demonstrative competition with the

8 See c 523, 91, C 590, 161—79, C §81, 402—11.
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Artemisium at Ephesus, begun under the patronage of Croesus, and the
Heraeum of Samos, advanced by Polycrates. In this, at any rate, the
Athenian tyrants showed no moderation. But was it planned before or
after the death of Pisistratus? That excavations of the 1920s found sherds
then dated to around 5 30is of no help now. The general opinion has been
that Aristotle’s attribution of it to the Pisistratidae (Po/. 1313b23) fixes it
to the reign of the sons, but there seems no reason to distrust Vitruvius’
attribution to Pisistratus himself (De Arch. Pref.7.15, a much more
explicit account, naming four unknown architects) and certainly none to
compromise by assuming that he meant the younger Pisistratus. It now
seems that quite a considerable amount of work was done before, as
Vitruvius says, the fall of the tyranny suspended the operation, which
was only taken up again by Antiochus IV around 175 B.c. Even after that,
not a little was left for the Emperor Hadrian to do before its dedication in
A.D. 132 after a ‘great struggle with time’ (Philostr. 175 1.25.6). It does
not seem legitimate to draw a line between father and sons on this matter
with any confidence. One point in favour of Pisistratus is that he at least
had been proclaimed an Olympic victor, if only by the generosity of
Cimon (Hdt. vi.102.2—3).19

Zeus Olympios was at least an old cult, though not, according to
Thucydides (1.126.6), the principal Zeus cult in Athens. Hipparchus’
road-system was completed by the dedication by the younger Pisistratus
in his archonship (Thuc. v1.54.7) of an altar of the Twelve Gods ata focal
point in the Agora, now mostly obscured by the railway.20 This cult
seems to be new at Athens. The concept, possibly Anatolian in origin,?!
was probably older at Olympia (Pind. O/ x.49) and may have been
borrowed from there. But the Twelve at Olympia were very different in
their composition. There would be scope for choice in their selection and
in the reliefs with which the altar seems to have been decorated, and,
since the one certain fact about Athenian cult at the altar is that the
choruses at the Dionysia danced at it (Xen. Hipp. 111.2), presumably
Dionysus, not on the later canonical list, found a place here as he did later
on the Parthenon frieze, as suits the interest of the dynasty in him (CAH
1m12.3,412). The altar was surely from the first the point from which road-
distances were measured (Hdt. 11.7.1, IG 112 2640), and rapidly became a
place for suppliants to take refuge and make their plea.

The only other permanent building operation attributed specifically
to this period is a wall of Hipparchus at the Academy (Suda s.v. 76
‘Immapyov Terxiov). A good deal more has been attributed to it, and the
latest investigator?? has insisted, not without some circularity, that
Pisistratus’ sons were far more ambitious than he in their building

19 Whether this victory was in 532 or §28 continues to be disputed; see c 224, 156-8; € 229, 84-5.
2 c 519, 82-103; C 549, 129-36. 2! C 426, 199—200. 2 ¢ 506, 19—27.
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programme. Again, clarity is not yet attainable, and even projects with
archaeological dates around 525 could well have been initiated by
Pisistratus.

In foreign policy, it will be recalled (C.AH 1112.3,402—3) that Pisistratus
had been in alliance or friendly relationships with Thebes, Argos, Eretria
and Naxos. The Thessalian alliance enjoyed by his sons (Hdt. v.63.4,
94.1) is presumably also his, since he called a son Thessalus. The house
enjoyed close guest-friendship (éeivor és 7a pdAiora) with Sparta (Hdt.
v.63.2), but we have no indication how or when this began. To the north
east, Sigeumn was a dynastic possession under Hegesistratus, half-brother
of Hippias and Hipparchus (Hdt. v.94.1) and the Thracian Chersonese
was in Athenian hands under Miltiades (Hdt. vi.103.4). In the north,
there were still dynastic interests in the mines of Mount Pangaeum east of
the Strymon (Hdt. 1.64.1, Arist. Ath. Pol. 15.2), perhaps also further west
in northern Chalcidice, opening relations with Macedonia (Arist.,
Ath.Pol. 15.2, cf. Hdt. v.94.1). Under Hippias and Hipparchus these
assets were substantially lost or neutralized.

In the Aegean no direct link connects Pisistratus with Polycrates of
Samos, with whom no Greek tyrant, except for the later tyrants of
Syracuse, could be compared for splendour (Hdt. 111.125.2). Polycrates
had been assisted to power by Pisistratus’ friend, Lygdamis, tyrant of
Naxos (Polyaen. 1.23.2), and the policies of both Polycrates and
Pisistratus had brought them into conflict with Mytilene (Hdt. 111.39.4,
v.94). The interesting point is the control of the Cyclades and particularly
of Delos, of major religious importance to all Ionians. It would appear
that Pisistratus’ activities at Delos (Hdt. 1.64.2, Thuc. 111.104.1) were in
association with Lygdamis; Naxian interest in Delos had always been
strong.23 Polycrates had been prepared to leave his benefactor’s position
undisturbed. While Polycrates was coping with new problems caused by
the arrival of Persia on the coast of the Aegean, he was attacked in 525 by
Sparta and Corinth (the reasons for the attack are controversial). The
attempt failed, but it seems likely that this was the occasion on which
Sparta deposed Lygdamis (Plut. Mor. 859D, Schol. Aeschin. 11.77).24
Polycrates will have moved into the vacuum thus created, and he asserted
his interest in Delos even more spectacularly than Pisistratus (Thuc.
111.104.2) shortly before his death in §22.25 There is no indication that the
brothers took any notice of all this beyond sending the ship to rescue
Anacreon. These matters would, one would have thought, have
concerned their father.

Thucydides does say that the brothers conducted wars (vi.54.5), and
there is no conclusive reason to remove from them the one war which we

B ¢ 31, 291-2; € 240, nn. 6, 36. % c 253, 272-5. 2 C 253, 106
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can date to this period. In 519 (Hdt. vi.108 with Thuc. 111.68.5) Plataea, a
small state (6oo hoplites in 479, Hdt. 1x.28.6) close to Thebes, under
pressure from Thebes to join the Boeotian Confederacy, offered itself to
King Cleomenes of Sparta, who was in the neighbourhood (perhaps at
Megara). Cleomenes advised them to seek the nearer aid of Athens, not,
Herodotus’ Athenian informantadded, out of goodwill to Plataea, but to
make trouble between Athens and Boeotia. The Plataeans became the
first suppliants on the new altar of the Twelve Gods, offering themselves
to the Athenians, and the Athenians went out to help them against a
Theban attack. At first, battle was avoided by a Corinthian arbitration,
but, after the Corinthians had left, the Boeotians attacked the Athenian
force as it went home. The Athenians won and enforced even better
terms for Plataea. They had won the permanent loyalty of Plataea at the
cost of incurring the bitter hatred of Thebes, which had been
outstanding in its support for Pisistratus. Consideration of the phrase
‘offering themselves’ and of Greek attitudes to supplication may suggest
that men of piety had had little alternative.

Nothing further is heard of Eretria in this period or indeed until 498,
but it needs to be noted that the growing Peloponnesian League had
established good relations with her rival Chalcis by 506 (Hdt. v.74.2) and
probably well before.

In about 5162 bad news came in from the north (Hdt. vi.38—40). The
elder Miltiades had been succeeded by his nephew, Stesagoras son of
Cimon. While engaged in an outbreak of his house’s continued trouble
with Lampsacus across the straits, Stesagoras had been killed in
circumstances apparently suggesting treason. The Thracian Chersonese
was important to Athens, as much perhaps for its own corn as for its
position on the Black Sea corn-route, and the brothers played the card at
their disposal, the younger Miltiades, brother of Stesagoras. They
despatched him to the Chersonese on a trireme, the first Athenian trireme
of which we hear, and he took prompt and ruthless measures to establish
himself. Their interest in the region may have been more extensive, since
the oracle forged by Onomacritus had been concerned with Lemnos, but
it seems likely that Miltiades’ capture of Lemnos, which he handed over
to the Athenians (Hdt. v1.136.2-140), belongs to the period of the lonian
revolt.

All Greek freedom of action in this part of the world was shortly to be
restricted by Darius’ decision to expand into Europe (see above, ch. 3f).
Miltiades had no alternative but to join his Danube expedition in 514,
perhaps already with the five triremes he possessed by 493 (Hdt. vi.q1).
Although he seems afterwards to have maintained that he had done his
best to let Darius down on this occasion (Hdt. 1v.137, vI.41.3), this may

2% There can be no certainty about the chronology of Miltiades’ movements. The date in the text
rests on Dobree’s emendations of Hdt. vi.40.2; see ¢ 224, 161-3.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



THE TYRANNY OF THE PISISTRATIDAE 299

not have been true. Persian hostility to him in 493 (Hdt. vi.41.3, 104.1)
would be amply motivated by his capture of Lemnos.

One possible supporter of the tyranny had thus left Athens, and there
are other signs of the erosion of its support. The earliest man to attack the
tryanny was one Cedon, of whom tradition preserved almost nothing
(Atrist. Ath. Pol. 20.5). At some stage the Alcmaeonidae went into exile
again and set up a fort at Leipsydrium (Hdt. v.62.2, Arist., Ath. Pol.
19.3). Its position in north Attica suggests Theban support and a date
after 519; the view that Herodotus dates the affair firmly after 514 is over-
confident. Some supporters came from the city to join the venture, but
the tyrants enforced the surrender of the fort, leaving nothing but a
lament for the death ‘of the agathoi and eupatridai who showed of what
fathers they had been born’.

The turning-point came in 514, with a conspiracy ending in the
murder of Hipparchus at the Panathenaea of that year. The conspirators
were Aristogeiton and his younger relative Harmodius from the genos of
the Gephyraei and Aphidna in north-east Attica (Hdt. v.57, Plut. Mor.
628D).27 The genos was in some sense not Athenian in origin, but there is
no reason to think thatits arrival was at all recent. That the motive for the
murder was political and its object the end of the tyranny seems to have
been the general Athenian view. Herodotus does not deny it and almost
implies it (vi.123.2), but Thucydides held with some violence that it
originated from ‘an erotic occurrence’, though it developed a political
character. This was in broad lines accepted by Aristotle (Po/. 13112369,
Ath.Pol. 18), though the account in the .4#5.Pol. differs in several major
details and directly contradicts Thucydides on one point.

Thucydides’ version is that Hipparchus made unsuccessful advances
to Harmodius, who complained to his lover Aristogeiton. Aristogeiton
was already considering vengeance, when Hipparchus made matters
worse by a public insult to Harmodius’ sister, alleged to be unworthy to
be basket-bearer in a public procession (perhaps cf. Men. Epitr. 438—41
Sandb.), a silly story, comments Plato (Hipparch. 229c), who substitutes
another, wilder, but more Platonic, version for it. The conspirators
determined to wait for the Panathenaea, at which their small numbers
might be reinforced at the moment of action by the citizens armed for the
solemn procession. Hippias was at the start of the procession in the
Ceramicus, Hipparchus inside the walls by the Leocoreum, of which the
site has not yet been located with certainty. Suspecting that their
conspiracy was being betrayed to Hippias, Harmodius and Aristogeiton
struck down Hipparchus. Harmodius was killed at once by Hipparchus’
guards, Aristogeiton died under torture. Hippias disarmed the citizens
by a ruse and regained control of the situation.

27 ¢ 85, 4721
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Aristotle (A#h.Pol. 18) exonerates Hipparchus by making Thessalus
responsible for the insult, thinks a larger number of persons were
involved in the plot, reverses the positions of Hippias and Hipparchus in
the procession, and flatly denies that the citizens were armed for the
procession at this period. He adds two accounts of Aristogeiton’s
behaviour under torture, a popular account by which Aristogeiton made
up names of accomplices to confuse Hippias (a version apparently
followed by Ephorus, Diod. x.17.2) and another by which he gave the
true names.

To assess the variants is hardly profitable. There must have been
different versions from the beginning, quite apart from possible
distortions arising from the later cult of the Tyrannicides and arguments
about how effective their action was (Hdt. vi.123.2). Thucydides was
enraged by such manifestations as the ‘Harmodius-song’, which
proclaimed how Harmodius and Aristogeiton had killed #e tyrant and
made Athens isonomos (893—6 Page; see below, p. 324), and brought
himself well within the scope of the law forbidding insults to their
memory (Hyp. ¢.Phil. col. 11). But only in the most extravagant claims for
pederasty could it be maintained that they had ended the tyranny (Pl
Symp. 182¢), and Thucydides’ assertion that the Athenians knew thac it
was the Spartans who had done this (vI.53.3) is evidently correct (Ar.
Lys. 1150-0).

Thucydides was perhaps unusual in his emphasis on the mildness of
the brothers’ rule before this (v1.54.5—6, §57.2; Pl. Hipparch. 229b goes
even further), but all sources agree that the subsequent period was a great
deal more severe (Hdt. v.62.2, vi.123.2; Thuc. vi.59.2; Pl. loc.cit.; Arist.
Ath.Pol. 19.1). Aristotle seems to trace this to the effect on Hippias of
Aristogeiton’s revelations under torture and speaks of many executions
and exiles. Thucydides says that Hippias was now more fearful and
executed many citizens, while at the same time he looked abroad for a
source of safety if there should be revolution. In pursuit of this, he
married his daughter Archedice to Aeantides, son of Hippoclus tyrant of
Lampsacus, ‘an Athenian to a Lampsacene’, ‘perceiving that they had
great influence with King Darius’. For an Athenian to marry a
Lampsacene was noteworthy, given the continued warfare between
Lampsacus and the Athenians of the Chersonese. In his troubles, Hippias
thought Hippoclus (cf. Hdt. 1v.138.1) more likely than Miltiades to serve
him with Darius. To this period too we may reasonably assign the strong
point in the Pelasgic wall, well provided with food and drink, where the
tyrants would eventually make their last stand (Hdt. v.64.2—65.1), as well
as the more closely dated fortification at Munychia in the Piraeus (Arist.
Ath. Pol. 19.2; Boersma 150 no. 2).

Meanwhile, the Alcmaeonidae had been promoting their position at
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Delphi. Plans to rebuild the burnt temple of Apollo there had been
actively canvassed since well before 526 (Hdt. 11.180), though the precise
period of building remains controversial. The Alcmaeonidae became
involved and showed great generosity (Hdt. v.62.3). In one version
(Hdt. v.63.1) they reinforced the credit which this brought them with an
actual bribe to the Pythia herself.28 The consequence was thatall Spartans
consulting the oracle, on public or private business, were told to free
Athens. Despite their xenia with the Pisistratids, the Spartans eventually
took action.

To determine their motive is primarily a matter of analysing Spartan
policy and the degree to which one is prepared to accept irrational
motives in its making. Two lines of rational policy can be considered.
The first would hold that some groups at Sparta had inherited from the
previous generation a consciousness about the rise of Persian power and
that, although the fiasco of the Samian expedition of 525 led them to
reject earlier possibilities of taking anti-Persian action as profitless or
impractical (Hdt. 111.148, v1.84), they were prepared to take action
against the prospect of a pro-Persian ruler in Athens, which had been
opened by Hippias’ marriage-alliance with Lampsacus; no ancient source
alludes to such a possibility. Aristotle (A¢h.Pol. 19.4) saw the decisive
point in Pisistratid friendship with Argos. The importance of this
friendship is not particularly clear to us, but it would be possible to
attribute to a Spartan campaign against a power-bloc linked with Argos
the break-up we have seen in Pisistratus’ chain of friendships. Of the two
possible irrational motives, the first, hostility to tyranny, runs up against
the statement that the Pisistratids had been xenoi of Sparta, and we can
hardly date the stage at which the Spartans developed the belief (first
implied in Hdt. v.92a1) that they were hostile to tyranny as such, rather
than to individual tyrants. Perhaps we should not too hurriedly reject the
simple view that the Spartans were obeying the instructions of the oracle.

Their first attempt, perhaps in 511, was an expedition by sea under one
Anchimolius. The force involved can hardly have been large, and no
doubt it was hoped that the Athenians would rise against the Pisistratids.
But they had sufficient warning of its approach to summon help from
their Thessalian allies, who came with a thousand cavalry, and
could still control enough manpower and enthusiasm to clear the ground
near Phalerum for their deployment. Anchimolius and many others were
killed, and the surviving Spartans fled to their ships (Hdt. v.63).

Spartan prestige was now thoroughly involved and in early summer

2 Later versions become increasingly complicated and think in terms of the Alcmaeonids using
money intended for the temple to bribe Sparta and hire mercenaries. For source-analysis see C 103,
277-86; ¢ 136, 179-90; C 34, 193—204. The account of Arist. Ash. Pol. 19.4 is a misguided
compromise.
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s10 King Cleomenes was sent by land witha much larger force. This time
the Thessalians failed against a full Spartan hoplite phalanx and, after
losing more than forty men, made straight for home. There is no
indication of a hoplite battle, and Cleomenes began to besiege the tyrants
in their fortified position under the Acropolis, supported by ‘those of the
Athenians who wanted to be free’, a phrase which hardly suggests a mass
rising. His prospects were poor until the chance capture of ‘the children
of the Pisistratids’ while they were being sent to safety. Negotiations
followed. For the return of their children, the Pisistratids agreed to leave
Attica within five days, and withdrew to their base at Sigeum (Hdt.
v.64~5). Though they still retained friends in Macedon and Thessaly
(Hdt.v.94), and hopes of return at the hands of Sparta or Persia flickered
for thirty years, the tyranny at Athens was at an end.

When Pisistratus first came to power, Attica had been a country in
which the local power of the great dynasts had been all-important.
Athens itself had been not much more than the largest centre of
population and the seat of some of the more important generally
accepted cults. Except in times of extreme emergency, little power had
been exerted from there. By 510, it was much more notable architectur-
ally, and the development of its festivals will have contributed
considerably to its position as a unifying focus. It was, however,
relatively small. If, as seems reasonable, we may take the allocation of
seats on Cleisthenes’ new bo#/e?® as an indication of the distribution of
Athenian population in 507, less than six per cent of the citizen-body
lived within the city wall, and even Cleisthenes’ wider concept of the asty
(roughly the southern part of the area between Aegaleos and Hymettus)
included barely a quarter of the population. Attica was still basically rural
and agricultural, as it remained until 431 (Thuc. 11.16), and probably
already a community of smallish farmers. The present writer would be
inclined to attribute more to Pisistratus in the breaking up of large estates
and the encouragement of small farmers than the author of CAH 1112.3,
ch. 44, but we would agree that long exiles of noble families had played a
part in the breaking up of patterns of deference in the country, and that
the tyranny had encouraged the growth of new patterns in which it was
more readily expected that Athens was the source of justice and decision.
The next phase is the story of how the gap left by the departure of the
tyrants might be filled acceptably in a way which could combine
centrality and diversity.

2 ¢ 215.
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CHAPTER 5

THE REFORM OF THE ATHENIAN STATE BY
CLEISTHENES

MARTIN OSTWALD

There is little contemporary evidence for the history of Athens in the
decade following the fall of the Pisistratid tyranny. Some drinking songs
with political overtones, preserved by the littérateur Athenaeus, who
lived some seven hundred years later, possibly belong to this period, a
few inscriptions have survived, and there are vases and other material
remains which, though they cannot be dated with precision, provide
some additional hints. For coherent information we depend entirely on
Herodotus and on Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens,' supplemented by
occasional pieces of information in later authors. Herodotus wrote some
sixty or seventy years after Cleisthenes’ reforms, and the internal history
of Athens is for him incidental to other concerns. His narrative has been
shown to underlie the historical part of Aristotle’s account, written some
century and a half after the event, which adds to it the only detailed
description of Cleisthenes’ constitutional measures which has survived.
From these sources the following picture can be reconstructed.

I. EVENTS 511/10 TO 507/6 B.C.

The power vacuum left by the expulsion of the Pisistratids did not make
itself felt immediately. Since the tyrants had left the old Solonian
constitution substantially intact and were content to have the important
magistracies filled by their relatives and friends (Thuc. v1.54.6), the
archon Harpactides, though elected while Hipptas was still in power,
presumably served out his term of office, and it is likely that the
machinery of government continued to function. If the old rivalries
among noble families, which earlier in the sixth century had helped
Pisistratus rise to power, began to re-assert themselves at once, we do not
hear of it, and the years up until the election of Isagoras as archon for 508/
7 B.C. seem to have been given over to removing the most troublesome
features of the Pisistratid administration from the public life of Athens.

We hear of altogether six measures which, though they cannot be

! Hdt. v.66, 69—77; vi.131.1; Arist. Ath. Pol. 13.5, 20-22.2.
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fitted into a chronological sequence, probably belong to these three
years. Of these at least two had important repercussions on the reform of
Cleisthenes. The first is the re-enactment of an old law, possibly of
Draco’s time, which declared an outlaw any person and his descendants
attempting or abetting the establishment of tyranny at Athens (Azh. Pol.
16.10). Connected with this re-enactment is almost certainly the
publication of the names of the Pisistratids and of the ban pronounced
against them of which we learn from Thucydides (vr.55.1-2). A further
measure which was to have an impact on Cleisthenes’ reform was the
revision of the roll of citizens (diapsephismos), of which we learn from
Aristotle that it took place soon after the expulsion of the tyrants and was
directed at ‘people of impure descent’, ‘since it was alleged that many
were enjoying citizenship without being entitled to it’ (LAzh. Pol. 13.5).
Who these were and how they were disfranchised can only be guessed.
Since membership in a phratry constituted the only proof of citizenship
before Cleisthenes, the diapsephismos is likely to have instructed the
phratries to prepare or revise registers of their membership, and to have
excluded from citizenship anyone not so registered. Aristotle tells us that
the disfranchised were people who had joined Pisistratus ‘through fear’,
presumably because they needed his protection. They may have included
foreign mercenaries or bodyguards, whom Pisistratus had employed in
his rise to power, and whom he may have given permission to settle in
Attica,?2 as well as descendants of skilled artisans, whom Solon had
encouraged to settle with their families in Acttica.3 That Solon had
formally recognized them as citizens was a problem already for Plutarch;
but both they and Pisistratus’ mercenaries may well have in fact exercised
such citizen rights as attending meetings of the Assembly and the Heliaea
with the explicit or implicit approval of the tyrant without ever having
been accepted into the phratries. Understandably enough, these people
will have been vulnerable after the fall of the tyranny, and by confining
citizenship to those on the phratry rolls, the diapsephismos will have
deprived them of what privileges they had exercised.

Two events of this period are dated. Not much can be made of the fact
that the Parian Marble (ep. 46) places the introduction of contests in
men’s choruses, presumably at the Panathenaea, in the archonship of
Lysagorasin §09/8 B.C., except perhaps that the festival which Pisistratus
had turned into the major patriotic celebration of Athens was retained as
such, possibly with some modifications, after the fall of the tyranny. Of
greater interest is the statement by Pliny (HIN xxx1v.17) that statues of
the ‘tyrannicides’ Harmodius and Aristogeiton, no doubt identical with

2 Hdt. 1.61.4, 64.1; Thuc. vi.55.3, §7.1, §8.2; Arist. Ath. Pol. 15.2, 18.4.
3 Plut. Sol. 24.4.
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those ascribed to Antenor by Pausanias (1.8.5), were set up in Athens in
509 B.c. For even if the date inspires no confidence, it seems appropriate
that the overthrow of the tyrants should have been publicly commemo-
rated in this way soon after the event.?

Finally, a decree prohibiting the torture of Athenian citizens and dated
by Andocides (1.43) in the archonship of Scamandrius, is generally
assigned to this period on the grounds that such torture had been meted
out by the tyrants. Since there is no independent evidence to determine
the year in which Scamandrius was archon, §10f9 B.C., the year
immediately following the expulsion of the tyrants, is commonly
accepted as the date of this legislation.

With the overthrow of the tyranny, rivalries among the great families
(gene, sg. genos) erupted again. What issues divided them we do not know,
nor do we know whether gené other than those headed by Cleisthenes and
by Isagoras were involved. Cleisthenes, an Alcmaeonid, had been an
archon under the Pisistratids, in 525/4 B.c.5 But he had fallen out with
them, and together with his genos spent the last part of the tyranny in exile.
He had led the Alcmaeonids back to Athens in s11/10 B.C. to help the
Spartans under Cleomenes in overthrowing the rule of the Pisistratids.
Isagoras, son of Teisander, on the other hand, belonged to a genos which,
we have reason to believe, had not fallen foul of the tyrants and had
stayed in Attica throughout the tyranny. Our only certain information is
that his family worshipped Zeus Carius, a cult whose locale has not yet
been satisfactorily located. When we first hear of a power struggle
between Cleisthenes and Isagoras, its first stage has already ended in a
defeat for Cleisthenes in that Isagoras has been elected to the archonship
for 508/7 B.c. There seem to have been no ideological issues separating
these two chiefs. The fact that both Herodotus (v.66.2) and Aristotle
(Ath. Pol. 20.1) suggest that they had the support of their hetairoi or
aristocratic intimates indicates that no more than a struggle for political
dominance was involved. It was not a contest between opposing
principles of government.

The character of their struggle changed after Isagoras’ election to the
archonship. Cleisthenes, attributing his defeat to the inadequacy of his
aristocratic intimates, took the unprecedented step of seeking a power
base in the common people, or, as Herodotus (v.66.2) puts it, of taking
the common people ‘into partnership’ by making them his betairoi. That
this was a revolutionary step to take is shown by Herodotus’ further
statement (v.69.2) that up until that time ‘the Athenian commons had
been spurned’ presumably by Cleisthenes as well as by other power-

4 Argued in detail in c 176, 132—4.
5 This was first established by B.D. Meritt, Hesp. 8 (1939) 59—65. See CAH 11123, 406.
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seeking aristocrats. We are not told how Cleisthenes went about winning
the commons over to his side, nor even how precisely he used them for
his political ends. We are merely given to understand that he turned to
them after Isagoras’ election to the archonship with the assurance that he
wanted the state run by the people as a whole (A4zh. Pol. 20.1).
However, some details can plausibly be inferred from a reconstruction
of the sequence of events. This has to start with the observation that there
is little contradiction between our two main sources, once it is
recognized that Aristotle closely follows Herodotus’ narrative of events
(v.66—73.1), except that he separates the account of the content of the
reforms (LAzh. Pol. 21) from the story of the events of which they formed
part (20.1—3).6 Cleisthenes had no official standing in Athens during the
archonship of Isagoras, except that his archonship in 525/4 B.c. will have
made him a life-long member of the Council of the Areopagus. Whether
this entitled him to propose legislation in the Assembly without first
submitting it to the Council of the Four Hundred, which since Solon had
had the task of preparing all agenda for the Assembly, we do not know; it
is also unknown whether he had to win over to his side either the Four
Hundred or the Areopagus before he could take the common people
‘into partnership’. That he took his fellow-Areopagites into his
confidence is improbable, because a majority of them will have owed
their membership in that Council to their tenure of an archonship under
the tyrants, and perhaps also because the Areopagus may have
represented the aristocratic Establishment to which Isagoras had owed
his election. The fact thatIsagoras reacted by calling upon Cleomenes to
intervene shows that Cleisthenes’ procedure was intended to defy the
archon’s authority, and our sources indicate that Cleisthenes submitted
his measures for approval to some popular body, presumably the
Assembly. The enthusiasm with which approval was given makes it
unlikely that Cleisthenes proposed his political reorganization immedi-
ately, for this was far too complex to be grasped by Cleisthenes’ average
man. He will have had a better chance of enlisting the support of the
common people by promising them from the outset that measure of
political equality (zsonomia) which, as we shall see, his reforms actually
gave, namely the assurance that henceforth popular approval by the
Assembly would be required to validate any major political decision.?
There is a further indication of the extent of Cleisthenes’ success. The
archon elected for 507/6 B.C., the year following the archonship of
Isagoras, was Alcmaeon, whose name suggests that he was a kinsman of
Cleisthenes, and his election will mean that Cleisthenes had succeeded in
winning the people over to his side by the late spring of 507 B.C., when

6 First seen by ¢ 223, 17-19.
7 Argued in deuail in ¢ 176, 121—36, 153—5.
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the election for the archonship for the following year will have taken
place. It is probable that the reforms had been worked out earlier in the
course of Isagoras’ archonship and were presented to the Assembly
shortly before or after Alcmaeon’s election. This will explain the panic
which came to light in Isagoras’ reaction. The double blow of having a
member of his rival genos elected to succeed him and of seeing
Cleisthenes’ reforms enthusiastically acclaimed in defiance of his own
authority by so unconventional a method caused him to appeal for help
to Cleomenes, with whom he had established friendly relations at the
time of the expulsion of the Pisistratids in s11/10 B.C. (Hdt. v.70.1, A?h.
Pol. 20.2). Cleomenes responded by sending a herald to Athens to
demand, on instructions from Isagoras, the immediate exile of
Cleisthenes and other Athenian families who were under the curse
incurred by the Alcmaeonids more than a century earlier at the time of the
Cylonian conspiracy. Why Cleisthenes complied at once we do not
know, but it took the arrival in Athens of Cleomenes at the head of a
small force shortly before mid-summer 507 B.C. to make the other seven
hundred families whose expulsion had been demanded leave Athens.®

Cleomenes next tried to dissolve the Council — presumably the Council
of the Four Hundred, which had probably played a role in the adoption
of Cleisthenes’ proposals —and to entrust the government of Athens to a
group of three hundred of Isagoras’ adherents. To interpret this step as
an attempt to set up an oligarchy is justified only in the sense
that Isagoras reacted against Cleisthenes’ use of the Assembly, and
probably also of the Council, for the forming of major political decisions,
and that he tried to deprive these bodies of all political power by vesting
public authority entirely in the hands of aristocrats loyal to himself.
However, the scheme met unexpected resistance on the part of the
Council, which will have felt its own integrity threatened, and it bespeaks
the appeal of Cleisthenes’ proposed reform that the Council was
spontaneously joined by the people at large. For two days Cleomenes and
Isagoras were besieged on the Acropolis. Forced to capitulate on the
third day, Cleomenes and his men were permitted to leave Attica under
safe conduct, and some of Isagoras’ partisans were arrested and executed.
Isagoras himself, however, and others of his supporters escaped
punishment, presumably by fleeing from Attica. He may have been
among those Athenians who, having joined Cleomenes at Eleusis a year
later, had their houses destroyed, their property confiscated, and were
themselves condemned to death (schol. Ar. Lys. 273). The road was now
clear for the implementation of the reforms proposed by Cleisthenes, and
as a first step their author and the seven hundred exiled families were
recalled home (Hdt v.73.1, As. Pol. 20.3).

8 The chronology adopted is that of ¢ 69, 246~7.
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Alcmaeon will have been among those exiled by Cleomenes. With his
return and accession to office Cleisthenes’ reform was put into effect at
once (Pollux vrir.110). Butat the same time the Athenians had to protect
themselves against external threats. There was reason to believe that
Cleomenes, smarting under his defeat, was contemplating retaliation.
For help against that eventuality, the Athenians turned, perhaps on
Cleisthenes’ advice, to Sparta’s traditional enemy, Persia (Hdt. v.73.1).
An embassy was dispatched to Sardis, where the Persian satrap
Artaphernes was willing to offer an alliance but on condition that Athens
submit by offering earth and water to Darius. The ambassadors accepted,
but Herodotus’ assertion (v.73.2—3) that they ‘incurred great blame’
upon their return to Athens probably means that their acceptance was
disavowed, probably because the threat of a Spartan attack had been
dispelled by the time of their return.

The attack had come in the spring of so6 B.c. and had been
orchestrated to strike Athens simultaneously from three sides.
Cleomenes and a force gathered from the entire Peloponnese was to
attack from the south west, while Boeotia and Chalcis wete to invade
from north and east. The objective was to punish the Athenian people
and to set up Isagoras as tyrant (Hdt. v.74.1). The Peloponnesians had
advanced as far as Eleusis, the Boeotians had captured Oenoe and
Hysiae, and the Chalcidians were busy raiding the north-east coast of
Attica, when the Athenians decided to face their opponents one at a time,
beginning with the Peloponnesians. They were saved from that part of
their task by the sudden withdrawal of the Peloponnesian force: the
Corinthians refused co-operation when they learned Cleomenes’ pur-
pose, and they were soon followed by Cleomenes’ royal colleague
Demaratus and by the rest of theallies (Hdt. v.75.1and 3). The Athenians
were now free to deal with their other enemies. Their plan to tackle the
Chalcidians first was changed when they heard that the Boeotians were
marching toward the Euripus to help Chalcis. They intercepted the
Boeotians at Oenoe and inflicted a crushing defeat on them, taking as
many as seven hundred prisoners; on the same day of victory, we are told,
they crossed over into Euboea to defeat the Chalcidians. Land was taken
from the wealthiest Chalcidians, the hippobotai, to be settled by four
thousand Athenian cleruchs, and the prisoners taken from both
Boeotians and Chalcidians were later ransomed at two mnai each. The
prisoners’ fetters were dedicated on the Athenian Acropolis, and a tithe
of the ransom went into a bronze four-horse chariot as a votive offering
to Athena (Hdt. v.77).? There was no need now for an alliance with
Persia.

? For surviving fragments of the dedicatory inscription, see M—L 15.
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II. THE REFORM OF THE CONSTITUTION

Herodotus (v.78) regards this stunning victory as evidence for the
excellence of isegoria, freedom of public speech, in that it enabled the
Athenians to assert their military superiority over their neighbours in a
way in which they had not been able to do under the tyranny; a free
person, he continues, is eager to accomplish things for himself, whereas a
person working for a master will not do his best. It remains questionable
whether ‘freedom of public speech’ had a place in Cleisthenes’
propaganda analogous to his slogan of ‘political equality’ (Zsonomia); but
it is clear that in Herodotus’ opinion a combination of the end of tyranny
with the Cleisthenean reforms had brought a new sense of liberty to
Athens. What did the reforms involve? What was the purpose behind
them? Only by answering the first of these questions can an answer to the
second be attempted.

It is not remembered often enough that the governmental structure
forged by Cleisthenes continued to function essentially unchanged for
some three hundred years. Different scholars tend to see the secret of this
durability in different aspects of the system, some emphasizing the tribal
reform, others the political use of demes or their grouping into trittyes,
and others again the Council of the Five Hundred, which was to become
the most visible manifestation of the system as a whole. Conservative
features, such as the continuation of Solonian and pre-Solonian
traditions, are stressed by some, innovations by others. There is
justification for all these views, but their multiplicity proves that the
genius of the reform lies in its being all of one piece. Each part is so
closely integrated with every other part that no single aspect dominates
all others; only the totality can be understood, and the totality indicates
negatively that the political basis which the old four lonian tribes had
provided for Athens was no longer viable. The rise of Pisistratus had
demonstrated that the old system had taken no account of the need to
translate social and economic differences and tensions among different
regions of Attica into political terms, and the struggle between
Cleisthenes and Isagoras, prefigured as it was by the dynastic rivalries
which had brought Pisistratus to power, had shown that the precondi-
tions for a renewal of tyranny still existed. We know of no constitution
outside Attica which might have served Cleisthenes as a model; the
presumption is that the new Athenian system was his creation alone.10

10 On this pointseec 151,63-75,and ¢ 176, 161—73. The resemblance of the Cleisthenic trittyes to
the districts of the Boeotian Confederacy in 395 B.C., noted in ¢ 204, 145-7, suggests Athenian
influence on Boeotia rather than Boeotian on Athens.
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1. Demes

The four Ionian tribes were gentilician in structure, that is, they were
kinship-based, dominated by old and distinguished families (gen#), whose
wealth, ownership of land, or control of important cults gave them that
influence, each in its own locality, on which they could and did base their
political power. On the most basic level, their control of the phratries
will have ensured their authority to determine who was and who was not
a citizen, an authority which the diapsephismos following the end of the
tyranny will only have served to confirm. In the government of Attica at
large, these families, by commanding a following and by concluding
alliances with other prominent families and their retainers, will have
competed only with one another to secure the highest offices of state, to
which they alone as members of the highest census-class were eligible.
This had led to tyranny and disastrous consequences for those families
who had fallen foul of the tyrant earlier in the sixth century, and a similar
situation was threatening to develop again, unless dynastic rivalries were
to be curbed.

Cleisthenes realized that this could be done by neutralizing the
political use to which social, economic and religious prestige had been
put.!? Accordingly, he confined the role of the gentilician organs such as
gene, phratries and priesthoods to religious matters (4. Pol. 21.6), and
created a new political substratum on the local basis of the deme.12 Demes
were natural geographical entities (see Fig. 31), consisting of smaller or
larger settlements, which had grown up all over Attica from time
immemorial, and members of the same genos will usually have lived
scattered over several of them. Cleisthenes retained the local names
which most demes will already have had; where named demes did not
exist, or where scattered settlements had to be united into new demes, he
had to find new names (Ah. Pol. 21.5). In many known instances he did
so by adopting patronymic forms of genz or other local associations, and
these are probably the small demes whose names end in -idai. In some
known cases, he will have changed an old name into a new for political
reasons. For example, Brauron, the home of the Pisistratids, was given
t