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Abstract

Roman~Parthian Relations in the time of Augustus
with reference to Augustus' Foreign Policy

A thesls for the degree of Master of Arts
by James Lander

The Parthians, heirs to the Seleucid empire, yet
hardly touched by Hellenism, had a tough, nomadic back-
ground which enabtéd them to resitst any imposition of
the tradittonal client-patron relationship of Roman
.foretgn policy. Though soctally and politically de-
centralized, the Parthians were yet able to defeat
Crassus, twice invade Syrta, and tater turn back an
tnvasion by Antontus;

Augustus, neither a pacific consolidator nor a
world-conqueror, maintatned a flexible policy toward
Parthia. Conquest was not a prudent aim, yet the sta-
bility of the eastern possessions . of the Roman enpire
required that ﬁome be in a positton superior to Parthia.
For a time Augustus carrted on a policy (begun, in fact,
by Antonius) of supporting a rival to the Parthtan
throne, but this brought no Long-term success. The
return of Crassus' captured standards, which would sym-
bolize  Parthia's submission, was effected in 20 B.C.,
but only after Augustus seriously threatened war and
selized Armenia. Maintaining an effective suzerainty in

Armentia, whose strategic and prestige value was great,
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became the crux of Augustus' policy.

This policy was adhered to by Tiberius, allowed
to lapse by Caligula, and then was revived by Claudius.
But in Nero's reign, amid altered circumstances in both
East and West, a Parthian nominee was allowed to sit on
the Armenian throne. Peace followed, but Vespasian
felt the need to fortlfy the frontier, and, in effect,
made the preparations for Trajan's solution to the re-
awakened feud: conquest and annexation. Despite his
military successes, Trajan could not stabilize the situ-
ation: Hadrian fett compelled to withdrawe The violence
continued on this frontier even long after the Parthians
had been replaced by the Persians in the third centurye.

The virtue of Augustus' pollcy was that it attempted
no absolute remedies, but instead, through constant ef-
fort, tntérventton andﬁre-adjustment, Roman predominance
was maintained west of the Euphrates, thé Parthians were
kept off balance, and Augustus avoided a strenuous east-

ern war which the young empire could til-afford.
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_ Introduction
'The_Toch, the Approach and Questtions,
and the Problem of Augustus

We study Roman ﬁtstory by sterttng with the City
and expanding as the empire expanded. The centre of
eLL motivation and action {s Romej the results radiate
te.regtons whose -own events are like ripples spread out
. across the splaéhed'poot. Parthia was on the periphery
of the Roman world and {s on the periphery of Roman his-
torye.

Parthia itself was an empire for over four centu- .
ftefs, and for over thrfee‘ centuries was in contact with
the Romans. One perted of this contact is relatively
well-documented because it coincides with one of the
' greatest epochs in anclent history--the reign of Augus-

tus. |
It ﬁas a transitional period for the ancient 'world.
.'Augustus' rule is engrossing and tmpoftant for the tra~
ditions followed or discarded and the precedents estab-
.LLshed. His poLtcf toward Parthia borrows much of (ts
fascination from the continuing themes of the East con-
f?oﬁttng the West, the barbartan facing the clvilized
world, the need to consolidate and fortify an empire--.
and'the destre'to expand. _ .

Therefore I would Llike to examtne Augustus policy

- toward Parthta with the intent of understandtng not onLy

N




_the detalls, but also the broader Lines. This will not

- be a simple study of events, for two reasons. First, no

'pottcy--rgflecttng desires and intended goals--can be
."studted outside Lts htétortcat context. So my thesis
will begin with a look at reievant events of Parthian
and Roman history, and a discussion of Roman_tmpertaLtsm
. up to.the time of Augustus. Secondly, I discovered early

tn my research that the foreign policy of a great power
iCannot be understood by studying only one of {ts facets,
and the individual parts have Llittle meanLng away from .

the whol.e.l

But, in trying to characterize the overall
foreign policy of Augustus, one {mmediately finds a tra-
~ditional view which s undergoing needed overhaul, and
‘_a:--ne\v-."herettcal'2 theory which has not yet been fully

developed on an absolutely sound basis. So, more pre-

fI,LLmtnary work is called-for.

At the very beginning of his Dethne and Fall of

the Roman Empire, Edward Gibbon declared:

'It was reserved for Augustus to relinquish the am-
bitious design of subduing the whole earth, and to
{ntroduce a-sptrtf of moderation into the publiic
councils., Inclined to peace by his temper and sit-
uation, Lt was easy for him to discover that Rome,

" tn her: present exalted situatlon, had much less to
hope .than to fear from the chance of arms; and thaf;_
in the prosecution of remote wars, the undertaking =

: 1on this, see the interesting criticism by Mark
- Hassall in his review of C.M. Wells, The German PoLtcx
of Augustus (Oxford, 1972): JRS 64, 1974, p. 25 257. ,

2As the ‘author, P.A. Brunt, himself descrtbes'tt:

- ‘P.A. Brunt and J.M. Moore, Res Gestae Divi Augusti
- (Oxford, 1967), Pe 694

L)




became every day more difficult, the event more
doubtful, and the possession more precartohs and
less benefi.cl.al..'3

This passage Ls fotyéwed in the same péragraph by an
example which Gibbon apparently felt would suffice to
~ Llilustrate the truth of his characterization of Augus-
'.tusf foreign policy.

'The experience of Augustus added weight to thése

- salutary reflections, and effectuaLLy convinced him
that, by the prudent vigour of his counsels, it
would be easy to secure every concession which the
safety or the dignity of Rome might require from
the most formidable barbarian. Instead of exposing
- his person and his lLegions to the arrows of the
Parthtans,'he obtaitned by an honourable treaty, the
restitution of the standards and prisoners which
had been taken in the defeat of Crassus.'?

' - Here Gibbon adds; {n one of his deadlier footnotes, that
-aﬁong the pieces of iﬂférmatton which 'Roman vanity has‘
'Jieft upon the subject,’ therelts Augustus' own assertion

that *he compelled' (and Gibbon ttalicizes these two

words) the Parthians to restore the standards of Cras-
" suse® | o
I have quoted Gibbon at such length because ;f the
tnfluence he has had on subsequent writers. “As Lf these
words were chiselled tn stone, later historians have
seemed aLmost'uhtvéréaLLy incitned not only to agree,

but to obey. One very'good reason for this is that

~ 3Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman
Empire, ed. J.B. Bury_(London, 1869), I, pPpe 1=2.

" %bid., pe 2.

SHe s quoting from Res Gestae 29.

.

s
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- Gibbon's statements do not lack support from some of
our favourite. anctent authorities. Tacitus reLates _
how Augustus, in a document of tnstructions to his suc- )
cessors, urged that the empire not be extended beyond

“its present f‘rontters.6 Suetonius asserts that Augus--
tus preferred caLm'reLattons abroad pedcefuLLy negoti-
ated, disdaining all wars merely to increase the empire
or for military gl.ory.7 Dio reports that as early as
27 B.C. Augustus advised the senate not to ssek what
was not theirs, and that he later praised Tiberius for
refusing to.subdue addittional - terrttory when to do.so.l

would havs itsked.whut Rome already possessed.8
Of course, these remafks are out of context, and,
of the authors, none'was a contemporary of Augustus;

" - even the earllest, Tacltus, was writing over half a
century -after Augustus}»death, and {n an empire much
changed. Among writers contemporary to Augustus, a dif-
ferent tone is often found. Velleius Paterculus was
awestruck at the thought of recording all the wars waged
under Augustus' command, and ths pactftsatton of ths
world through his victories ('bscatusque victoriis ter-
rarum orbts').9 Vitruvius marks Actium as the point

when Caesar gained the empire of the whole world.lo

6Tac. Ann. 1, 11,
7Suet. Aug. 21-22.

8pto 53, 10; and 56, 41.

Vvell. Pater. 2, 89, 6..

loVi.truVLus, De architectura 1, 1; written presum—
abLy hefore 27 B. C.. Octavtan is not yet caLLed Augustus,

but Caesare

.
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" Nicolaus of Damascus declares that Augustus ruled over

" the greatest number of people within the memory of men

and established the furthest boundaries for the Roman

empire; and then Nicolaus adds, revealingly, that Augus-

tus did all this at first with arms but afterward even -

11

without armse. That Augustus'was 'inclined to peace

by his temper,' as Gibbon would have tt, is not support-

ed by ‘the tone of the Res Gestae, nor by the coinage is-
sued in Augustus' name. The Augustan:. poets sbeak of
Peace, but by then it may have become an offictal cult.
In any case, the Roman notion of peace i{s not opposed to
the notton of conquest, as we have just seen from the
statement of Vellelus Patercul.us.13
-Desplte these disturbing factors, Gibbon's view of
Augustus-has become'the tradition, and has never lacked

14

defenders. But P.A..Brunt has taken these factors,

~added a controversial view of the propaganda aspects of

Augustan poetry and also a stLhuLattng hypothesis about
Augustus' knowledge of the. world's geography, and has
ended up with the startling theory that Augustus was

thoroughly intent on conquering thé entire world,

50, 1960, pe 47.

- Revolution (Oxford, 1939

liNi.Co Dame. 1o

125efan Weinstock, 'Pax and the "Ara Pacts",' JRS

13Note 9; Wetnstocks pe 45; Ronald Syme, The Roman

» Do 304 C.H.V. Suthertand,
Coinage in Roman Imperial Policy 31 B.C.-A.D. 68 (Lon~
don, 1951), p. 29: pax and victoria had 'become strict-

" ly complementary terms.'

14 The most recent and competent re-statement of
the traditional view Ls by Hans D. Meyer, Die Aussen-

politik des Augustu und die augustetsch DLchtung (Co- )

Logne, 1961),

12



15 Brunt thus destroys Gibbon's picture and

Literally,
then replaces it with its exact opposite; naturally,
the perspective on Augustus' policy with Parthia. is
drasticaLLy altered. Augustus sought:settlement, not
out of a desire for peace, or evén out of fear,-but
for expediency--a temporary measure until' more urgent
' conquests were compLeted ftrst.16 '
Where the truth Lies between these two views I

will seek to determine through a critical examinattion
of Brunt's theories, which, being well organized and
argued, provide a souud format for dtscusstng'Augustus'

overall foreign'policy. Only then can we approach the

basic questions: how did Augustus perceive Rome's posi~

- tion vts-a-vts the Parthian empire? What goaLs dtd he

"-have? To what extent were Long-term goals sacrtftced _

for short-term gains? KHow dtd Augustus' policy alter
throughout his. retgn? How: far (and by what criterta)
did he succeed? Aud how enduring was that succeés?.

It should be no surprise if Augustus poLtcy re-_
flects his personality, which has rematned as enigma.
Few fail to realize some'aptuess in Augustus’® chotce of
a personal stgnét, the sphtnx.17
He has been awarded 80 many extreme and even con-

tradpétory attributes that he seems hardly human, or

perhaps supérhuman. Augustus was a'most ambi tious man;

3 155, A, Brunt, a revtew of Meyer (note 14), JRS 53,
1963, PP 170=6,.
161p14., p. 175.

175uet. Aug.. 50,

L)




yet he could be so hoderate that he left his opponents
no place to stand. He commanded the largest armies seen
by'the ancient world and brought the.greatest increases
- to the emptre, and yet he was rtghtfuLLy caLLed the
‘bringer of peace by nations (including Italy ttseLf)
.whtch had previously known onLy Rome's violent hand.
He was the revoLutLonary, and the restorer' the creator,
:'but also the product of his thes, a modern, and yet the
'tradtttonaL-Roman. These contrasts are exptatned by the
' fact that Augustus was a pragmatic politician and ad-
mintstrator whose viston was rarely blurred by selfish
vantty, who'rercetved the difference between imago and
Ies, who foresaw more mistakes than he made, and who
~ could change course without changing direction.
| Augdstus as ah {deal=~the lover .of peace or the
world-conqueror--ts.dtfftcutt to reconcile with the evi-
dnece., The answer to the riddle of Augustus may resem-
'bLe the answer to the rtddte of the sphinx~-he was a
mane If we make him a myth, any conctustons we reach

about his policy will fit, whether or not they resembte

' the truth.

When generaL histories of Rome refer to Augustus'

':1 poLtcy with Parthia, the event most often mentioned ts

| " the return of the captured standards of Crassus in 20

"B.C._ Attached are inferences that Augustus scrupulously

... avolded war and employed instead dipltomacy, which was

'COmpLeteLy successful. The traditional view qf Augus=-
. tus' policy. is supposedly justified by the 'restitution'
of 20 B.C. But on'a cLoser Look questions artise. How

tmportant was tt to have the standards returned? Why




20 B.C. and not a decade earlier, tmmedfately after

- Actium? What was Augustus' policy in those years? How
much of a 'success' were the diplomatic efforts from

., which the 'restttution' resulted? And what happened
after 20 B.C.?

When the evidence has been examined and these ques-
tions answered, I believe fhe impression given by the
general histories will be shattered: the return of the
staﬁdards was only a small part of Augustus' policy
" toward Parthia, There was a long-term policy, though
the methods of {ts application varieds It was a con-

" tinuous effort, Begun even before Actium and lasting

| beyond Augustus' deaths. There were no easy successes,

" and some deterﬁtned attempts stmpty failed. The Par-

| £%tans sufrendered nothing voluntarily: but Augustus '
was not timid about the.use of pressure,'even when {t
risked war on various occasions. | _

It-was a policy of 6pbortuntsm, pursued by a gambler

who entrusted as little as possible to fate, preferring |
instead to catculate-the risks finely, and succeedinges
ﬁrrors and setbacks wouLd-occur, but fhey could be'mtnt-'
mized through forestght and disstmulation. ‘And the
smallest success could be magniftéd Lnto greatness.

This is not the policy of a vislonary.- Gibbon's
tradittonal and Brunt's heretical views of Augustus' '
policy,are idealizations, which, I hope to pfove, mis=
' lrepresent the true policy of Augustus as Lt can be pleced

together in a careful study of the evidence.




Chapter One
Parthia

'"Greater Lran‘ {s probably the most comprehensive
.namg for the land mass between Mesopotamia and India
. and between the Caspian Sea and the Persian Gulf: Par-
thta and Persia, or Persis, can refer as easily to a
'partlcuLar satrapy as to the generaL empire. The cen;
| tre of thts area is the Iranian plateau, made - up large=
ly of two vast salt deserts.. There are mountains on

the perimeter: the Zagros to the west, the Elburz to

- the north, the mountains of the Caucasus in the far

B . .northwest, and the Hindu Kush in the east. The rain-

fall on the plateau i{s not great; the fertile soil is
.?,aLL fo the west of {t, along the great rivers, the Ti-
gris and Euphrates. The settled agricultural clvilisa-
tions began here in Mesopotamia, and, from the earLiest'
times, they were threatened by var{ous nemadic peépLes
"who were attracted by the surplus of food. Such peo-
ples had various points of origin and different desti=
. nations: in search of, or fleeing to, é better land.
Those mtgraftng frpm'east of the Caspian Sea were forced:
on reaching the salt deserts to turn ef{ther west into’
Iran or south and east into India. The route through

" Iran, defined by the désert, the Elburz and the Zagros,

ted naturaLLy northwest to féfttie Atropatene and to
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Armenia. This track is part of what was later known
as the Silk trade route.1

As early as the sixth century B.C., much of
Greater Iran was under a unified control, that of Cy-
rus the Great. In the northeast was a reglon called
Parthava. Its Iranian inhabitants are referred to {n
early Greek sources as Parthtans,.but they are not the
gsame people as those we are studytng.2 Our Parthians
do not make thelr appearance until after the death of
-ALexander.

The Seleucid empire was generally more occupied
with the .west and neglected the east. In the middlLe
.of the third century B.C. the eastern satraps of the
king were able, through the weakness of Seleucid power,
to assert their own independent rule. In 245 B.C. the
satrap of Parthia, Andragoras, revolted while civil
wars were raging in the west. About 239 B.C. the sa-
trap of Bactria, Diodotus, followed Andragoras’ exam-
ple. When the reigning monarch, Seleucus II, was de-
feated by Celtic invaders in Asia Minor about 238 B.C.,
the_way was open for the ejection of Andragoras ahd the:
occupation of Parthia by a semi-nomadic tribe, the

ParnL.3

lMe Colledge, The Parthians (London, 1968), ppe 15-6.

2
N. Debevoise, The Political History of of Parthia
(Chicago, 1938), pe 2o — —_—

3Justin 41, 4-5; R. Ghirshman, Iran from the Anclent
Times to the Islamic ’Conquest (Harmondsworth, 1954), ps
243 ; R. Frye, The Heritage o? Persia (London, 1962), pp.
172-3 and Debevotse, PPo 7-ti.
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The Parni, sald to be one of three tribes in the_-
Dahae confedergtton.4 had.apparentt§ migrated into the
sairaptes of Parthia and Bactria after the death of
| Alexander, following dtsturbances in their homeland
region east of the Casptan.5

They were led by Arsaces, who, after successfully '
“establishing his tribe in Parthia, then attacked and
annexed Hyrcania, Parthia's netghbouf to the northwest.
Arsaces died in éubsequeht fighting, however, and his
"brother Tiridates took controly and the name"Arsacesf
' (which thus became a title comparable to 'Caesar').

The hasceht Parthian state was sbared the immediate at-

tention of Seleucus II, still occupied with the west,

and an alllance was arranged with the Greco-Bactrians.

. So Tiridates had time to prepare his kingdom and his

army before Seleucus attacked in 228 B.C.® Hencefortn
;the Parnl are referred to as Parthians.
Whether by necessity of strategy, Tiridates re-

' treated to his native steppe in the face of Seleucus'

attack.7 But Seleucus soon had to return west to deal L

" with rebellion there. Tiridates could claim a victory
‘of sorts, and he set about increasing hts army, buLLdLng

‘forts, strengthentng and establishing ctttes (for the

Strabo 11, 9, 2; and Justin 41, 1.
SColiedge, p. 25 R
61bid., ppe 25-7; and Justin 41, 4, 8.

e 7CoLLedge, p. 27 and Debevoise, pp. 12-3 refer to
it as' a forced retreat' Ghtrshman, p. 244, calls (it
_g'tacttcaL.

- 8yustin 41, 5, 1=4.
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.Parthtans were nomads no Longer), until his death in
211 B.C. ended a reign of.thtrty-seven years.9

Antiochus III perhaps saw Tirtdates' death as the
perfect opportunity for his own eastward sweep. The
new Parthian king, Artabanus I, retreated while his
"horsemen were sent out to destroy the water holes and
. canals on which Anttoéhus' army would depend. But
Seleucid cavalry pushed ahead and drove off the Parthian
..horsemen. Antiochus defeated the Parthians in a pttched'
battle and forced Artabanus into some condition of wvas=-
'éatage.lo | | ' |

Artabanus died in 191 B.C. and was succeeded by
Prtapattus,-whose'ftfteenéyear relgn was madé easier by
" the defeatlAntchhus suffered at the hands of the Romans
in 189 B.C. The Seleucid empire was disintegrating; |

11

Medta Atrdpatene, Elymais, Persis, Characene, and the

12

" two kingdoms of Armenia’“ all broke away. Priapatius'

guccessor and eldest son, Phraates I, made war on the

c Mardians, people of the Elburz mountains, and he thus

':H:brought the Casptan Gates under Parthian control.

13

3 . About 171 B.C. Phraates dled, leaving the throne not

to one of his eligible sons, but to his much-valued

fbrother, Mi.th_radates.14

9Debevotse, p. 16.

7 1%ugtin 41, s, 7.
..-11Ghtrshman,‘p. 245.
.  12Col.l.edge, Pe 28,
- jleLé- _ o

- Myugtin 41, 5, 9-10s

N .
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Between 160 and 140 B.C. the conquests of Mithra=-
~ dates I extended Parthian control from India to the Ti-
'Jf gris. Then, briefly, wﬁile Mithradates was in the east °
fighting off a Bactrian invasion, the Seleucid king,
Demetrius Nicator, struck back and won several victo-
frtes. ¢onttngents from Bactrta, Etymais, and Persis
' Jolned the Seleuctd force. But eventually Demetrius -
“was defeated and captured, and those prtnctpaLttLés -
which had atded him were punished.}s |
When Mithradates I dted; about 138 B.C.,'he left
to his son and successor, Phraates II, a Parthia no |
longer obscure; but now an,emptre. However, by 130 B.C.,
'_ Parthia was again struggling against SeLeucté forces,
‘now led by Anttochus VII Sidetes. Once more supported
by local monarchs who had:ﬁhly recently become Parthian
tributaries, Anttochug,mon threé victories which gained
him even more suppbrt. However, bllleting his troops

for the winter in native.towns around Ecbatana cost him

'3_ {n good-will, and Phraates was able to incite the popu=

lation against the scattered garrisons of the Seleucid
armye Antiochus himself was killed in an engagemént
with the Parthians: thus ending the last conflict be-

16 As a rdttng power,

tween Parthlans and Seleucids.
| Hellenism no ltonger reached officially beyond the Tigrise
~ To look for a moment at what the Parthians had done,

'tt_must be understood that ihey were truly alien to the:

15

" 11bi4., 38, 10, 66,

Justin 36, 1, 2-6.

\
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old Persian, se;tled_lran which, since Alexander, had

" beén controlled and superficlally touched by Hellenis-

tic power. The various kingdoms of Iran had only just

~ become Lndepehdént of the decaying Seleucid empire.

~when the Parthians charged in; they were not viewed as

Ltberatbrs. Whenever the opportunity arose, these

kingdoms would turn against the Parthians, whether in

ald of thelr old Seleucid masters, or in alliance with.
'Rome. The cultural gulf was too wide. For loyal help,

i, the Parthians aiways had to return to the steppes east

of the Caspi.an,”’ | |

The nomadic background of the Parni constantly re-

‘vealed Ltself in Parthian institutlons. Monarchical

" successlon was (nfluenced by fhe tradittons of thg no-

‘:'madtc-clan and tribal organisation. The head family

were the Arsacidae, the-descendants of the first Arsaces.

Any male of this family, from any branch of {t, provided.- .

he was physically unblemished, was a possible candidéte

for the monarchy; brofher-successton was véry'common.

This system left a great deal 6f room for dispute as to -

" which of the qualified tndividuals would actually be |

made ki.ng.18 This wea;ness of the central monarchy was

~ matched by another: the'Lack_of a royat'mtltfary force.

The kings were dependent on the heads of_the great clans

for the pro§tston'of an army; this will be discussed

17Ghtrsh'man, pp. 246 and 262-3. The most notable
- examples of Parthlans finding succour among the steppes-
‘people are Phraates IV about 31 B.C. (see.p. 74) and Arta-

. "banus III about A.D. 36 (see p«.173)e The Hyrcanians were

~much involved in the civil war of A.D..35-42 (see -pp.176=7) e
' 19Colledge, Pe 60¢ '
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iafer {n more detatl..19 . These two factors, the ambi-
guous successton.and the decentralized army, created
B weakness at the best of times, and, at the worst, |
civil war.

'Feudal' systems--decentralized soctial, poLLthal‘
and military administrative systems—--were not new to
Iran; -The,Achaeméntds before and the Sassanians later
had such systems. But they were sedentary, based on
'agrtculture, and the Seleucids had introduced a large
element of urbanization. The conflict, or fusion, of
nomadtc Parthian:tradttions with sedenfary Iranian and
. urbanized Seleucid institutions i{s vital in Parthian
| htstory.zo

The Parthians tnherited the Seleucid conglomeration
of Iranian vassal-kingdoms and principalities, the ad-
ministrative dtvtstdn§,of satrapies, eparchies and hyp-

: archles, and the Greek cities. The Seteuctds had-ftnaLLy
falled in their attempt to. enforce obedience from their

| Irantan vassals, and the Parthians -made lLittle improve-
..ment on Seleucid methods. . The connexion was loose: the
Parthians were content to receive dcknowledgement'of _

' their suzerainty and to exact tribute; the vassals took

. every opportunity to revolt. The old Achaemenid satrapies,

taken over and sub-divided by the Seleucids, had evolved

' into Lnherited estates Little different from vassal king-

."qomsi The Parthians treated them as such-.'21 Many

195ee p. 18f,

_30Coltedge, p. 64; and nye, p. 182,
- #1Ghirshman, p. 263. R




"satraptes were administered by heads of the great
Parthian families, and a féw of the larger vassal
kingdoms were at various times ruled by members of
.the Arsacid fathy.22 |
The Parthtans favoured the Greek cities with
autonomy; When Mithradates I reached Seleucia on the
Tigris (about 141 B.C.), he did not garrison the town,
and.to show his good-will he struck coins bearing, with
his own hellenized image, the tttle_'PhtLheLLeﬁe.'23 -
Mtfhradates' great conquests naturally bbLstered ,
~the prestige and influence of the monarch. Vestiges
- of Seleuctd governmental structure may have helped tﬁe
- monarch to obtain a more domtnﬁt;ng postttoﬁ tn the
~Parthian hierarchy. But this was inconsistent with
" nomadtc traditions, and stnce.fhe ever-present strength
" of the nébtttty and the-volatile nature of the royal
succession were against this, the trend continued to be
toward decentraLLsatLon.24 |
| After Phraates II had ended the Parthian struggle
with the Seleucids (about 130 B.C.), Syria was left un-
protected. Phraates did not attack Lt, perhaps because
. Parthtia was herself under attack in the east. The Sacae
. i{nvaders were near reLatLons,iyet the Parthians fought

| them as they would fight them for centuries to come, thus

'Zthirshman, p. 263; and Colledge, p. 60.

_23Pryé,_p. 183; Colledge, p. 58; Ghirshman, p. 246;-
and W. Wroth, Catalogue of the Coins of Parthta (London,

1903), pp. xxvi and 12.
24

Frye, p. 182; and Colledge, pp..59-60 and 75-6.

LY
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-_proteCthg Western Asta.zs It ﬁ#s a huée struggle.

The Greco-Bactrian kingdom disappeared about 120—190
B.C. The Parthians suffered heavily, losing Phraates II
{n a massacre in 128 B.C. and four yéars later his suc-

26

cessor and uncle, Artabanus II. Meanwhile much of

Babylonia was lost to the Persian Gulf kingdom of Char-

acene, or Mesene.27

So Parthia was {n a greatly weak=
éned state when Mithradates II, son of Artabanus II,
ascended the throne in 123 B.C.

Known as the second founder of Parthia, Mithradates
defeated first fhé Characenean king, Hyspaosines, and
regained possession of Babyl.onta.28 Next he_won back a

29

 number of provinces in the east, and by 113 B.C. had

shifted to the west to overrun Mesopotamia and enter
Dura—Europus.;o |
To achieve these.victories, Mithradates Il appar-
ently re-organized the Parthian mtittary. The original
Parni nbmads depended on numerous horse-archers suppofttng
‘mail=clad knights who fought at close quarteis.' However,
the first Mithradates owed much of his success against
the Seleucids to :the fact that he adopted many Seleuctd

'tacttcs, and employed mercenaries 50 that he would have

an adequate number of-LLght- and heavy-armed cavalrye.

25Ghirshman, p. 149.

26 5ustin 42, 1-2.

: 27Debevotse, p. 38-9; and Colledge, P« 32:

28
29

 3%0tiedge, po. 320

Debevoise , p. 40 cites coln evidence.

Justin 42, 2, 4=5. - -
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_ But {n the fighting with the Sacae, these tactics fared
”podrty; and the.mercenartes caused trouble for Phraates II.
" A Tevolution in Parthian arms along traditional Iranian
Lines now took place, probably tﬁ the time of Mithradates
Il. Infantry was maintained for fighting in difficult .
territory and to. act as garrisons, but the main arm of

the Parthian military was now cavalry. The heavy cavaL-'
;drymen; the cataphracti, were armoured in mail from head
.to foot except at the Lnside of the legs, for, having
no stirrups, they could stay mounted only by gripping
with fhetr knees. The lighter cavalry, the horse-
archers, could hit-and-run, with the 'Parthian shot'
ftfed_over the back of the horse--and thus avold enemy
_chargeso They ﬁsed the composite bow, made up of layers
; of horn andlwood, the standard weapon of-the East, which
underwent no changes betwéen 700 BxCG. and A.D. 700. No
bow had a greater range, and at short distances the pene-
trating power was gfeat. The horse-archers were deadly
untLi they ran out of arrows.31
- However formidable such an army sounds, the fact -
.was that, especlally after the wars of expansion énded.

about 100 B.C., there was no standing Parthian army,

32

except for the king's personal bodyguard. The real

31colledge, pp. 65-65 Amm. Marce 22, 8, 37; W
MacLeod, 'The Range of the Ancient Bow,' Phoentx 19,
1965, ppe. 1-14; P. Medinger, 'L'Arc turquols et les
‘Arches parthes & la Batallle de Carrhes,’' Rev. Arch.,
1933, pp. 227-34; M. Rostovtzeff, 'The Parthlan Shot,'
"AJA 47, 1943, pp. 174-87.

32For the size of the Parthian king's bodyguard,
we have no direct information or good compartson. the
Achaemenids' 10,000 man elite--the 'Immortals'—- were
a genuine standtng army,(Herodotus 7, &5).
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forces were tnextricably bound to the feudal ;ystem of
the Parthian empire. When war was declared, the king
had to call on his vassals and the heads of the major
clans, who in turn called on their vassals, the great
Land-owners, and their dependents. The upper echelons
of soclety (who could afford horse and armour) were re-
presented by the heavy-armed cavalry, the lower eche-
.ILons supplLied horse-archers and infantry. Essenttally
'there was not one army, but several: by.ttseLf, the
.Larmy.of the Suren family defeated Crassus. It was dif-
ftcutt-for the king or his commander to keep such a
force togéther. wWith the coming of winter, or a Long
slege, the Parthian army would generally dtétntegrate.
J SoctaL rivalries caused unwarranted changes in tacttcs.33

The unificatton of Greater Iran under Mithradates I1I

‘was a catalyst to the overland trade. The Parthians were

--'=_not producers, but middlemen in the lucrative Luxury

trade between the Mediterranean world and Asia. The
) tradeiand trade routes were ancient, but commerce bene-
fitted from the fact that the Parthians now uniformly

controlled such a lLarge section Qf'tt. Firm ttes'were

34

~ established with the Chinese. The duties, taxes and

t&ftffs filled the Parthian coffers and helped pay for'
- MLthradates' vtctortes.ss.

For his achlevements, Mithradates earned the title

33colledge, ppe 65-6; and Tarn, CAH, IX, Pps 606-11.

- 34See F. Hirth, China and the Roman Ortent \Lelpzlg,
1885), ppe. 27ff,

3SCOLLedge, PPe 77-9, and Debevotse, PPe 42=3,

L)
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'the Great.' But he also initlated the use of the Achae=-
mentd title 'King of Kings.' This was part of a concerted
~effort to connect the Arsacid dynasty with the Achaemen—
Lds.>0 Partly this was meant to legitimize the-rpLé of -
. the Parthtans over the whole of Iran and much of Mesopo-
tamia. But also the title 'King of Ktngé' described the -
compromised status to whtéh even the greatest conquerof
had to be resigned: he could not hope to be the sole
- governing klng, but must be content to be the first
among many. With power so decentralized, the risk of
rebellion was great. During the reign of Mtthradates Il
there_was i{n Babylonia an important satrap named Gotarzes,
known, in fact, as 'Satrap of Satraps,' who rebelliously
established himself as an independent ruler. He re-

mained uncrushed even until Mithradates died in 87 B.C.,

- ‘'when Gotarzes assumed the title 'Arsaces,'37 Such was

. Parthia's tnstabillty at the helght of her power.
'. So, Lt is evident that much of Parthia's character
and her position in Western Asta were determtnéd by her
nomadic origins. A governmental organisation which
""functioned in the steppes proved ihternally unstable

:jand weak when applied to a large land mass and its set-/j'
tled, heterogeneous population. Moreover, the_ParthLans
were allens in their own emptre, and could never fully wi
" "depend on theilr vassals' loyalty.
-Perhaps, {f circumstances had permitted, the

‘Parthians would have settled down and been assimilated.

_36Colledge, pe 33,

””537Debevotse, pPp. 48-52,
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_They were not'totaLLy unctvtLtzéd. They built towns and
a succession of capi.tal.s.38 Their architecture, like
~their pictorial art, was Lnnovative, further déveLoptng
.Irantan motifs and not simply beégtng from the Greeks., -
The.Parthtans laid the groundwork for'styLes which

39 The Parthians

would flourish under the Sassanians.
were benevolent toward the Greeks and their culture,
.and most Parthian kings could speak Greek. But mainly
| the Parthians remained on the outside Looktng.tn: there
rwaé no urgency in fhetr attitude for or agatﬁst Hellen-
ism. Iran benefiteds. oriental traditions were kepf
allve and the Sassanian 'revival' was made possible;4°
However, if the Parthians qutékLy changed their
.ways, asstmtlated and settled down compLetely, they
‘risked beilng swept away by some hardier breed from -
the wastes of Asia. The pressure from theieast was a
_constant factor in Parthian.Life; it stifled the civi-
~ Lising and softening effects of the west. Parthian
manners rematnéd rough, and ﬂo.Parthtan raised {in the-.
West and theh returning to his countrymen was likely
to survive the transition, or be gllawed to, ¥l
The subject éf Parthian expansionism must be Qlewed.
‘amtd histortic and changing circumstances. The power

.wacuum. created by the Seleucld decay left the various

38co11edge, p. 67.

: 391btd., ppe. 115-62; and M. Rostovtzeff, 'Dura and

~ the Problem of Parthian Art,' Yale Classical Studies S,
1935, pp. 294-6. S

- 4%nirshman, pp. 267-8..

*15ee pp. 161, 171-3, and 176,
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| {ndependent kingdoms and principalities of ;ran alto=-
gether;vutnerable to whatever dominant power should
come along. If it had not been Parthia, tt might
“have been Persis, Ln a revival, or Bactria, or some
horde from the east, which, though- modtfled, is what
the Parni were. Once Parthia had opted not to be domi-
-nated,-there was no hope of co-existence with the Sel-
_eucids. Ultimate victory or defeat would determine '
survival. After so much struggling, and after all of
Iran had been brought under Parthian rule, would the
Parthians stop, or would expansion continue?
Mithradates Il desired to connect the Arsacids with
the Achaemenids. Pefhaps.he also desired to make his
empire as vast as that of Dartius. On the other hand,
having dealt with eastern invaders and disloyal vassals,

Mithradates may have decided that Parthia had enough to

.* handle already. One might read into the re-organisation

'_of Parthian arms and tactics an emphasis not on offence,

:_ but on the defence of Parthia, especlally against the

east, where no expansion would have been contemplated.

' Expansion into Syria would have brought ilittle ag}tcut-
tunal.beneftt. and by the time Syrla's_commerciat value

in the transit trade was fully appreciated, Syria wﬁs no
;Longer to be easily taken.

| Parthia was not lLacking in external contacts. Early
in the first century B.C., commercial and diplomatic ties
were betnglformed with China. Silk, iron, apricots and |
peaches were being tmported from China, while Syrian.
"tex;ttes, Arabian camels, Babylonian pstrtches and Nesaean

- chargers-'heavenly horses,’' as the'Cthese called theme-
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were sent eastwards across Parthia. Colns of Mithra-
dates II found thelr way to Turkestan.42 "And Lt waé'
Idu}tng this king's fetén that Parthia made her first

- formal contact with Rome (92 B.C.). | -

2See the notes by Tarn on page 598 of CAH, Ix, and
HLrth, passim.




Chapter Two
'_Romén Imperialism

and
Contacts with Parthia: 92-44 B.C.

In 92 B.C.' the Roman general, Sulla, received a
Parthian embassy on the banks of the Euphrates. At _one

point Sulla ceremonially sat between the Parthian envoy

and the newly installed king of Cappadocia, Ariobarzanes=-

one of Sulla's clientes. The meaning behind the seating
‘arrangement was not Losé on the Parthian king, Mithra-
dates II; The Parthian envoy, on his returﬁ to the royal
'court, was reportedly exeéuted.1
This was the first formal contact between Parthians
and Romans. Their mee%{ng place, the Euphrates valley,
was also to become their border, their prize and their
.battleground. First it must be asked what the Romans

were doing so far from Rome.

The expansion of the Roman empire is never an un-

. controverstal subject, but certain tendencies and tra-

ditions must here be explained, however simplLified, and
a review must.be made of the events of Roman involvement
,(n.the East up to the time of Caesar.

Economic determinism, which pervades modern concep-
: tions of meeftaitsm, is based largely on the functions

- of economic structures which simply did not extst on any

?Plutarch, SuLLa Se

L)
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:comparable scale in the ancient world. It is more im-
portant to understand the social and political power
structures of the different states--in theicase of Rome,
| f{ts oligarchy.
Prowess in war was not only a vtrfue among Roman

senators, {t was also a necessity for the survival of
'the state. According to Badtan (on whose view of Roman
{mperialism I am most dependent), the early struggles
of Rome, hard but frtumphant, inculcated two principles
which remained prominent throughout most of the history
of Roman expansion.® The first was a kind of paranoia,
reflected in an inability to accept even a balance of-
powers--the traditional tnternattohal formula for ithe
Hellenistic East. The Hellenistic states -had been too
evenly matched for one to destroy the others, but Rome
was able to break the,_pa-ttern.3 A second princtpte
._'grew out of the realization that the Roman oligarchic

.clty-state could not adequately govern an empire: this

was the principle of non—anriexatton,4 the destre'for the

profits and power of empire, but not the expehqg and rt3k

of direct rule. If any other means could be found to
avold annexation of a defeated country, short_of aLLowLné
the danger to be renewed, the senate embraced Lt. But,
{n the chaés of the Hellentistic world espectally, this

was often impossible. Old fears and over-confident kings

2E Badian, Roman Imgeiiaigsm i{n the Late Republic
(Oxford, 1968), pp. 4ff. -

3Ibtd., pe 5.
Ibtdo » pp. 2-5.

\




.’ . sponsibility. This s "hegemonial' tmperialism.

26

brought Rome step by'step into a bos ttion of-domtnance'
in the East. Macedonia, Like Carthage, was only annexed.
after other settlements proved unworkgbte. A country
which had to be defeated more than once was annexed al-
most automatically: this became something of a mos
malorume. Pergamum was espeétaLLy noted for making the'
most of Rome s paranota.s
- AsLde from a policy of non—annexatton, however,
Rome certainly cannot be considered anti-impertalist.
The basic patron-client relationship of Roman-soctety_
made ttself felt in Rome's foreign peltcy.- 'The obedi-
" ence of the weak to the strong ias, to the Roman aristo-

crat, nothing less than an eternal moral Law.'_6

This,
combined with the dread of bétng ruled and the dread of
dtrectly ruling, created a policy of continual i{nter-
: vgnttoﬁ without the acceéptance of administrative re-
7
'Changes occurred, however, during that development
called the Gracéhan revolution. By financing land dis-~
tribution from the bequest of Pergamum, Tiberius Gracchus :
brought the material benefits of eﬁpife to wider élasses
'or Romans. The empire now financed the Gracchan reforms;
Italian equites began fLooding into the Fast; and, later,

conquered land would provide colontes for the veterans

5w.w. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilisation (London, 1952),
PpPe 29ff. )

6

. ' 7Ibi.d., p. 4, acknowledging M. Rostovtzef{ Soctial
and Economic Htstogx of the HeLLentstL World (Oxford,
1941,, I’ Pe 700 oo

Badlan, pe 15.
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of the new legions. It was the new province of Asia -

‘which began all this, changing the attitudes of Romans

8

'.tdWard theilr own empire. It was profitable-~-and even

vital, to judge by Cicero's statement that the slightest
threat to Asla caused a collapse of credit in Rome o
Yet even this did not greatly damage the tradition of

non-annexation, for the Roman ruling classes found it

stmple enough to 'intervene' politically and economtcaLLy'

10

in other areas without the need of aphexatton. The

Romans certalnly made thelr presence felt, and were not
. loved: when the Pontic king Mithradates called for the
slaughter of Romans in the East, 80,000 I'talians died

1 Mithradates was eventually crushed, and.

12

Ln one day.
‘more Italians fLooded‘eastward.
By noﬁ, however, a new development had occurred.
Sulla's military coup;made a political impact on Rome
which even Sulla could not control..13 The foad to power
"was laid bare, and Lt ran'through-and beyond the foreign

“territory controlled by Rome. A training ground for

troops, a source of clientes and a mine of wealth in the -

form of booty, tribute, bribes and taxes--the extremities

8Badian, p. 48.
_ 9thero, impe. Cne Pomp. 18f.
10, .

Badian, p. S54.

© &
11 . :
. Memnon, fr. 22 (Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum,
ede. C. Miiller (Paris, 1848-74), 111, 234).

12

Badian, pe. 67.

13gyme, RR,"p. 17: 'Suila could not abolish his own
. example and preclude a successor to his domination.'

.




28

" of the empire, the East especially, offered all these.'
The opportunities for eastern conquests seemed vast.

Long ago, ‘at Magnesia and Apamea, Rome had dispensed

| l.:wtth the dread of an equal and threatening power; and

“'; Mithradates of Pontus was a threat to Roman interests,

_:but not to Rome herself. As far as the Romans knew,
-there were no equals left, only victims. But Rome had,
as yét, made only the sLiéhtest contact.wtth the Parthian .
empire. ' | |

+ @ ® . .

In protecting the prévtnce of Asta, the Roman senate
had to keep careful watch on the growing power of Mithra=-
dates of Pontus. In 96 B.C. Marius met Mithradates in
Cappadocia and delivered a stinging wérntng: be stronger '

than Rome, or submit to her commands.l?

Mithradates de-
ctdéd that words were cheap, and, with the help of Nico-
" medes of Btth}nta,'he occupied Paphlagonia, GaLattﬁ and
Cappadocia. But just as suddenly, the aLLt#nce broke
R down, and Mithradates was forced to obey a stern order

" from the senate to withdraw. Forming a new-aLtiance,
this ttﬁe with Tigranes of Armenia, Mithradates aéain
invaded Cappadocia, expelling Ariobarzanes and {nstalling

the puppet, Gordius. The senate finally had to act. The

task of .restoring Ariobarzanes was assigned to the proprae-

, . tor of'CtLLcta,for 92 B.C., L. Cornelius Sulla, Sulla

“_ apparently was more or'Lgss'on his own, and employed the

“ forces of'Roman aliies to-accompyish his assténmeht.‘s

- 1%prut. Martus 31.

15pilut. sutla 5. .
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It was at this time that the noted first encounter with
the Parthians took place. |

. ,Parthta'Q‘posttbon was strong. The prese@t king
'of Armenia, Tigranes, had at one time been a hostage of
'lﬁthe Parthians, and was only released at the cost of |

16 Tigranes remained

.'seventy valleys' of Atropatene.
a friend and ally of the Parthian king, Mithradates II,’
while also forming an alliance with Mithradates of Pqn--
tus. .The_generﬁt-tnterpLay of these three eastern powe;é
-did not preclude for Parthia fears concerntng_the grqwtng'
: power of Pontus--fears shared by Rome. Parthia had no
desire to ally in any way against Rome, and the request
made by the Parthtan envoy who met Sulla was for 'friend-

17 and.pérhaps for an allti-

ship and alliance' .with Rome,
ance both offensive and defensi.ve.18 Sulla, on his own
jauthortty yet totally consistent with Roman fqretgn pol=
. tcy} chose to interpret }frtendshtp' Lh the Roman way.
-To ask Rome's friendship was fo submi t toléifentshtp.
Though they had filled a portion of the vacuum
Left by the decay of the Seleucid empire, the Parthians
were rot at thts_time a dominating force in the E;st, as
l'wgs Mithradates of Pontuse. However, there was no reason
ye; clear why the Parthians should have to scrape before'

the Romans. Sulla's arrogance'(qnq,tgnorance) caused

Mithradates of Parthia to form an.alliance wttthtthradates

1654 rabo 11, 14, 15.

17PLuto Sulla 5.

B 18Debévot_se,.p. 46, -.°

s
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19 and perhaps a marriage tie with Armenta.zo

of Pontus,
| Twenty years passed before, the Parthians again

‘had direct contacts with Rome. In the meantime Rome
continued its policy of opposition to any 'aégresston'
by Mithradates of Pontus. He was'driven out of Greece
by Sulla, who enriched himself ana his Loyal troops. in

" the process. Bithynia was backed in a war against
. Mithradates. When Nicomedes, the king of Bithynia, died,
the country was annexed by Rome, but invaded By Mithra-
dates. The senate sent out L. Lucullus and Aurelius

Cotta, the conshls of 74 B.C., to correct the situation.

Meanwhile, Parthia was having difficulties. The

", Armentian king, Tigranes, had been a friend and ally of

the Parthtén king, Mithradates I1; buf when the latter
died, Tigranes proceeded agatﬁst the new king,.Gotarzes,
takingback the !seventy~vallefs' as well as a great deal
of Parthia's north and west vassal regions.

Lucullus won victory after victory against the
kingdoms of Pontus and Armenta;ZI- In the winter of 72/71,
' Mithradates of Pontus appealed to the reigning king of

19.Appi.an, Mithe 15,
20

This depends on the dating of Avroman Parchment I:
the present information results from dating according to
E.H. Minns, 'Parchments of the Parthian Period from Avro-
" man tn Kurdistan,' JHS 35, 1915, pp. 22-65. But a dif-
ferent dating is argued by M. Rostovtzeff and C.B. Welles,
'A Parchment Contract of Loan from Dura-Europus on the Eu-
phrates,' Yale Classical Studtes 2, 1931, pp. 1-78. The
problem tnvolves correlations of Seleucid and Parthian
methods of dating documents and coins, and I feel unquali-
. fied to judge. But Tarn, CAH, IX, p. 586, n. 2, wishes
to retain Minns' dating until further evidence comes to
light, and Debevoise, p. 47, n. 70, accepts Minns.

e 21Dade Magie, Roman Rﬁte_&g Asta Minor (Princeton,
' 111950), pPPe 323-46. o . '
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Parthia, Sinatruces, for atd against the Romans. > The

22 yhether it was_merely the

aged Sinatruces refused.
caution of an old man, or é genuine desire on the part
_of the Parthians to remain uninvolved, it is.impossible
to determine. Three years later, in 69 B.C., a new
Parthtan king, thaates II1I was still trying to keep
Parthia out of the fighting, or at lLeast hoping not to
anﬁoy any potéthaL-vtctor.l Phraates négottated with
both sldes, seeking amity and offering nothtng.23 |
‘'Mithradates and Tigranes offered to return the. 'seventy
valleys' and other lands in exchange for a Parthian as-

24

sault against.the Romans. Lucullus, who had already

received a Parthian embassy, now lLearned of these double
\ . M . " .

negotiations. Through his allies; Lucullus made threats

and promises to Phraates, who sent back envoys to estab-

25

lish friendship and alliance with Lucullus. But

- Phraates soon felt betrayed, for LupuLius' legate and |
representative, Sextilius, seemed more Ltké'a spy.26
‘Negotiations apparently broke dbwn, and LuéuLLus con=-
sidered it time to attack Parthta.2’ |
The question here is, to what "extent does LucuLLus
actlon reflect an officftal Roman policy? Parthia had

. pefused to act the vassal after the encounter with

22yemnon, fr. 43. 2 (FHG, III, 549).

"~ 23plut. Luce 300 - o

2%yemnon, fr. 58. 2 (FHG, 111, 556f )e

" 2541, 36, 3.

" 261pi4, . /

27pLut. Luc. 30.
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Sulla, and had tn fact formed closer ties with Pontus
and perhaps Armenta, enemies of Rome. However, Parthia
. had so far remained quite neufral during Rome's Long'_
‘struggle with Mithradates. Most Likely, Lucullus acted
on his own authority for his oﬁn aggrandtzement: there
was much hostility in Rome against LucuLLus'-ﬁtLtng war

upon war to extend his proconsular command.28

Having
already subdued two Eastern kings, Lucullus perhaps
thought a third would not be difficult to defeat. But

he did not haie a chance to test the Parthians in battLe,.

29 Tnis

for his own Roman troops refused to go further.
probably reflected no soldierly fear of the Parthians,
_but stmpie exhaustion. :
Lucullus was very shortly superséded by cn. Pompelus
.'Magnus, who had been highly successful against the Cili-
cian pirates; he aLso>had the support of economic inter-
ests at Rome, who were anxious for a swift setflement
Jagatnst the tenacLOus‘Mtthraddtes.3o
Pompetus,.Mtthradates and-TLgranes all seemed to
value highly the support of the Parthtahs. Ihe two kings
- 'renewed thelr offer of the territory thch_TLgranés had

31 Pompeius made the same of=-

32

setzed a few years before.

fer, though the land was not yet his to give. Phraates

28
29

30btc. impe. Cne Pomp. 6 and 78 Cicero, speaking for

Pompetus appotntment, tmmedtately appeaLs to his Lts-
teners' sense of revenue. . -

Plut. Luc. 30; and Badian, p. 38.
Plut. Lbid. ' |

C 3y, Cary, CAH, Ix, P 377. |
| 321btd. -
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_chose a side at last, and attacked Armem.a,33 though

a further and perhaps greater motivation was provtded
by a refugee son of the king of Armenia. Tigranes the
Younéer had fled to the Parthian court and requested

‘ald in overthrowing his father.>*

It was a very sensitive sttuatton, and our under-
'standtng of it must targely be hypothetical. Tigranes
the Younger apparently preferred the ald of Parthia to
that of Rome: vassalage under the disorganized Parthians
offered a prospect of less severtty or permanence. |

Phraates had a great deal to gain, or regetn, from Ar-
| menia, but there is good reason to believe that a treety
" had been made by Pompelus and Phraates to establish Par-
_ thian neutrality.>> Perhaps Phraates felt that Pompelus
:_ would be soothed by the fact that the Parthians would
f:now be the enemies of .the enemies-of Rome.
_ The effect of the alliance, if we can call it that,
was that while Phraates held down Tigranes, Pompetus had
-~ a chance to hammer Mithradates. The Parthians drove the
Elder Tigranes back into his capltal, Artaxata, and then -
- displayed -one of the characteristic weaknesses of Par-
thian arms, the tnabllity to lay slege. Phraates with-
‘.'drew most of his forces, lLeaving a detachment under the
Younger Ttgranes to press the stege. But the Elder Tt--
granes broke out and scattered his son' s forces. The

'younger Tigranes sought heLp. His first intention was

33
s

Dlo 36, 45¢
4Ioid.
" 361pid., S1.

\




“”j: mined by right and justice.
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. to join Mtthradates,:but, realizing that the Pontic
king was even worse off than himself, Tigranes fted
to Pompelus instead. Using tﬁe refugee as a gﬁtde,
Pompelus marched into Armenta. The Elder Tigranes made
.an abject surrender without a f‘tght.36
In Pompetus' sethement, Tigranes the ELdér re-"
tained Armenta_proper, hts.son recetved Sophene and
| Gorduene, whith meant that tpe Parthians gained nothing.
Tigranes the Younger was not not satisfied with his
share, and was placed under close arrest by_PompeLus.37 3
Sophéne and Gordueﬁe were then given to Ariobarzanes I
;of Cappadocta.38 Phraates occupied Gofduene, a border-
Land on the upper Tigris, ﬁhtch was'éctuaLLy still in
.the possession of Tigranes the ELder.- Phraates sent an
| embassy to Pompelus asking that the Younger T(granes be
" handed over and aLso’requesttng an agreement which would

39

make the Euphrates a border. Pompeﬁus refused to re-

turn Tigranes, and sald that boundaries would be deter-

40 Pompeius then wrote a

"G'Letter to Phraates, addressing him as 'king' rather than "

‘his accepted title 'Ktng of Kings,' a definite insult.

The letter cgncerned Gérduene, buf.wtthout walting for

"an answer Pompetus sent his lLieutenant, L. Afranius, to’

 36Magie, RRIAM, ppe 351=7.
‘. 37 . .
~ 38sppian, Mith. 105.
39

Plut. Pomg. 33.

Plut. POmE_O, 34,

401p14.
' *pio 37, 6.

N
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t“_ fighting is unclear in the sources.

' COMMON enemy.

35

occupy the territory. Whether this was done without
42
_ Phraates obviously felt that he had a ctaim to
‘the territory. He probably felt betrayed at being
-.drtveh out, and.began to wonder if he had any rights
at all as far as the Romans were concerned. The an-
-swer was No. Pompetus, Like Sulla, wanted the Parthy-
; aﬂs as vassals. Thé'Roﬁan was perhaps shécked that
.they were so zealous about making demands when little
zeal had been displayed by the Parthian military in
tts slege of Artaxata. They had not fought lLike vas-
-sals;.they would fecetve no spoils. By this time the.
' Parthian and Armentan kings began to realtzenthat they
,.must not damage each other i{n the presence of this '
43
Except when he wanted them for military allies,
”iPompetus was consistently arrogant and even rude to
‘the Parthians.. Quite naturally for the Roman, it ran-
, kled that the Parthians refused to act like vassals.
But was it worth a campalgn to make them submissive?
‘The Parthténs had shown no desire to threaten areas
west of the Euphrates, nor had they manifested any
threatening mLLl._t_ary'capathLtty.44 Perhaps Pompelus
hﬁd the military acumen to foresee the difffculties

of such a campatén: and Pompelus, unlike Lucullus,

42Debevotse, Pe 75, ne 18.

Bpio 37, 7.

44J. Dobié§, 'Les Premiers Rapports des Romatns
‘avec les Parthes et L' Occupation de la Syrte,' Archiv
- Orientalnt 3, 2, 1931, pp. 244 gnd 254=6, :

)
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knewiwhen to stop pushiﬁg his men. Pompetius had gatnéd
80 mucﬁ; perhabs Parthtan.submtsston did not seem worth.
the effort at the time,
* . . I TR
A few years later, tn 55 B.C., another incident

occurred which Lllustrates the confuston of Roman~Parthi-
an relations at this time.- Abéut 57 B.C. Phraates III
had been murdered by his sons Orodes and Mithradates,

45

who {mmediately quarrelled over the throne. 'The Par-

~thian nobility eventuaLLy expel led Mtthradatgé and ac-

6 Mithradates immediately went

cepted Orodes as k_i.ng.4
to the prdconsul of Syria, A._Gabtﬂtus, who had been a
legate of Pompetué, and requested assistance in his re=-
: i/storatton.47 ‘Gabintus agreed, and marched a detachment‘.
across the Euphrates; but he stopped short when he re-
ceived a lucrative offgn from Ptolemy Auletes of Egypt,_
“who was aléo in need of festoratton. Abandoning the
Lesé profitable Parthian enterprise, Gabintus turned_
‘bécklacroés the Euphrates.
The two most Lnterésttng points to be noted in
" this adventure concern Mithradates® eagerness to receive
help from a Roman, and éablntus'-Cantdence in his own
abtlity to impose a settlement. '
| In view of the pfévtous forty years of eipertence

w(th the Roman, no eastern prince codld have been so

43pto 39, 56.-

46Justl.n 42, 4, 1; that Surenas was a key figure
tn Orodes' success: Plute. Crass. 21, '

. *pio 39, s6.

N
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nat?e about the implications of asking Roman 'help'
that he could hope to escape genuine vassaiage sub=-

- sequently. If Mithradates did aspire té such hope,

. perhaps he was relying on Gabtntus'to act on his own,-
motivated only by greed and not poilicy. Of equal in-
" terest s Gablnius' self-confidence. Mithradates must
‘have spoken convincingly of the possibilities of a
sﬁccessfut'takeover, berhabs arguing that a genuine
~state of civil war existed. Indeed, after Gabintus
‘reneged, Mithradates on hts own won over the important
clties of Babylon and Seleucia, where he even struck

8 Moreover, Gabinius had no reason

cotns of vtc;ory.4
~to doubt the athLty of Roman arms. All in all, there
.seemed nothing to lLose and money to gain: and, Lf the
.Roman were tnteres;ed,.thts_was an opportunity to put
.patd to Parthian 'Lnsglenée.'. But, with Gabinius side=-
1tracked for more money, the opportunity had to wait.
Mithrgdates' civil war proved short-lived. By the

i end of 55 B.C. Orodes had retaken Babylon ahd Seleucia,
and captured and executed his brother. The civil war,
~while still {n progress, was knownrto'h. Ltctntqs'Crassus

49 who with Pompeius was consul tn Rome for that:

tn Italy,
yeare. | .
A few months before, at the critical Luca confer-

encé, arrangements had apparently been made whereby Cae-

,saf could remain in Gaul and Pompeius and Crassus become

: 48Justi.n 42, 4, 2; Wroth, p. 65; and D«.Sellwood,
- An Introduction to the Colnage of Parthia (London, 1971),
. pe 115: Nike is depicted holding wreath and palm branch.

= +*pyo 40, 12.
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consuls. It was perhaps aLfeady agreed that Crassus,
 recelving Syria as his province, should attack Parthiae
_ This {s not '"Roman foretgn policy,' but the lack
of Lte After Sulla had shown the way, the restraints
-were gone. As Badian writes: 'Naturally, there are
now no limits except convenience to calculated aggres-
ston by Rome's represer\tatt.ves'.'s1

Marcus Crassus was'nbw to be Rome's 'representa-.
tive' to the Parthlans. Under the circumstances, there
was nothing unusual about his wanting war with Parthia:
Lt seemed prime ground for questing after military glory
and riches--the §ng'ggg:ggj of any Roman dynast. Cras-
sus had served well under Sulla, carrying the day at the

battle of the Colline gaté, and later he commanded the

army which defeated Spartacus; but he was in no way an

" emlnent general.>? Crassus' wealth was proverbial and |

Jyet dwarfed by the riches of Pompetus, who Lliterally
owned a great portion of the Near East.53 Parthia was

‘still awalting exploitation: the transtit trade was an

attractive féature.sg

-

And it seemed so easy. Lucullus and Pompeius had

'_.made swift work of peoples whom Crassus perhaps equated -

507arn, CAH, IX, p. 605

51Badi.an, Pe 87. . '

S2p E. Adcock, Marcus Crassus, Millionaire (Cam-
bridge, 1966), pp. 9, 27, and 50-4.

53

. 54That this was Crassus main atm, see P, thes,
Proc. Camb. Philol. Soc. 144, 1929, p. 1f. Refuting
GtLes, see Adcock, Pe e 49,

Badian, p. 84.

.

50
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"wtth the Parthians.>> Besides, there was civil war in
Pérthta, which made everything seem perfect, ahd Cras-
'*sus was #Lstbty ea.ger.s6 | |
| Almost immediately, however, there was opposttton'.
‘within Rome.  Caesar and Poﬁpetus already possessed the ‘
‘best troops, so Crassué had to lLevy the dregs; such
'Levtes, for a useless war, angered the plebs, and Cras-
sus had to be protectéd by the popular Pompetus.>’ The
,tribung C. Atelus Capito led the anti-war sentiment,
~ and, with elaborate ritual, he laid a curse on Crassus
as-he marched out of the City in November, 55 B.C.S8 |
The detalls of this-campatgn have been discussed
in many places, and need not be rewritten here: but a
' number of Lntéresttng points should be noticed.
Adding the levies he brought with him fé the Syrian -
garrison taken over from éabtntus, Crassus now had a
férCe-of seven Legtons, with extra cavalry suﬁptted_by
his allies Abgarus of Osrhoene,-ALchaudontus, an Arab
'chief, and Artavasdes, who had recently succeeded tou '
" the throne of Armenta.>’
| The first year (54) was spent’ Ln minor operations
in ﬁesopotamta. Crassus crossed the Euphrates, chased
'_ouf the Parthian satrap, and garrisoned ;owns in Osrhoene

-falong the river Belik, a tributary of the Euphrates. This

35Tarn, CAH, IX, p. 605.

.J'-56Plut. Crasse. 16,
57 1bi4.

* 581bid.; and see Clcero, ad Att. 4, 13.

:SgPlut, Crasse. ZQ.
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/

j5 i_estabLLshed a bridgehead extending some fifty miles

into Parthian terrttory, and gave his raw .troops a

" taste of action, though perhaps giving them and him=

“.self a false impression of the Parthians. While the
I garrLsons held the bridgehead during the wlnter} Cras< .
- sus went back to Syria to train his troops further and
to plunder tempLes.60 |
When Crassus fthaLLy set out again, the Armenian
king Artdvasdes-urged htm;to go by way of the Armenian
hills, which would provide cover agalnst Parthian caval<
~ TY. But Créssus insisted on gétng by way of Mesopotamla, .
~. where he had left his garrisons. At this point, Arta-
vasdes took his forces home.®! |
- These delays had given Parthia time to prepare.
The civil war was over, and Orodes-planned his strategy
with his general, the/head_of the Suren clan, Surenas.®?
The main attack wouLd_very Likely come,througﬁ Armenta,
where Orodes now took the main Parthian army.
Crassus' strategy was very conventional. The Roman
“Legton had long ago superseded the Macedonian phalanx as
ihe highest expresston.of'anctent warfare. Bydmo&ern

standards, such warfare was still very narrow: a stylized

and organized version of Neanderthal 'clubbing, hand to

- 6OPl.ut. Crass. 17; Dlo 40, 13; Josephus BJ 1, 179
‘and AJ 14, 105; and Tarn, CAH, IX, ppe. 606-7.

61Pl.ut. Crasse. 17; details of the battLe are drawn
- from Plutarch's account.

62'I‘he name Surenas is not a personal, but a family

| z'or clan, name. It is somewhat officlal, and many historie

ans write 'the Surenas.' Since the name, for us, is not
very descriptive, I prefer to use a personal form.

A )
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hand. The idea, for a general Like Crassus, was to
guide the legions up to the enemy; and let the legions
“handle the problem from there.®3 Crassus had no in-
‘tentlon of avolding the enemy.

64 Crassus

There i{s no mention of siege equipment.
probably expected the Greeks of Seleuctia fo greet him
with a revolt against the Parthlans.. Once in the city
and resupplied, the'Romans_couLd welcome the thevltabte
battle with Orodes' main force. ‘Then on to the Bast;

~ An envoy sent by Orodes to Crassus announced that
tf'thts were an ofchiaL war of the Roman people, thgn_
it would be without quarter; but {f Crassus invaded
Parthia for his own profit and against the consent of
his country (as Orodes understood the case to be), then
the Parthians would take into account Crassus' old age |
and have pity. Crassqs—betorted that he would give his
‘answer in Seleﬁcta. He would never get that far, said
the Parthian, pointing at his open palm: 'Ha(r will grow
here, Crassus, before you look upbn SeLeucLa.‘65
| Between Crassus and Seleucia was Surenas. A romantic -

figure in history, much contrasted‘ﬁtth Crassus: half his

age, born for battle, a king-maker, Surenas was the head

" . of the second greatest family of Parthia. He had been

. left behind by Orodes, not coﬁtemptuousty in any sense,

but entrusted with the real strength of the Parthian

milttary forces--Surenas' personal army of cavalry.66

’

* 63Tarn; CAH, IX, pe 606,

. %yoted by Adcock, p. 53.,
65

®6pLut. ibid.

Plut. Crass. 17-18; and Dio 40, 16.
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- The heavy-armed cataphracts acted as shock-troops; the
Lighter cavalry possessed unique skills with the short
composite bow. The tactics in which Surenas had trained
his men were .sui ted perfeétly to the open terrain of
Mesopotamia. . There was no way Crassus could reach Sel-
eucia without somewhere crossing open tefrttory, and
Surenas would bé readye. -

Crassus was the victim of a great deal of treachery,

especlally concernirig Lntelligence.®’

But he was easily
decelved exactly because he probably would have acted
the same even {f his tnteLLtgeﬂée reports had been per-
fect, Admtftedly, archers and éttngers and cavalry all
had their separate and relative importance--even in the
Roman army.' But it was absurd to expect them to stand
up to a Roman legion. A decade before, while campaigning
in Iberia, Pompelus had.fought oriental archers: like the
Athenians at MQrathon, his legionaries simply rushed them.68
.Besides, everyone knew that quivers are soon emptied. So,
.when Crassus finally did make contact with the Parthians—-
when the kettle~drums sounded, and the arrows cLoudéd the ' -

| sky.and then rained down on the locked shields of ‘the
f  Romans--i{t was some time before the Romans began to worry.

- The long étrtng of camels, lLaden with the surplus of ar-

. Tows, was a great part of Surenas' contribution to milti-

- tary sclence. The'dtiiston of archers, some shooting

-Low, frontal trajectory and some ‘high, exploited the

lLeast vuLnerabLttty-of the legionaries, and the Parthtan

$7bLo 40, 214

68y, cary, CAH, IX, p. 379.
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 .cataphracts and ptkemen dismantled the shaken 'tortoise'
~.formatlons of the Romans. When a rushing counter-attack
.Was Launched, the Parthians retired: ffesh suppltes-of
hor;es made them swift and untouchable, and the 'Paftht-
an shot' made them deadly. Carrhae, not Crécy or Agin-
court, ftrst'proved the full potential of archery and
mobile tacttcs,i
» » * . »

The Romans began a painful retreat; though disci-
' thﬁe and morale were low, the hopeless terrain discour-
aged a rout. Sureqas pursued them to wtth;n a few miles
of the Armenian hills, where he realized that'they might
yet escapé surrender, or destruction. We cannot know
, which fate Surenas wished for the Romans. Plutarch and .

Dio give an account of treachery: Surenas shouting ( Loudly,

" for the soldlers' benefit)®? that the Parthtans had made

their polnt and were now ready to let the Romans leave,
70

“* 7 {f Crassus would come and discuss a truce or make a

treaty by which Rome abandoned all claim to territory

7 Dio's Crassus is trusting,

east of the Euphrates.
Plutarch's ts not. In etther source the Roman'sofdters

were adamant for a truce. Crassus had no chotce but to

"-go with the Parthians, who insisted that a document be

.. -ditions.

- stgned, 'for you Romans have  not good memories for con-

172 But when the Parthians seemed to force

. 89y doubt in Greek, which many of Crassus' officers.
. would know and could qutckly translate for the anxious
=troops. .

7°Ptut. Crass. 30. __ > : _
'71 ' 72 . ST
Dlo 40, 26, - "TPlute Cra;s. 31.

A )
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"Crassus onto a Parthtaﬁ horse, a scuffle enéued, and
: Crassus and a few others were killed.
| Was there really a treaty waiting to be stgned;'.
zilor was Lt a ruse, as implied by Plutarch and Dio? -The
. truth cannot eastly be distinguished from the Lronic
elements of the story--the mention of the Euphrates as
a border and‘tﬁg reference to Roman lack of faith--
which reflect previous Roman-ParthLan relations, Anq
.even ify for the pfesent narrattve,'these elements are
apocryphal, still they were meaningful to our ancient
sources. .

After Craésus was slain, the Parfhtans did not

'lproceed to slaughter the Romans, but took 10,000 pris-
oners, while another 10;060 escaped to Syria. 24,000

73

- had perished. The last casualty was Surenas; Orodes

now feared him too much.to let him live.
The Parthtgns, possessing the Roman eagles, were in
thelr glory. The territory east of the Euphrates was

74

now definitely Parthian, and king Orodes came to terms

with Artavasdes of Arhenta, whose sister now married

Orodes' son, Pacorué.
The Parthians did not follow up their victory with
any major attack,. possibly becguSe_the personal army of
Surenas was without its Leader.7s Pacorus led a few
raids into Syria {n 51 B.C., but was driven off by C.

76

'  CassLus Lpngtnus, a-suthvbr'of Carrhae. But, that a .

g 73PLut.'Crass. 31; and Tarn, CAH, IX, p. 611. .

_:_74Debevotse, Pe 93. ., | |
i .. l 75M. ,I Pe 920 - | | ) . . . 76DL° 40.: 28,
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huge invasion was feared in 51 B.C. can be seen from

the letters of Cicero, who had just been appoilnted

proconsular governor of Cilicias. There wére uprisings

a “in Syria, and many districts, sick of Roman fuLe, wel-

comed the prospect of Parthian control.77 Roman forces

‘in the East were insufficient eveh to keep order:78

. Pompeius and ngsar, in mutual distrust, Jealously.

_kept thetr legions in Spain and Gaul. '

| The Parthtan tnvastoﬁ.waé never any sﬁch thinge.
The Romans did not comprehend that tﬁe Parthians were

attacking with swift cavalry, not for cénguest, but

- for booty, destruction of broperty, and far the shock

79

Zvélue and prestige. ALtpough the Parthians were cut

up badly on one occasion by the able Cassius (who adopt-
- ed Parthian tac-ttcs),80 Pacorus was not driven off; but,

.when the Loottng'was done, he withdrew to winter quarters

'tn'Cyrrhesttca,'the area between Zeugma and Anti.dch.81

The danger for the coming year still seemed great.

'There was talk that Caesar or Pompelus should be sent

82

| out to take command. When {t was decided that Pom=-

pelus should go, Caesar turned over to him a tegtbn fqr

“the expedttton.s3

"’pLo 40, 28.
78¢tc. 2ad Fam. 15, 1, 3-5.
79Debevots‘e, pe. 100, T 80Dto 40, 29.

81cic. ad Att. 5, 21, 2.

®2caelius tn Cic. ad Fam. 8, 10, 2; ad Att. 6, 1, 3.

'83PLut. Pomp. 56 calls it a 'pretence,' and Ln Ant.

35, Antonlus tries to . insure that the troops wilt actu-

ay}y go to Syria. R
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| . CaLpurntﬁs Bibulus, the governor of Syria,
“tried a diplomatic scheme to forestall any Parthtan.tn-
vasion. He persuaded a disaffected Parthian satrap to
'f-jotn in on a plan to place Pacorus on the thr;me.84
-That result was not achieved, for Orodes heafd of the

" plan and recalled Pacorus:8°

jwhtch perhaps was all that
was hoped for.._The invasion panic died down.

For the next nine years the Pgrtﬁians made no ag-
gressive moves across the Euphrates. They may have
been distracted by activity on their own eastern fron-

_tter.86

Yet Parthia became slightly tnvotyed in the
Roman civil wars.

Pompeius sent L. Hirrus and perhaps other ambassa-
dors to Orodes..87 As a condition for alliance, the '

Parthian king demanded Syria. Pompetus refused, per-

88

haps because Hirrus had-been imprisoned, or because

.Pompelus had married the widow of Publius Crassus, dead

- with his father at Carrhae. More stmpLy,'the price was

SR impossible. Syfta was a vital part of the empire for

which Pompelus was fighting; Lt was through his eastern
campalgns that Syria had been annexed Lnto the emﬁtre,

and the province was fllled with Pompelus' clientes.

846 40, 30.
85Justtn 42, 4, 5.

86Debevotse, p. 104, arguing from the fact that no
tetradrachms were struck between 52 and 40 B.C.: see R.H.
McDowell, Coins from Seleucta on the Tigris (Ann Arbor,
1935), PpP. 184 and 221.

8710 41, 55; ‘and Caesar BG 3, 82.

-®pio 42, 2. -
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B  Latér,'after Pharsalus, Pompelus considered Parthia
as a possible refuge and base for renewed resistance
to-Caesar, but he was persuaded by an argument that
the Parthians were'treacherous, and went instead to

89 That Parthia, having no reason to love Pom-

Egypt.
petus,éhould be considered as a possibte ally shows

__Poﬁpetus' desperation and hints at how much Crassus'

war had truly been Crassus' and not Rome's. The Par-
thiaﬁs did {n fact ald the Pompetaﬁ general Q. Caeci-~
Lius Bassus, whose Legtons-were besieged in Apamea by
.- the Caesartan C. Antistius Vetus in 45 B.C. Vetus was

90

driven off with losses,” but the Parthian force (led

by Pacorus, who was again in: favour) did not linger,
perhaps because of the Lateﬁess of the season.91
It was not because of the atd'glven Pompeian forces
" or for any other immediate reason of security that the
Dictator Caesar began elaborate plans for an attack on

Parthta.?2

The‘shame of Crassus' lost standards proba-
: bly affecfed Caésar as little as it had Pompeluss Ex-
ternal motivations were lacking; the Roman state couLd,-
and did, survive without a campa(gn against Parthia.
Perhaps Caesar felt he could collect wider support as

3

the victor of a gréat foreign war than as the survivor

89PLut. Pompe 76, Of cour'se, in Egypt Pompeius
was promptly slaine :

%cic. ad Att. 14, 9, 3.

pio 47, 27; and Applan BC:4, s8ff.
92Posstbly planning began as.early as 47 B.C., but

.. there is no certainty: M. Gelzer, Caesar, Politician and
1,.Statesman, trang. Peter Needham (Oxford, 1969), Pe 305.

L)
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. of a civil war,93 or perhaps he found war less fright- -

- ening that the civil task ahead of hime°% Cicero did

“ . not reckon Caesar would ever return aLtve.gs' Perhaps

96

* Caesar agréed.. In any case, the obvious target was.

:Parthta. No Longer Just an insolent vassal, Parthia,
" since Carrhae, had interfered in Roman affalrs and
had acquired a great reputation: Caesarian propaganda
reported a Sibylline prophesy that only when Led by a
king could the Romans be vtctorious over the Parthi--
: ans.97 The independent existence of another empire was
'-unpalatabLé to Rome. But, aftef defeating Roman arms
and demonstrating an ability to strike deeply into Ro-
man territory, the Parthians had become intolerable.

Caesar's preparations Qere massive--another indi-
cation of Rome's thered opinton of Parthia. Sixteen

'Legtons ahd ten thousand cévatry were col..l.ected.98

9 and-arms were

100

' Gold was transferred to Asia Minor,

fabricated and ;tockaLed in Thessalye. One legion

101

was sent:tmmeqlétely to Syria, six others to winter

93pdcock, CAH, IX, pe 713.

94That Caesar was running from responsibility, see
_Syme, RR, Pe-53.

95th. ad Att. i5 4, 3' 'tLLe nunquam revertisset.'

: 96Suet. Caes. 87; and Plut. Caes. 63. The ominous

statements he made before his assasstnation may have ac-
- tually referred to the comtng Parthtan campatgn° Gelzer,
' ppo 325-6. . . . .

" 9plut. aes. 60.. .. “®applan BC 2, 150
N 99NLcoLaus of Damascus 189 ,'
s 100 SR

Plut. Brut. 25.

"-lolApptan.gg;4; 58,
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. in Apollonia, together with light-armed troops and

. cavalry.

Octavian, supposedly there to study philosophy, but

. instead learning military tacttcs.‘_o3 '

When Caesar was slain, the campaign was scrappede.

102 Also in Apollonia was Caesar's nephew

Yet the magnitude of the plans Left its mark: the sense

that a clash between Rome and Parthia was tnevitablie.

192pptan BC 3, 24; and Do 14, 9. -

103Suet. Auge. 8; Apptan BC 3, 9; PLut.'Bfut. 22;
Cice 43; and _A_IEO’ 16. ' : .




Chapter Three

Antonius and Roman Affairs in the East

The assoclation of Augustus and 'the Parthian

* Question' began very eafly {ndeed. While still a'
youth, he was expected to accompany his adoptive father
~on the propoéed expedition against the Parthtans. Jul-
tus Caesar sent the boy to Apolionia to train with the
‘army being organized there.! But with the death of
Caesar, the expedition was cancelled. Octavian was ad-
vised by friends to take over the expedtttondry force

2 Octavian chose to -

in Macedonia and march on Rome.
lLleave the army where {t wés, but sent immediately to
Asta for the money that-Caesar had transferred earlier
‘for the Parthian war.>

In Rome, a strong hand had taken charge after
Caesar"s'assassinatton. ' Marcus Antonius immediately «
gatned consular command of_Macedonta.4:'But the ar-
rangeﬁent was made palatable to thé senate througﬁ the
"assumptton'that the Macedonian legions would indeed still
be used against Parthia: Antontus enticed the ambitious
P..CorneLLﬁs:DoLabeLLa with the prospect of executing

Caesar's war agalnst Parthia. Dolabella accepted the

| lvell. Pater. 2, 59, 4; Apptan BC 3, 2; 9;.and. Suet.
"Augo .80 - R ' . ]
~  %Nic. Dam. 18.. - 3Ibtd. 18,
- %cie. ad Att. 14, 9, 3 {Apr. 18th).

Ky
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- governorship of Syria, assuming he would receive the

. "Macedonian Legtons.s But then'AntonLuslbegan manoeuvring

 Ito keeb the legions. He started a rumour of an invasion
i'of Macedonia by the Getae. The Senate investtgated and
| found no truth in it, though the danger was admitted.
"Antonius made the statement.that everything was quiet
- on the Parthian frontier.® Next he moved to exchange
.his provincefor that of Gaul. To avoid opposition in
" the senate, a pleblscite was paséed; Antonius received
Gaul and was expressly allowed to transfer the six Ma-

7 With this, Cae-

- cedonian legions to his new command.
sar's expeqfttonary force was.dtsmantted.

By the time the lLeading assassins, M. Junius Brutus.
and C. Casstus Longlnus, realized thaf their position
was deteriorating, Macedonia had been stftpped of Lts
; troops. Still, Brutus seized Lt, while Casslus travelled
to Syria, outstripping the governor-to—Be, Dolabella.
;Casstus.was still weLL.known in the East.. He had been
' Crassus' quaestor in 53 B.C.; and had led back the sur-
vivors of Carrhae.? Durtqg the cavaLry ratds of Pacorug
in 52 B.C., Cassius kept his forces in Antloch, but even-
| ;tuaLLy ventured out to harass the retreating Parthian

'f‘orces.9 Now in 43 B.C. Casstus went é€ast and discovered

a remnant of Pompetus’ forcés; one_Legton'éommanded by

~SApplan BC 3, 1, 7-8 and 3, 5, 1. .
1bid., 3, 3, 25.

Teic. ad Att. 14,114, 40

8Pl.ut-.; Brut. 43,

9qgc,‘5g At;x 5, 21, 2; and Frontinus Strat. 2, 5, 35.
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- Qe Caectilus Bassus, besieged in the town of Apamea by
- 8lx Caesarian legions. All seven legions came over to
'Casstus. Among Bassﬁs' force was found a conttngéht of
Parthian horse-archers. They had been teft by-Pacorus,
who had answered an appeal from Bassus, But later with-
~drew most.of his forces because of the lateness of the
_season.lo The'Pgrthtan bowmen now became part of Cas-
sius' force. They helped htm-tn defeating Dolabella
late in 43 B.C.li. But then, in preparatton for the
_strﬁggte against Antonius and Octévtén, Casstus sent
the Parthtan.conttngent back to Orodes, along with
presents and ambassadors seeking a larger for;ce.12 Oro-
~des hesttated,13 but apparently did send a Parthtan force,
which did not arrive tn time to fight in the battle of
Philippt.l4

If the Parthtansfyere to be punished for this new.
crtme,-that of sidtng with the Losers,-the punishment
| - would not come from Caesar's helr, for Octavian was ale-
lotted the West, and the grduous task of settling vet-
'-erans on conf@sgated Italian soile. The preéttge of |
Philippi went to Ahtontus, and he c¢hose to stay in the
Bast to regulate affalrs and squeeze out funds.ls

Antonius may already have been contemplating a .

- 1%,5 47, 27; and Apptan BC 4, 58f. See p. 47.
1pio 47, 30.

' 12Apptan BC 4, 63f.

pio 48, 24, s.
{?Apptgn.gg 4, chs. 63, 88 and 99; and Justin 42, 4, 7. _

X lssy,ne, &R.’ 'p. 206. .




;War agalnst Parthia.

arid money to be raised.
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16 If so, thefe seemed to be no-
rush about it: there were minor scores to be settled.

17 These activities, including

'a rald by one 6f Antonius' lieutenants on the wealthy

trading centfe of Palmyra, cauSed.bad feeling, which
may have contributed to the success of the Parthian
assautf of‘-4O_B_.C.18

- When Casstius had been negottiating with Orodes for

Parthtan_auxtltartes,'oneiof his envoys was Q. Labi.enus,19

_son of Caesar's legate, T. Lablenus, who had deserted

" to Pompei.us.20 Stranded after Philipptl and_rLghtLy a=-

fraid to return to Italy, Lablenus joined in a Parthian
tnvasion of Roman territory in the spring of 40 B.C.

It is meosstble to estimate to what extent the

'Parthians required tncttement from Lablenus- to spur
.'them to the attack. }xzwould prove to be more than a
fmene repetition of the raid-in-force conducted by Pa-

| corus a decade earlier. There were indications that Oro-

.des was iLnterested in expansion westward, espectally for

economi{¢C reasons: to controy more of the transit trade.21‘€

,'Incréased issues of cotnagé indlcated an expansion in

22

commercial activity. And the Palmyrene traders who

16p1ut. Ant. 25, 1.

17ppptan BC 5, 4, 15ff. © - 81bid., 5, of.
1%.ivy Eptt. 2, 78; Dio 48, 24, 4; Ruf. Fest. 185

and Florus 2, 19.

2oCaesar BG 8, 52, 1- :
.21McDOWeLt, PPe 219-20;i

" %21pi4., pe 170.-
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had fled to the Parthian court may have uttered pro;
- vocative encouragements.23. This may help explain why
the invaston was not begun tmmediately after Philipptl.
| The Parthians had to watch for the possibility 6f an
early attack.from Antonius; meanwhile the evils of
'Roman rule were building support for the Parthians
among the peop;es west of the Euphrates.24 Also, {t '
was probably known to the.ParthLans-that Ahtontus had
gone to Egypt.zs . ' . o
The Parthian force, Led jointly by Labienus and
Pacorus, swept through Syria, défeatthg tts governor,,
L. Decidius Saxa, in a pitched battte.26 Roman sol-
':dters deserted to Labienus; Apamea was taken without
"resistance. The Parthian force'wés:then divided, Labi=-
enus driving successfﬁLLy into Asta Minor, Pacorus go=-

27 Labienus drew much sup-

ing south along the cgast.
port from local kings and tyrants who proved that their
’LoyaLty was not so much to Rome as to their former pa-
" tron Pompetus; with whom Labienus could be.cLoseLy {den-
' .ltlft.ed.z8 While Labienus was tronically styling himself

129

*Parthicus Imperator, Pacorus was being welcomed at

. 2pptan BC 5, 9f.

. %%pio 48, 24, 8. |
. %5Ibtd., 7; Applan BC 5, 6, 52.

261 {vy EpLt. 127.

%7 justin 42, 4, 7; Dlo 48, 25; and Plut. Ant. 28.

28$yme, RR, pe 259,

. 2%y.A, Grueber, Coins .of the Roman Republic in the

British Museum (London, 1910), II, p. 500. Issued tn
. both gold and silver, apparently from Antioch, the coin
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"~ Sldon and Ptol.emats,30 where he established the first
Jewish ktng to rule tn five hundred years.31 Even the .
Nabataean Arabs were obedient to the Parthians.-*
Working to the Parthians' advantage was the colnci-
dence of their tnvasion with the outbreak of the Peru-
.éLne war in Italy. Antontﬁs received first news of both

33 and he started out aéatnst the Par-

at thg.same time,
thians, but on the way recetlved from his wife Fulvia
~ further information on the situation in the west, and
chose to sall with his fleet to_ItaLy.34
Séveral months passed before Antonius was certain
| that the situation in Italy would not require the abili-
ties of his best general, P; Ventidius. Ventidius was
'now sent ahead to confront the Parthians, while Antonius

‘rematned in Italy until the winter of 39 B.C?s'ﬂe then

-

was for-use among Labienus' Roman troops. Dio (48, 26, 5)
notes the irony of the title, usually taken by a generaL
from the name of a conquered people, here being used by

- Labienus, who is helping the Parthians in thelr conquests.
Grueber believes that, in the legend QLABIENUS PARTHICUS
IMP, the PARTHICUS {s not necessarily qualifying the IMP,
but could simply be a name Labienus has taken for himself.
-But Strabo (14, 2, 24) describes how Hybreas of Mylasa,
one of the few LocaL rulers to oppose Labienus, sent the
Roman a taunting message that he intended to call himself
. the 'Carian Imperator. '

. 3%0sephus AJ 14, 33011 zo, 245, and BJ 1, 248ff.;
~ and Dio 48, 26, 5.

-~ 3ljos. AJ 14, 379 and 384ff.
32

- 33
34

Jos. g_-_l 1 9 276
Pl.ut. Ant. ‘300 .
1bid.; and Apptan BC 5, 6, 52.

'35Ltvy Epite 127, Front. 2, 5, 363 Plute Ant. 33;
Dto 48, 391
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moved to Athens, where he could survey the actions of
'WVentidtus as well as those of his friend C. Asintus
Ppllto, who was'flghting in tﬁe Bai.kans.36
._ -Vénttdius, who had served Caesar and had displayed
HsLmLLar-speed and flexibility, effectively dealt wlth
 the Parthians by respecting thetr pecultar tacttcs.37
As Lt turned out, Ventidius did not encounter the
hounted archers he had expected (and perhaps dreaded);
The Parthian miiitary had changed Ln the last few years.
The victory of Surenas against Craséus had slighted the
rest of Parthia's nob(Ltty. The ageing Orodes could nof
forestall the nobles' destre'to replace the mounted arch- .
ers with formattons of heavy caval.ry.38 These Ventidlus
found easy to defeat, and tn Ctitcta he conquered and
killed Labtenus.39 Next he vanquished éhe Parthian poble
'Pharnapates'at-the Amggus Gates, the entrance to Syria.qo
| Pacorus, who had not been-wtth the army which now with-'
drew from Syria, reorganized it and invaded Syrté again
{n the spring of 38 B.C. - Ventidtius finally crushed the
- Parthians at Gindarus, where Pacorus:himself was-slatn.
This was given tremendous stgntftcahce'by the Romahs,_as

Lf avenging Crassus' death.41

36pLut: Ant. 33. -

*7Front. 1, 1, 6 and 2, 5, 36; Applan BC S, chss 65,
75, and 132f.; and Dio 48, 39-41 and 49, 19-22. _

38Tarn,'géﬂ, X pe 49.
*%io 48, 26 and 39-40. .
“ibig. 48, 41, 1. -
- *plut, Ant. 34; and Florus 2, 19, 9.

1Y
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Next VentLdLus assaulted those Syrian ctttes thch
had supported the Parthians. Parthian admintstration
had apparently been popuLar among fhe cities; but a dis-
play of Pacorus' head was a successful inducement to sur-
render.'.42 | |

Yenttdtus' only reported reason for not following
up his victories with an invasion of Parthia was his
fear of Antonius' jealousy: well-founded fears, according
to Plutarch, who reports that Antonlus,soon rushed in |
.during Ventidius'! mopping=-up operations and took over
command, lest all gLory.gLory fall to Vénttdtus aione.43-
But there were other reports that Ventidius had accepted
'a bribe Ln return for sparing a city, so Antonius was
forced to take command.44 Ventidtus returned to Rome,
~and was the-ftfst Roman to celebrate a triumph over the
Parthtans.45 T

Ventldius' success was beLowed'qﬁtckLy by the suc-
“cesses of two other Antonlan lLieutenants. C. Sosius,
who replaced Ventidius as governor of Syria, proceeded
to paCLfy Judaea; and P. Canidius Crassus secured Ar-

menta by force and began campatgns toward the Caucasus.46

" Antonius, who had thus re-asserted Roman control tn the

East, began a re-organizatlon of the East's political

42510 49, 20, 4.

“3plut. Ant. 34; and Dio 49, 21, 2.

44Jos. A) 14, 439-47; Dio 49, 20f.; accepted by Tarn,
CAH, X, 53 |

45pLut. Ant. 34; and Dio 49, 21, 3.

*SpLut. Ant. 37; and Dlo 4_9, 22, 3f,

. A )
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'istructure, which had prdvgn?itse&f unreliables .
There wére only threéikbman provinces in the area,

Asia, Btthynta and Syria. A Ehatn of kingdoms was now
.formed, which ran from Pontus to Egypt, and'most of the
"terrtfory was consigned to four kings: Polemo, Herod,
_Archelaus and Amyntas. Chosen by Antonius, tHese men -
were new Leaders'who did not belong to any dynasttic
lines, but had proven. their loyalty to Rome, or, rather,

to Antontus.47

~Armenia was only loosely attached to
:,thts group. Though the Armenian king, Artavasdes, had
deserted Crassus in 53 B.C., Canidius had brought Ar-
mentia under-cdntrol in 37 B.C., so that Antonius was
éonftdent of using tt as a base of operations {n the
near future. o

Antonius reconstructed the East as he wanted Lt;
all his measures had . been rattfted'by'the_senate in ad~

48 The arrangements gave Rome a more secure

vance.
eastern frontier; but, more tmpoptantly,.Antontus now
had a powerful body of clientes who were loyal to him
- personally. There_would be support at his back whether
he marched eastward agatnst the Parthians, or wesf.

It seems clear that Antontius haq ilong tnten&ed to
attack Parthia. After the re-organization of the East
following Venttdtus; victories, Antonius was delayed by

the need to aid his fellow-triumvir, Octavian, agatinst

47Tarn, CAH, X, p. 52; Syme, RR, pp. 260-2; and Magie,
RRIAM, pp. 433-7. That the method of governing indirectly
was not new, but that Antonius' particular contribution was
in his outstanding choice of men: see, Hans Buchheim, Die
Ortentpolitik des Triumvirn M. Antontus (Hetdelberg, 1960),
po 93. . ) o . .

48_Appi.an__B_g S, 75 i , .-
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the pirate-dynast Sextus Pompeius, son of Pompelus

Magnus.49

In return for his aﬂd, Antonius had expec~
ted Octavian to give him 20,000 troops for his war
against the Parthlans.> Understandably, Octavian
could never bring himself to pay up. In the next year,
36 B.C., when Sextus.had been defeated and Lepidus haq
been eliminated, a sense of balance wés felt, which
seemed to mean the end of civil dt.ssensi.on.s1 Octa-
vian pfomised to restore the constttﬁtton when-Antbntus'
should return from the Parfhtan war: he was sure An-
~tonius would be wi.l.l.i.ng.s2

There were a number of reasons for Antonius' at-
tack on Parthia in 36 B.C. Though Ventidius may have
' somewhat avenged Crassus' defeat, the captured standards
and prisoners were.sttLL'Ln Parthta, whose territory
rematned inviolate. ?he-East, neWWre-organtzed, had to
bé made secure. The Pafthtans had shown again in 40~
387B«C.. not only the ability to attack Syria, but also,

53

this time, the desire to hold tt. Rome's new vassal

kings--Antonius' theﬁtes--wouLd be more reliable (f

the oriental competitor were removeéd, and an extension of
54

‘the sphere of vassal kingdoms could even be hoped for.

z

49rpptan BC 5, 93.

50rbi4,., 95; and Dio 48, 54, 1-3.

Slapptan BC 5, 132.

521bid.: -as an indication of Octavian's views on
the Parthian war, this remark eludes interpretatton.

53Tarn, ggg; X, Pe 483 and McDoweLL, PP. -219-20.

5

4Syme, RR, pPe 263, _
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Then there was the rivalry with Octavtan, Far
from belng mired down by the awesome task of settLing_
the veterans, Octavian had emerged as the soldiers'
.. friend. And in 36 B.C., as Antonius must have real-
{zed, Octavian was at last achieving a military vic-
tory (over Sextus) which would justify the military
aura of his reqentty adopted éraenomeﬁ, Imperator.ss
Antontius' monopolty of military glory would be broken;
yet the conquest of Parthia could re-assert his pre=
dominance. It might also cast Antontus as the truer
helr of Caesar, something to outweigh the prestige of
'Octavtan's i.nhex."tted-name.“’.6 Moreover, it seemed a
éood time to attack. Now, as in the time of Gabinius
apd again of Crassus, there was unrest in—Parthta.

'Ktng Orodes was unbalanced by the death.of his’
‘eldest son, Pacorus, in-38 B.C.; a new heir was de;tg-
nated, Phraates, the eldest of Orédés' thirty sons.57'
Before the year was ended, the impatient Phraates did
away with his father and, for safety's sake, killed all

58

his brothers as welle. Many Parthian nobles, whose

power - had increased in the last jears of'Orode§ rétgn,'
were now forced to flee, some-seektng refuge with Afto-

| ni.us_.‘s9 ‘At this point a very curious figure makes his

SsThts raenomen is first seen on coins struck in

38 B.C.: Grueber, Colns R. Rep., II, 411ff. .

| *®Tarn, CAH, X, p. 66; Cle. Phil. 13, 24 quotes
Antontus: ‘et te, o puer, qui omnia nomin{ debes.'

.57Justtn 42, 4, 11-16; and Dio 49, 23, 3.
- 58

59

Plut. Ant. 37; and Dio ibid., 4.
Plut. lbid.; and Dlo ibtd., S.'
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appearance, a Parthian notable named Monaeses.
Our sources report that Monaeses approached Anto-

nius and offered his services for any attack against

60

Phraates.” Antonius welcomed him, and, likening his

61

case to that of the exLLed'ThemtstocLes, gaVe him

62

three Syrian cities to rule, and promised htm the

63

Parthian kingship as well. But then Phraateé de-

stred Monaeses to return: perhaps because of the fﬁro;///
among the Parthians caused by Monaeses' t‘.l.i.ght.64
Phraates offered promises.of safety, and Monaeses was
content to go} and Antonius content to let hlm; though
he did request the return of the lost standards of Cras-
gus and the captives. This request, not surprtstngly,
"went unfulfilled,

The whole episode Ls odd. Monaeses was probably

65 a very important

the Warden of the Western Marches,
part of the Parthian military-political hierarchy, s¢
ft Lé extraordinary that he should flee a new king in
first place. That the fugitive should then suddenly
trust tn the promtées-éf,such a man as Phraates seems
.dubious enough, but when the same Mon#eses ends up com-

'mandtng the Parthian forces agathst Antonius--a hoax of

60ni0 49, 24, 2.

61PLut. Themis. 29, Antonius is following the ex-
ample of the Persian king who gave ThentstocLes three
cities to rule.

2put. Ant. 37; and Dlo 49, 24, 2.
3pto ibide, 2. |

65Rostovtzeff and Welles, 'Parchment Contract,
ppo 45-8. See p. 71 . .

Ibid. -

N
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some sort may be suspected.66 It_may have been an in-

'teLLtgence mission, and Antonius may have suspected

'50.67 Perhaps Phraates recalled Monaeses when the mis-

‘sion was completed, or given upsa--or when the risk of
truly losing Monaeses became too great. Antonius may
pave been happy to refurn Monaeses with whatever in-
formation Antonlus chose to dtvul.gé.69 Or perhaps An-
tonius feared that by detatntng Monaeses he would Lose
the support of other Parthxans.7o In any case, Anto-
nius was himself preparing a ruse: by-returntng Monaeses
along with envoys requesting Crassus' standards and cap-
tives, he would give the impression of continuing nego-
flattons, thus lulling Phraates into a false sense of
securi.t:y.71 |

The information we have on this matter of Monaeses
demands further explanation, for which we lack evidence.
~ The myStgry of ‘Monaeses does not end here; and from later
events it appears that the loyalty which Monaeses felt
most kéenLy, from the vefy start, was to himself.

Another {mportant occurrence which can be connected
with Phraates' opposition to the Parthian nobititf is

the re~institution of the mounted archer as the basis of

66Tarn, CAH, X, pp. 71=23 assumes a hoax, but Debe-
voise, pp. 121-3, sees none. That Monaeses was in com=
mand is gathered from Plut. Ant. 44 and Horace Od. 3, 6, 9.

67

68111 4.

691414,

Tarn, fbid.::

00 49, 24, 4.

71plut. Ant. 37; and Dlo 49, 24, 6.
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‘Parthian military tactics.’? The nobility's heavy
'cavaLry'had failed completely agalnst Venttdtué.' The
horse~archers, who had sLaughtered Crassus, had stince
been beaten only once, and then but sL}ghtLya-by Cas~-
sius, through such un-Roman tacttcs as an ambush and
feigned r"etreat.73

Antonius was not unaware of the rigk of meeting
Parthian horse-archers. Rejecting Crassus' strafegy
of driving east across Mesopotamia in order to make
contact with the énemy, Antonius' strategic plan was
for an advance up through Armenia and then southeast
through MedLa Atropatene--mostly terrain unsuited to
cavalry fighting. Parthia's Median allles would be
knocked out first, then a drive could be made on Sel;
 eucia. ' | _.

It was Laté in the”bprtng before Antonius joined
his forcgs with those of Canidius tn'ArmenLa. He now
had a force of 10,000 cavalry, Gallic and Spanish, a=-
_Loné with 60,000 leglonaries. Another 30,000 troops
wefe subplted by other nations, notably, 16,000 cgyat-

74 These were led By Artavas@es, the

ry from Armenia.
very king who had remained an ally of Parthia since

the ‘time he withdrew his forces at the tast moment from
Crassus' army; in fact,.the late Pacorus haa been his

brother-tn-Law.75 Canidius had only recently conquered '

72Tarn, CAH, X, pe 71.

73btlo 40, 29; and Front. 2, 5, 35.

7%pLut. Ant. 37.

75pLut, Crass-66.
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the Armenians, as well as the tribes of the Caucasus.76
But now Antonius, perhaps relying on Artavasdes' hatred

of the Median king (also named Az".tavasdes),77

depended
on the Armenian as an ally: a risky thinge.

‘Antontus tried to do too much too quickly. No pro-
per base was established where his men could rest after
their march.to Armenia. Antonius immediately started
out;'though {t was late in the year. We cannot know
" whether this was strategy or meré impatience. Since
the land ahead wouLd prbvide no materials, Antonius had
to bring siege equipment with him. Thlé slowed his |
march, so he divided his force:_twé legions and the Ar-
.mentans'were to bring along the equtpmedt as fast as -
poéstble, while Aﬁtontus took the cavalry and the best
. infantry and hurried to the capital of Media Atropatene,
Phraaspﬁ;78 He besleged-this well-garrisoned town,
working with mounds until his siege tratn could catch
“up. It never did, for the Parthian horse-archers slipped
around and destroyed it, jﬁst as Crassus had_been de=-
stroyed.. Artavasdes the Armenian had again found {t
wise to dese'rt.?9 o : ' '

Antonius'\positton was untenable, though pride made
him linger. Eventually he began the harried retreat. A
repetition of Carrhae was prevented by Antoﬁtus' personal

80

leadership and by a strange evente. A Parthian named

76
""Dlo 49, 25, 1.

78

Plut. Ant. 37.

Ibld., 3; and Plut. Ant. 38.

*

®pLut. tbtd. . 8%pone. 2, 13, 7.
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.Mtthradates entered the Roman camp and, expressly
‘stating that he spoke on behalf of his cousin Monae-
ses; advised Antonius on‘whtch route would saQe him
from di.sast;er_.a1 So Lt did, but Monaeses' motives need
expLanatton.. _
| Surenas,'after éarrhae, had been exécuted by the
- envious Orodes, and Phraates was no less ruthless than
his_father. Monaeses may well have coﬁstdered this,
‘and decided to keep other channels oben. The message
~of advice td Aﬁtbnius may have been Monaeses' way of
lestabitshtng, or perhaps re-establishing, an amicable
tie.
Thué-spared from destruction, Antonius' forces

Limped back to Armenia, the nearest haven. Circum-
stances compelled Antonius to éurb'hts anger with Arta~

82

vasdes, and revenge would have to walt. Antonius y

- travelled, in advance of his army, to Syria, and at the
coastai village of Leuke Come he waited for Cleopatra,
who brought clothes and supplies for hts_méh.ssl That
‘Antonius choée to rendezvous at Leuke Come rather thén'
Tyre or Sidon may indicate that he feared the Pgﬁ%hians
had aLfeady swept through Syria,'wtth fts cities rising

84

~{n revolt. But, on the contrary, the Parthians had

- fallen out with their Median allies over the booty.ss

.81
82

Plut. Ant. 47,

Dio 49, 31, 3.

83pLut. Ant. 51

* 8%rarn, caH, X, p. 75. .

85pio 49, 33, 1.




66

" The Median king offered his services to Aﬁtontus for
war against Parthta; and particularly to join in on
Antontus' revenge agatﬁst Armenig. '
| Another assault on ParthLanas out of the ques-
tion. First of all Antonius had already claimed vic-
-tory,86 despite the fact that he had lost a third of
: hts'men, and those left were not likely to favour an-
| other try. Antonius' right to enlist troops.in Ifaiy

87 'Octavian was the obstécle. He

was a dead tetter.
‘explatined neatly thaf Antonius had no cLatm.to I;aty
since he was in sole possession of Media and Parthia,
acqulred by the brave deeds of Antontus' sol.dters.88
Cleopatra now forced Antontus to reallze who hts-reaL
énehy was: anything else, even Parthia, could be his,
but only after he had done away with Octav'L'an.89
But first he hag;to re-establish his position in
the East. A ceremony; full of symboitsﬁ meant only
- for Eastern consumption, was held in ALexand}ia, at
" which time Antontus made the' famous 'Donations,' par-
B celling all of the 6rient among his and Cleopatra's -
o children. Cleopatra herself, now tb be called ’bueen ’
of kings,' was é;ven Egypt ;nd Cyprus._ Caesarion, to
be called 'King of kings,' recetved Syria and all the

reglon west of the Euphrates as far as the Hellespont.

86pio 49, 32, 1.

87
88

Syme, RR, p. 225,
Pluts Ag;; 44,
89Tarn; CAH, X, pPpe 76-7. Buchheim, pp. 87-8, agrees

_ that at this time the coming conflict with the West was’
~ affecting Antonius' activities in the East.
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His brother, Alexander, was. given the yet unconquered
'areas east of the Euphrafes as far as India. And thelr
systér Cleopatra received Libya.go One of the boys was .
dressed for the ceremony in Macédontan garb, the other
.tn Median, and they Were-accompanied by bodyguards of
the appropriate nationality. Theilr mothér, CLeppatra,
adorned herself in a robe sacred to Ists. !

The more mundane matter of Armenia was more poli-
tically {mportant: Armenia must Ee punished. waever,
a year was lost in deaLthg wlth the troublesome Sextus
Pompelus, who was seeking refuge in :the East and who at
one ttme'éven made overtures to Phraates behind Antontius'
Back.92 Antonius at last was free to invade Armenta
early in 34 B.C. He setzed Artavasdes, with whom Octa-
vian may have been in secret negoti.afton,93 but Arta-
vésdes{eLdest son Artaxés escaped to Parthia. The Median
king was rewarded with Lesser Armenté.
| Antonius himself made no move against Parthia at
this time, and Plutarch notes that there were rumours
of internal strife among the Parthians.>? Antbni?s
strengthened the alliance with Media: a_mutuaL aid

'phct was formed, whether against'Pafthta,or Octaviane.

o 49, 41, 1-4.
plut. Ant. 54.

%3 1bide, 39 and 41.

?Plut. Ant. 53. Buchhelm, p. 87, says that Antonius
specifically abandoned a 'second invasion' of Parthia in
order to face the challenge from the West with unimpaired
resources. I question that any second invasion had been
planned for the near future. : ' E '
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Troops were'exchahgéd, and a force of Romans aided the
~Median ktng in defeating the Parthians when they tried
to recover Armenia for Artaxes. . But when AntonLus with-
drew his Roman troops and yet kept his Median auXLLLartes,
Phraates was able to sweep in and place Artaxes on the
Armentan throne, keeping Media for himself (30 B.C.).%%
\'Such,"tt would seem, were the dismal results of
all of Antonius' military efforts in tﬁe East. However,
| as we shall see, there is evidence that Antontus toox
part tn, or perhaps instigated, an endeavour to humble
Parthia through means other than the tradttional methods
. of outright miLitary'conquest. The new abproach was the
‘pltan to replace Phraates with a king friendly to Rome:
in other words, a vést extension of Antonfus' eastern
client-kingdoms. This effort was pushed, not always
strenuously, for nea:;y—ten years,'even-Long after An-

tontus had been replaced in the East by Octavian.

- 95plo 49, 44, 4; and Plut. Ant. 3.




Chapter Four
The Parthian Civil War, 35-29 B.C.

~ Slmultaneous with the conflict bétween Antontius
and Octavian, é civil war was raging in Parthia. Why
and when this war began cannot be determined exaétLy, |
- but a close esttmate.éan be made.

Phraates IV was not an endearing ruler, and h{s '

.long reign of thirty-six years may be attributed to a
cétculated,'and probably necessary, ruthlessness aimed
lat exttrpattng all opposition. Justin reports that
after Antonfus was defeated in 36 B.C., the returning

1 Justin here also uses the’

Phraates was insolentior.
.'word reddi tus, but weﬂknow in fact that Phraates was
-never -on the battlefield, thoﬁgh he had sent his per-
sonal bodyguard to join the other Parthian cavalry
,fances.z The Parthians were'commanded by that very
Monaeses who had eariter fled tO'Antontus.3 *
Whether the civil war was the result of Phraa;es'
generally increased insolence, or due to something more
particular, the déte for the beginning of the strtfe may
-be brought very close to the time of Antonius' defeat.

As we have seen, the retreating Antonius feared that the

ljustin 42, S, 4.

%Plut. Ant. 44.

Y

31bid., 37, 46, and 48; and Horace Qd. 3, 6, 9.
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Parthians would swatLy invade Syria, but they did not.
There were reports as early as 35 B.C. that fhe Parthi-
ans were having clvil dissensions.? Phraates' datea |
'tetradrachms fall from 36 to April, 34 B.C.” The Par- -
thtans had quickly fallen out with the Medes over the
booty, and the Median king formed ttes with Antontus._
The Pafthtan civil war may have begun at the same the.6
The man leading the opposition to Phraates (s named by
Juéttn and Dto, tn similar wording, as %a certain Tiri-
dates.'’ |
Who was he? The 'certaln' may tndicate that he was

from outside the Arsaétd family, but, for the sake of
the traditlon, had assumed 'Tiridates' as a throne-name.®
Certainly, Phraates had seen to it that there was a
dearth of proper alternative candidates to his throne.9
And if, as Justin states, {t was 'the people' who de-

10 then Lt might have been

throned the cruel Phraates,
forced to look for a candidate who was not an Arsacid.
of course, 'Tiridates' may have had a more active

‘role in directing his own destiny. A Greek tnscrtptton'

4
5

Plut. Ant. 53.
Tarn, CAH, X, p. 78; and Wroth, p. xxx{x.

6The coln evidence does not, of course, record a
revolt in {ts incipient stages, i.e., before mints are
captured and coins issued, especlally from Seleucia.

7Justtn 42, 5, 6: 'Tiridatem quendam;' and Dio 51,
18, 2 : 'nives -npuSarou ! Both must come f'rom the same

source, possibly Pompelus Troguse.

8Tarn,'Ttrtdates II and the Young Phraates,' Melanges
Glotz (Paris, 1932), ps 835, . L

Sgustin42, 5, 1-3. . 4., 4.

N
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frqm Susa, dated by Cumont to the reign of Phraates iV,
_ refers to'a Tiridates as a general and possibly governor

11 perhéps a commander who gained fame in the

of Susa,
victory over Antontus.12 From a parchment of A.D. 12&

~ found tn-Dura-Europus we know the name of the éonteméo- .
'rary Warden of'the Western Marches, one of the four
gfeat march-wardens guarding the Parthian empire--it

14 2nd the

was Monaeses.13 The position was hereditary,
Monaeses of 36 B.C., holding the same post, was thg nat-
ural chotce for the command agatnst_AntonLgs.ls (Ihdeéd,
nearly a century Later yet.gnother Monaeses, a 'nobleman,’
was entrusted by king Vologases with the task ofltns;al-
-ling by force a Parthian candeate to the Armenian |
,throne.)lG |

| So, Lt is very likely that 'Tiridates' was actually
Monaeses. His relations with Phragtes were precarious;
‘perhaps for this reason he had ingratiated himself with
'Antonius. He mus t have been haunted by the spectre of
Surenaé, éLaLn by Orodes’ (Phraates' fathér) after the
defeat of Crassus. While Phraates was coming to blows.

with the Median king over the booty, Monaeses may'have

decided it was advisable to revolt while he could. Common:

11P. Cumont, 'NouveLLes Lnscrtpttons grecques de

Suse,' Comptes rendus de L' Academte des Inscriptions,
1930, pp. 208-20,

12Debevoi.se, p. 136; and Tarn, 'Ttrtdates,' pe 833.

13Rostovtzeff‘ and Welles, 'Parchmeht Contract,' pp.
19-30. _ o
' 14 _ .
.~ "Tarn, CAH, IX, pp. 588-9.
.' 15Tal‘n, 'Ttri.dates.".. po!' 836.

1604¢c. Ann. 15, 2.
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interest connected him with the Median king Artavasdes,
from whom he could seek ald. Artavasdes had quickly
‘allied himself with Antonius, who was thus in contact
with Monaeses.17

Dio says thét in 34 B.C. Antonius marched as far
as the Araxes,'ostensibLy to conduct a compaign against
| the Parthtans,abut was satisfied with arranging terms
with the Median ktng.18 Pfobably, Antonius was in-
vestigating the situation at first hand, to measure Ar-
tavasdesf strength as an ally énd the effects of the
civil war in Parthia. On the first potﬁt, certainly,
Antonius was sattsftéa: Artavasdes was given part of |
Armenia, his daughter was betrothed to Antonius' son,
and tfodps were exchanged as part of a mutual pact.
Antonius may have decided that he could accomplish a
.great deaL'agaLnst Phgaates'wtthout the need of himself
invadlng.Parthta agaln. '

This, I think, marks the beginning of Antonius'
support of Ttrtda£es directly, or perhaps indirectly
‘through Artavasdes. In effect, a triple:alliance a-
gainst Phraates now existed. Assuming (with Tafn)
that Tiridates is actually Ménéeses, then by heiping
td ptace him on the throne of'Rarthta, Antonius is onlLy
fulfilling the promise he made to Mdnaeses.tﬁo years

ea‘rl.ier.19

171--[. Ten Cate Fennema, anegtigggg Parthicae (Neo-
magt, 1882), pps 48ff. Even before the evidence from
Susa and Dura was brought to light, Cate Fennema had
suggested that Antonius, Artavasdes and Ttridates were
all working together. : .

**pio 49, 44, 1. 0 Vpiye. ant. 37,
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" With Armenia a province, Media in alliance, and

clvil war in Parthia, the East could be considered

fairly secure.20 Antonius could concentrate on the

crists in the West. Iﬁ 33 B.C. he ordered Canidius

to bring sixteen legions down to the sea-coast;21

22

This was most of his force in Asia,“” but some troops

were still in Armenia, where they were slaughtered
three years Later.23 | |

The course of the Parthian civil war is confusthg; :
As mentioned in the last chapter, Phraates at some time
between 34 and 31 B.C.:took a beating ffbm Artavasdes
the Mede when the Parthians first attempted to recover
24

Armenia for Artaxes. The date may have been before

33 B.C., Lf we assume that the Roman-troops which Dio
says Artavasdes empLoyedZS were those-wifhdrawn to the
coast Ln that year, though perhaps Dio is referring to
the troops Canidius left behind.

'_ During or after thts.engagemen;, Artavasdes may .
have been instrumental {n what appeérs to be Tirtdates'
e§entual success in capturing for a time Phraates'
throne. Phraates' tetradrachms fail again for 30 B.C.,

and we have only one, in June, for the year'bef'ore.26

20 21

Syme, RR, pPe 266, “’Plut. Ant. 56.
22 . 23..

Tal‘n, CAH, x, p. 77. DLO 51’ 36, 2.
2%1p14., 49, 44, 4. 251bid.

26Wroth, ppe xxxviti-xxxix and 135, A. Gutschmid,
tn his Geschichte Irans und seiner Nachbarlinder (Td-
binger, 1888), pp. 102f, maintains that for some period
before June of 31 B.C. a rival king was issuing coins:
not Tiridates, but perhaps a son of Phraates. Percy
Gardner, The Coinage of Parthia (London, 1877), p. 44
attributes these coins to Tiridates.
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Phraates fled east in search of aid, and eventuaLLy
found Lt among the 'Scythians.'2’
~ In September of 31 B.C., about the time when

Phraates fled eastward, the battle of Actium was ~f‘ought.28
-Antontus was no Longer tn a position to support Arta-
vasdes and Ttrndates; in fact, Cleopatra attempted to
enlist help from Artavasdes._z9 But Artavasdes, consid-
erlng that Antontus atready had Median contingents in

his possessi.on,30

probably felt that he could spare no
more, since Phraates was, certain to try to regain his
"throne with the help of his Scythian allies.

At some time th the yeaf which elapsed between the
battie of Actium and-the deaths of Antonius and Cleopa-
tra',31 Phraates with his Scythians came west and began
putting pressure on Tiridates. Both Parthian contendgrs
-sent envoys. to Octavian, who refused to.heLp el ther side,

52 Undoubtedly this was

1saytng he was busy with Egypt.
true. Now was not the time to assess policy and decide
on an active role. If he knew about Tirtdates; Octavian
) .ﬁay yet have been wary of him as being Antonius' mane .

Besides, it was so obviously a good thing that Parthians

27 justin 42, 5, S.

285i0 51, 1, 1.
291bids, 5,.5..
30

31DLo 51, 18, 2: after Actium, while Octavian could
still say he was occupLed with his war against Antonius
and Cleopatra, who were both dead by August, 30 B.C.

32Justtn 42, 5, 5 specuftcaLLy, busy with annexa-
tton and re—orgaanatton._

Y
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. were fighting each other.
By late 30 or early 29 B.C., Phraates had won sub- .
stantial control of Parthia. His tetradrachms begin in

33

March of 29 B.C.”® Tirldates and Artavasdes both fled

34

‘to Octavian, who was now in Syrta. The victorious

" Phraates overstruck the coins both of Tiridates and of
_Antoniu§.35

| Octavian, now at the head of the Roman empire,
presently found himself involved {n the'furmo@t in Pa:—.
thia, for Phraates' arch-enemies, Tiridatés and Arta-
vasdes, were in his possession. Clearly, it was Octa-
vian's move. -

However, before proceéding with a detailed examina-
tion of Octavian's policy toward Parthia, the following
two chapters (one concerning Augustan poetry and the
sec&nd concerning the -geéographical information current

in the age of the soon-to-be-Augustus) are offered for

the insights we might gain into that policy.

33Tarn, 'Tirtdates,' p. 832.

34Dto 51, 16, 3. Octavian was in Syria between the
summers of 30 and 29 .B.C.: Dio 51, 18, 1. Artavasdes'
son, Ariobarzanes, apparently accompanied his father and
Tiridates at this time: Dio 55, 10a, 5.

- 35sellwood, p. 146.




Chapter Five

Augustan Poets as Evidence for Augustan Policy

It is clear thaf Parthia recetived an unusual amount
of notice {n Augustan poetry, references somettmes'casuaL
sometimes grave, often linking Parthia with Bri.tai.n.1
IWhy should sattriéts and love poets write so much about
an area.whigh héd a negligible effect on their lives
and which, in any case, should have béeh the sole con-
cern of Augustus? But one quickly senses that the con-
cerns of Augustus do become the concerns of the Augustan
poets. | |

Whén-the poets' views on Parthia, or anything, seem
to mirror the tntereété-bf Augustus, questions of patron-
agé,-poettc i{ntegrity and propagénda are réised. Such
ﬁuestions are inherently unanswerable: {t is the very
evidence itself which is belng duestioned. And it is
the nature of propaganda to htdé t§self. StiLL,'qpme
general trends i{n that controversial poetry can be out-
Lined and some theories about that poetry can be de-

flated.

There is no strong traditional viewpoint among
scholars: only a vaguely accepted feeling that Augustus
was something more than a protector- of belles=lettres;

that some direction was indicated; ;hat'thefe was some

1See Appendix A.

.
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1y

enthusiasm from below and some pressure frqm above; '
- that some refusals were made; and that Maecenas' pétronp
1age could be somewhat compramisi.ng.2 -

The uniformity and mediocrity one ‘expects of real
propaganda {s altogether lLacking in the major Augustan
poets.3 Whether one depicts Augustus as lord of peace
or lord of war, there is bound to be something in the
poetry which goes blasphemously in the opposite direc-
tion. This variance Ls, for us, the proof of indepen-
dence,4:but it can also be termed incons}stency in the
'poetsﬂ bellefs--a stgh of tamperinge.

An avenue did exist by which ;he poets could come
to know Augustus' views--or, at least, what he wanted
them to know--throuéh Maecenas. A certain amount of

{mmediate agreement was naturat:_the poets spoke as art-

ists and citizens whb,had lived through the civil wars

| %E. Fraenkel, Horace (Oxford 133%7), pp. 220ff,
434-8; H. Bardon, Les Empereurs éﬁkia ines bttteraires

‘d'Hadrien (Paris, 1968), pp. 1-203; G. Williams, Tradi-

- tions and Originality in Roman Poetry (Oxford, 19685,

- PPe 44~-50; and H. Meyer, passim.

‘ 3They— are major not simply because they have 'sur-
vived; they were prominent among the ancients: see '
Suetonius' De viris illustribus. Panegyrists certainly
-existed, but, creating less art and being less universal,
they were no doubt less read and have not survived in
great numbers. Also; they would have been of less in-
terest to Augustus, who was discriminating: 'componi
tamen aliquid de se nisi et serio et a praestantissimis
offendebatur, admonebatque.praetores ne paterentur nomen
suum commissionibus obsolefieri.' (Suet. Aug. 89).

4B_ardon, PPe 76-7 and 89, n. 4; G. Willlams, p. 46;
see also Schanz-Hosius, Geschichte der rdmischen Litera-
tur (Munich, 1935), II, D. §; Paul van de Woesti jne,
TMécéne et Virgile,' Musée Belge, 1930, p. 261f.; E..
Gardthausen, Augustus und seine Zeit (Leipztg, 1891),

I, 2, pe 781; Fraenkel, pp. 221, 434, and 438; and E.T.
Salmon, 'The Political Views of Horace,' Phoenix I, no.
2,.1946-7, pe. 10, '
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.and tnto the world of the réstored republtc.s But if

there was disagreement or lack of interest, could the
patron's views be ignored? The economic and social de-
pendence was not abdeute: VtrgiL and Horace had been

materially aided, but Little is known of Virgil's de-

*\)

pendence, and Horace Ls characteristically exaggerated

concerning his. In Horace's case, the friendship of

poet and patron was genuine and historically attested.ﬁ'

Economically and socially, Propertius was the most self-
sufficlent; politically, the most outspoken.7_
“Were the poets approached to speak for the Prin-

8

éegs? ‘The evidence is the recusatio--the refusal to

‘write an epic in praise of Augustus.9 The excuses of-

fered--'tnability' and "my Muse forbids'--are fabri-
10

" cated. They could; they didn't want to; and, until

the Aepeid was producgd,-11 they didn't. Yet thelr

R. Syme, RR, p. 464.

6G Williams, p. 44; see Horace Epist. 1, 7; Suet.
vita Verge. 12, 31, and vita Horat.

7Propert. 2, 7, 143 Syme, RR, p. 466; R. Nethercut,
'Ille parum cautL pectorLs egit opus," Trans. Amer. Philole.
Assne. .92, 1961, p. 402; and Meyer, pe 68.

8I mean the type of serLous approach which would not
come to light as does Augustus' pLayfuL request made to

~ Horace, in Suetonius, vita Horat.

9G. Williams, p. 46; and Fraenkel, pp. 220-1,

' 10Sym.e, RR, Pe. 462, Of Horace, Fraenkel writes
(pp. 434-5): 71t is also possible that he was sometimes
perfectly sincere in pleading incompetence. He may have
felt that his production was slow and that, {f he was
to say anytthg worth saying, he had to make a sustained
effort.' But E.T. Salmon counters(p. 11): '[Horace's]
claim that he lacks the ability to do so simply will not
hold water; the man who wrote the Regulus ode need make
no apologies for his skill.'

11And the Aenéid is hardly a mere panegyrtc* in
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poetry is filled with laudatory passages, espectally

within the recusationes. This may be only to mitigate

12 and as a means of main-

13

the effects of the refusal,
taining a larger independence. Gordon. Williams be-
lieves the recusatio is merely a device, modelled after
a ‘poetic invention of Callimachus, by which the poet
pretends to refuse a pretended request, and, with pre;~
tended humility, verbosely lists the achievements whiich

he says he could not possibly treat.14

Yet Williams
admits thgt thetr ﬁttLttartan approach to the.recusatto
"gtves'tt 'a twist whtéh ﬁould have disgusted Callima-
¢hus.'15 Nor does Williams deny the probability that
Maecenas and Augustus éctuaLLy approached the poets with

requésts.16

The role of Augustus must now be examined. Pro-
moting good literature was certainly a worthwhile task,
but it was not done with dtstntereé;.17 The audience

was certainly greater than mere aristocratic Literary

fact, one scholar goes so far (too far!) as to describe
the Aeneid as a pamphlet directed against Augustus (F.
Sforza, 'The Problem of Virgil,' Classical Review 49, .
1935, pp.- 99ff.). For an excellent discussion of these
puzzling aspects and views of the Aeneid, see R.D. Wil-
liams, 'Virgil,' Greece and Rome, new.surveys in the
classics, no. 1 (Oxford, 1967), PPe 23=31.

12
13

Fraenkel, p. 434.

Bardon, pp. 76=7.

%6, witliams, p. 47.

151vtd., p. 46. :

161btd., pp. 87-8. |
1'7-Ba1:'<'ior\, p. 102; Scﬂanz-HosLus, Pe 4; and Syme,
RR, ch. 30: 'The Organisation of Opinion,' especially

L
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circles: it contained classes of people whose optinions

18 Augustus would know this.

mattered, and posterity.
Art which does not praise may become art which criti- -
cizes. It must also be remembefed that Augustus had .
always valued propaganda and the tnfluencing of opinion:
‘this was the man ﬁho had defeated Antonius largely by
convincing all Italy that she must pledge herself to a
holy war agalnst the East.‘19 : '

Augusius' personal contact with thé poets was oc-

20

-castonaL. It was-Maecenas who befriended Horace and

likes and'disttkes known. There is no reason to doubt
his tolerance: he was broadminded enough'to allow con-

21 And even more than Augustus, it was

trary'vtews.
Maecenaé wbo had the soft touch.22 To push too hard
WouLd-mean vitiating the art: the propaganda value would
be lost in becoming too obvious. Probably Maecenas, a

_true patron,'refined Augustus' request--=too much, perhaps,

185yme, RR, p. 468; and G. Williams, p. 50.

.lgsyme, RR, pp. 287493; and M;P. Charlesworth, 'The
Fear of the Orient in the Roman Empire,' Cambridge His-
torical Journal 2, 1926, p. 9.

20Bardon,'p. 89, n. 4; Suet. vita Verg. and vita

Horat.; Tac. Ann. 4, 34, 4; and Macrobius, Saturnalia 1,
24, 10-11. None of the evidence indicates a close re-
lationship between Augustus and the writers of the day:
the epistolary and stilted nature of those contacts proves

their infrequency. )

21Bardon, pPp. 102-3; and Schanz-Hosius, p. S. The
exception, Ovid, simply pushed toefar and in' the worst
direction: he was lucky to keep his Life.

Livy's 'Pompeian' views were rather easily tolerated

- by the restorer of the republic (Tac. Ann. 4, 34, 4).
22Syme, RR, p; 253; Bardon, pp. 102-3; and G. Wil-
Liams, pp. 44-6. . ,
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for Maecenas Was not 'Lnd-tspensabl.e.23 Yet his absence
was felt; the Literature languished beneath the pressure,
and relations between the Princeps and the poets stag-

. nated.24 The principate eventually created an atmosphere
conducive onlLy to ‘the work of fLatterers.zs

However, for years Augustus had the means of gently
expressing htmseLf to the poets. Andlthe poets were not
unWLLLLng to sing weLL-earned pratses, though they re-
fused to step down to the level of the panegyrist.

But what about all the forecasting and chatter
about conquering Parthia, and Britatn as well? The
poets' interest must have had an externaL source. The
view that they were, in thts matter, speaktng for ! re-
publican tradttion or 'public optnion' has little evi-
dence on its s1.de.26 In those references to Parthia and
Brttain we find the most- obvious tndtcattons of the in-

- fluence of Augustuse. .

This view wouLd be reJected out of hand by those
'who itdealfze Augustus as the peacemaker extraordtnatre,

_ who would have no use for such propaganda.27 Yet he

certainly did nothing to dtscourage the tau;.28 Those

23

. 24 Syme RR, p. 412; G, Witliams, pp. 87-8; and Bar-
_ don, PPe 102-30 -

25

Syme, RR, p. 409; and G. Williams, p. 87.

Tac. Ann. 1, 1.

26Mejrer, PP. 3 and 104; Schanz-Hostus, P. 4. These
views are attacked, successfuLLy, I think, by Brunt in
his review of Meyer. . _
B 27.Meyer is a good representative of this. -See also
.J+ Buchan, Augustus (London, 1937), pp. 1735 and 189-92,
and T.R. Glover, CAH, X, p. 512. :

38R.G;_Cotttngwood, Roman Britain and the English
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who view Augustus as a world-conqueror will use these-
references to Parthia and Britain as evtdence.zg Yet
why do they receive so much attention,lwhen Spain, the
BaLkans and Germany ylelded the actual mttftary.acﬁteve-

ments and annexattons?3o'

Settlements (Oxford, 1937), p. 72, writes that 'the
- intention of conquering and annexing Britain was gen-
erally attributed to Augustus, and...he never disa~-"
vowed Lt. Whether he entertained it is quite another
question.’

Augustus could disavow and discourage things: it

is known from Suet. 4gg. 53 that he discouraged the use .
of the word 'dominus' in reference to himself; and some
pall seems to have been thrown over the whole subject
of Augustus' most {mportant acquisition--Egypt, which,
because of {ts pecullar status, received Little con-
temporary notice. :

29Brunt's review of Meyer, pp. 170, 173-6; and
Wells, The German Policy of Au ustus, {ntroduction.

3O.Meyer, P. 57: '"Eine wesentliche Rolle spielt in
diesem Rahmen der Zeitsituation entsprechend die Nord-
politik des Kaisers. Ihr gegniiber treten die beiden
Hauptthemen der vorangehenden Zelt, Britannien und die
Parther, stark zurlick, und wo sie erwgdhnt werden, da
geschieht es,einem bezeichnenden, verinderten Sinne.'

Virgil died in 19 B.C., before the great northern
campalgns began. Horace lived until 8 B.C., when those
campaigns were at their height. About 12 B.C. Horace
wrote two odes celebrating victories in the north by
Drusus and Tiberius. Wars in Spain fought by Augustus
or Agrippa are mentioned in odes 2,6; 3,8; 4, 14; and
epistle 1, 12. But, for the numerous references to Par-
thia, see Appendix A. Propertius, who lived at least
to 16 B.C. and perhaps longer, makes several references
to Parthia and a couple to Britain, but never mentions
Spain or Germany. Ovid has a few words about the West
and repeats the formulas about Parthia, but he is not
of the same generation as the other Augustan poets.

By contrast, Velleius Paterculus, who served in
the East for at least three years and in Germany and
Pannonia under Tiberius for eight, devotes twenty chap-
ters to operations in Europe and six to eastern affairs
during the reign of Augustus.

In regard to coilns, there is nothing to compare
with the size of the issues concerning Parthia and Ar-
menia. " Discussing Augustus' colnage, Mattingly says:
'He writes large the tale of his Parthian and Armenian
successes, has less to say of the German wars and, not
surprisingly, nothing at all of the revolt of Pahnonia
and the disaster of Varus.' (Roman.meggLQL.lelklggglgg
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. The question may contain its own answer, if we con-
.stder that propaé;nda is,'gssentiatiy; not the'pratsé of
achievements, but the'gregafatton for them, or the com-
penéatton for tﬂetr lacke Little propagénda, before or
after, is found concerning Augustus' real military acti-
‘vitles: if a campaign {s a success, it will speak for |
Ltself of can be mégntfted later; if a campaign is a
.fatLure, the less said before and after, the better.

. ﬁut if efforts are being made to achieve some thing
by means which are not tnherently gLortous31--through
clandestine diplomatic bargaintng, for example~-then a
great.deaL of propaganda is called for to squeeze out
_the last ounce of prestige value. It was fhué with

Parthia, as wlth Britain.>? Both were distant and

(New York, 1959), p. 48). The only reference to wars in

Europe is found on a coin of 8 B.C. depicting a German

- hostage (H. Mattingly, Coins of the Roman Empire in the
Brittsh Museum (London,;.1923) I, no. 492,

-31Augustus' achievement in Britain was that, even
though he did nothing, he managed to create the quite
false impression that Brttatn)was 'ngost a Rgman coun-
try' (rai olkeiav opeéév 71 mapeakedacav Tois Popaion oAV ﬁ,v v;)‘aov
Strabo 4, 5, 3). Also see RG 32. . : K

. 32For this view of Augustus' use of propaganda, I
am indebted to R.G. Collingwood's article on Augustan
policy toward Britain, in CAH, X,.pp. 793-4: '...Augus-
. tus, who always had plenty to do nearer home, was in=-
- clined to shirk remote frontier problems. It was more
characteristic of him to advertise an intention which
he did not really entertain, than to abandon an enter-
prise once undertakene.... JIt is uncertatd].whether he
actually planned the conquest of Britain, only to be
diverted from it by other tasks, or whether, recognizing
from the first whether these tasks had a prior claim,
he only allowed others to think he was pltanning iteeeoe
C.E. Stevens (in 0.G.S. Crawford, Aspects of Archae-
ology in Britain and Beyond (London, 1951;, p. 332) dis-
agrees on the ground that what Collingwood proposes is
simply bad propaganda technique. But I think there was
wider scope in the ancient world for this type of

)
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causing no immediate peril, so'fatLure to measure up
to one's own probaganda—-though fallure Ls advisably
-to be kept quiet--is not as serious as_failure in
nearer and more vital regLons.' Concerning Spatin, fhe.
failures had to be hushed.33 -Fatlure in the Balkans

3% And in Germany; a minor set-

-caused panic in Rome.
-back'requtred that a scapegoat be found--M. LoLiLus,Ss
and a major setback gave rise to stories of Augustus
beating his head on a doo_r.36 | _

. To cothude, the Augustan poets' references to
' Parthpa are a reflexion of what Augustus wanted people
'tolthtnk: only this, but this very clearly. The point
" is not that the poeté misunderstood A-ugustus,37 but’
that they understpod only what he wanted them to. -Au-

gusfus' heartfelt intentions he kept to himself, and we

propaganda. Factual information was not swiftly or

. widely disseminated. There was no active, truth-seek-
ing press. Distant achievements did not have to mease--
" ure up to previous propaganda: the propaganda coutd
make small events great.

33Vel’.l.. Pater. 2, 90, 4 asserts that there was no
. trouble in Spain after Augustus left--a lie: see Syme, . -
RR, pp. 332-3 and 333, n. 2.

 *ell. pater. 2, 110, 7; Dlo 55, 31, 1; and Suet.
Aug. 25 and Tib, 160 Lo .
RR,

' 35VeLL. Pater. 2, 97, 1; Dio 54, 2, 4ff.; and Syme,
Pe 429, n.. 5. o ) -

36Suet. Aug. 23.

37Meyer, PP. 105-8; Dietmer Kienast, 'Augustus und
Alexander,' Gymnastum 76, 1969, p. 452; D. Magie, 'Augus+
tus' War {n Spaln,' Classical Philology 15, 1920, p. 339;
Tenny Frank, Roman Imperialism (New York, 1921), p. 346.
That the poets surely must have understood Augustus, see

W. Schmitthenner, review of Meyer's book, tn Gnomon 37,
1965, p. 161. ' E T

L
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will hot discover his forelgn policy by accepting at

face value the words of the poets.




Chapter Six
Auguétus' Geographical Knowledge.
and a Policy of World Conquest

Views df'Augustus' policy toward Parthia have gen-
erally been shaded by the image of the Princeps as the
-pactftc consolidator and administrator of a Mediterrane-
- an-based empire. If the {mage is altered, the policy
may be brought into new perspective; and, happily, P.A.
. Brunt ﬁas rendered this greaf’servtce by laying bare
séme of the vulnerable points in this trédittonal view
of Augustus.1 .bbvtous difficutttes arise as soon as
an examination is made of the invasions of Arabia and

3 all of which may

Etht.opi.a2 and the German campétgns,
'seem to trespass the requirements of front;er defence.,

The_martiaL'tone of the Res Gestae Divi Augusti and of

Augustan Lliterature in general, and the numismatic
celebrations of conquest also challenge the notiops of
the tradtttpnaLists. Brunt concludes with a radical
v;ew: Augustus was intent on conquering the world, lit-
eratiy; he would start in the north, after affairs with

Parthia had been successfully settled and shelved; then,

'1Brﬁnt, review of Meyer, ppe. 170-6,

28. Jameson, 'Chronology of the campaigns of Aelius
Gallus and C. Petronius,' JRS 58, 1968, pp. 79ff.

3

Wells, The German Policy of Augustus, passim.

L
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- had not the impossibilities of the North exhausted his
hopes, Augustus would have turned his.full force against
the East, until there was nothing lefﬁ to conquer.
~ Brunt's well-argued opinion is based most heavily |
on two hypotheses. One is that the.Augustan poets were -
instigated by the Princeps to advertize his intention - |
of conquering the world: so we need only believe what
we reade. 'I have trﬁed {n the lLast chapter to cast
dbubt on the view that the intenttons which Aﬁgustus
édverftzed and thoée which he actually entertained were
necessarily the same. I shall also call into question
| the nottbn that the poets of that age, in speaking of
‘world-conquest, meant it as Literally as Brunt seems
to think..
The other pillar of Brunt's argument is that, in
‘the ftrst-century B.C.,- the world was much more 'con-
querable' as far as Augustus' knowledge of it could éx-
fend. It is a question of misunderstanding geography;
This view I would like to examine now;
BrtefLy,'Brunt‘s argument runs: In less than ten
years and wtfh less than ten legions, Julius Caesar con-
" quered the Gauls, who were regarded as being similar to
the peoples living beyond them to the north and east--
the Germans. According to 'Agrippa's Map,' Augustus must
have thought that the distance from the Rhine to the
teastern ocean'--the furthest extent of the world east-
wards--was. only three and a half times the east-west
distance of Gaul; and the world's ﬁorth—south distance

was half that total. The world was an island surrounded
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by Ocean, the only truly secure frontier. 'Agrippa
himsetf evidently had no notion of the size of the Land-
mass eaét-of the Rhine. We are not then Justified in
saying a priori that conquést beyond.the Rhine was un-
thinkable.'?.

While Brunt is quite propefLy offering new and {m~
pértant posstbtttttes, he is also presenktng a mtsLeadtng.
bicture of the state of geographical knowLedge-in the_
time of'Aﬁgustﬁs. And this point is cructal to Brunt's
argument. | |

~Long before Columbus, the earth was regarded as a
gLobe.s A third centﬁry B.C. Gfeek geographer, Eratos-
thenes, reckoned the globe's circumference as 290,000
stadgs--an amazithy close guess.6 But the 'earth' was
; only-‘an island on the globe, éurrounded by the all-en-
‘circling Ocean. The length of this land-mass was 78,000
stades, and its breadth 38,000.

Seneca, writing forty fears after the death of Au-
gustus, mentions how Alexander the Great brought himself
gnhgppiness by the study of geometry, because he then
Learned'how puny was that earth of'which he had sétzed,

rd

only a f‘r‘acti.on.8 A contémporary of Alexander, Pytheas

4Brunt, review of Meyer, p. 175.

5The Pythagorean doctrine of a sphere dates back
to 400 B.C.: J.J. Tierney, 'The Map of Agrippa,' Proc.
Royal Irish Acad. 63, 1962~4, p. 160. )

_ 63. Oliver Thomson, The History of Ancient Geo-
graphy (Cambridge, 19485,_p. 166: eight stades were
normally reckoned to equal a Roman mile.

"Ibid., pp. 164=6.

8Séneca,.g_q Lucilium 91, 17: '...quam'pustLLa terra
esset, ex qua minimum occupaverat.f_
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of Marseilles, was said to have sailed the Atlantic

and North Sea as far as the ELbe,9

bgt there were also
~ tales of a Seleucid admiral, Patrocles, who voyaged

‘around India and into the Caspian Sea, which was con-
10

sidered a 'gulf’ of the outer ocean. There were also

'rumoufs of Spanish ships wrecked on the Arabian coast

after passing below Af‘ri.ca,11

and of an Indian vessel
blown off course and ending up in Germany.“z

~ In the second century B.C. Eratosthenes' vtewé‘were
questioned by Hipparchus of Rhodes, who doubted the
Ocean assgmed to bé in the north, and who rightly dented
that the Casplan was.algulf. As for the 'all-encircling
Ocean,' Hipparchus felt no answer was possible on the
available evtdence.lz. A-generation Latef, anothgr Greek
geographer, Artemidorus, accepted Eratosthenes as the
'standard, though he reduced his measurements of the
earth's land-mass even f‘urther.14 PostdOntus (135-59
B.C.) was another Greek geographer who, in fact, wrote
a work about the Ocean; he also repeated the views of

'Eratosthenes.ls

The next Greek geographer we know well
i{s Strabo, a contemporary of Augustuse. Strabo was an-

other follower of Eratosthenes and a muddled representative

9Tierney, Pe 160.
1% iny 1 6, s8.
M1bid., 1,767,

12Ibi.d.; and Pomponius Mela 1, 2 and 3, S.

13Thomson,' p. 209,

" Mpliny N 2, 242 and 246; 4, 102.

_15Thomsoﬁ, Pp. 211 and 213,
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of the stagnation of Greek geography at this ti.me.16

Strabo.pefhaps senséd this, but he doubted whether
. the gaps in Greek geography could ever be filled by

17

any geogfapher with a Roman mentality. Roman tradi-

“tions of geography were based on roads and ttineraries—-—

" poor stuff for map-making, unLess combined with astro-

18 Manilius, a poet and contemporéry of Augustus,

nomye.
' wés more enthusiastic about astrology. Most of the
" little he wrote about thé world's geography was re-
petition of"Posi.donius.19

Educated Romans knew ébout Greek geography,zo but
they were not keenly interested, or i.nqui.si.ti.ve;21 and
some tatked as if nothing had been learnt since the days
of ALexander.22 Clcero is a good exahpLe of an {ntelli-
gent Roman who found'safety in obscurity when discussing
geography. He accepted” that the world té a gl.obe,23 but
spoke obscurely of 'the globe of earth rising from the

124 And he believed there was another continent on

16Ti.erney, p. 161; and Thomson, p. 32if,

175trabo 3, 166. :

18Ti.erney, p. 161. Thé Peutinger Map, perhaps orig-
itnally a work of the fourth century A.D., makes no pre-
tences of being proportional and is concerned only with.

roads and stations. See Thomson, p. 379 and the biblio-
graphy he provides in the footnote on that page.

19Mani.l.i.us 4, 585~817; and Thomson, p. 328.

20ic. Tusc. Disp. 1, 16, 40; 1, 28, 68; 5, 24, 64;
ND 2, 66; Caesar mentions Eratosthenes, BG 6, 24.

21Thomson, p. 199. | 221vid., p. 319

23ND 2, 66: '{iucundum mundum cbgnosctmus esse ro-
tundum.’ ’
' 24

Tusc. Disp..1, 68: 'globus terrae eminentem e mari.'.
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the other side of the world, whqt the Greeks called

'avnxsuwxg-whtch was unthabitabLe.zs
The Romans were very confused in their terminology.

The phrase orbis terrarum became closely identified with

'the inhabited earth'--as opposed to the earth as a
"globe (for which no term was tnvented),26 and also,

perhaps, as opposed to 'the uninhabited earth,' both sea

and Land.27 The globe was used as a Symbol of the cos-
mic power of a monarch, a Hellenistic bequést.28 In his

own lifetime, a statue of Caesar was '‘mounted on a like-

129 On a coin of Augustus

ness of . the pnhabited world.
Lssued shortly after Actium, Neptune Ls deplcted with
one foot on a globe-~symbolic of the power which the

:navaL victory brought Augustus.30 Virgil speaks of the *

25cic. Tusc. Disp:-1, 68

26

70vid, in a rare display of qualified hyperbole,
limits the extent of Augustus' future conquests to that
'part of -the world ('orbis,' Line 435) which is habita-
ble (Metam. 15, 830-~1):
'Quodcunque habitabile tellus
sustinet, hulus erit: pontus quoque serviet illi.'

Thomson, p. 201.

28P. Lambrechts, 'Note sur un buste en bronze de
Mercure au Musée de Namur,' L'Ant. Classique, 1938,
Pp. 218=20. On the confusion over whether the globe
symbolizes celestial or earthly power, see S.A. Strong,

JRS 6, 1916, p. 42,
%10 43, 14: v ozxou;t{vv)-

306.F. Hill, Historical Roman Cotns (London, 1909),
p. 134. Republican colnage from the time of Sulla used
the globe as a symbol of world-rule: A. Schiachter, Der
Globus. Seine Entstehung und Verwendung in der Antike
(1927), pp. 64ff. The earliest example I found ol a
globe on Republican coinage was for the year 76 B.C.:
Grueber, Colns R. Rep,,II, p. 358, °

LY
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.'world pacified by his father's virtues'31 and Velletlus

Paterculus echoes with the }worLd pacified by his con-
que‘st:s';32 both phrases are typical of -the'extravagant

way Roman writers described Rome's conquests, as if they
embraced all peoples and lands, aLthdugh the same writers
must have realized that a large part of the globe's sur-
face was quite unknown.33_

It seems apparent that the Romans were far too baf-
fled by the science of geography to be able to formulate
énd accept‘even.mlgconcebtions. Contradictions were al-
Lowed tbppérstst, because the whole subject seemed so
remote, and was better left to the-Greeks.34

However, with the reign of Augustus, geography took
on a new tmportancg,,and_its étudy seemed appealingly .
pragmatic. Whether Aﬁgustus intended to conquer the
world or not, (it canﬂot'be_dented that, by any standard
or éxtent of knowledge, Augustus indeed ruled a lLarge
chunk of it. Augustus had a vested and active interest

35 The famous 'Map of -

31Vtrgtl Ecle. 4, 17: 'pacatumque reget patriis vir-
tutibus orbem.

3%VeLL. Pater. 2, 89, 3: 'pacatumque victoriis ter-
rarum orbis.' .

33Thomson, pe. 220. Ovid is exceedingly loose with
the word 'orbis' and with the whole notion of world con-
quest: Metam. 15, 435; Fast{ 1, 85, 282, 599, 711ff.;
2, 130, 136, 683; 4, 858-32; but so is Tibullus 3, 4,
145-50; Vitruvius, De arch. 1, 1; and, later, Lucan
Pharse. 1, 369; Florus 2,_34,_6 and Orosius 1, 1, 6 and

3, 8, S

*%cic. ad Att. 2, 4 and 6-8.

. _35a§ Augustus' contacts with Indté-(gg 31 and Strabo
15, 1, 4) and the need for geographical knowledge of the

.
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Agrtppa' certainly was approved, and perhaps instigated,
by Augustus.36 Modern reconstructions of Agrippa's map |,
form the basis of Brunt's view' that Augustus imagined

37

.the world to be easily cdnquerable. However, the re-~

38 and the conclusions

constructions-are very confused,
and assumptions we draw out of Agrippa's map must take
tnfo consideration the intent and purposes which went
into it;

That there were any scientific aims involved is
very_much to be doubted.39 The approach, Judging'from

the results, did not amount to an official geographic

survey.4o. Eratosthenes' map, as revised by such men

routes to and from India may have been an added incentive
to Aelius Gallus' campaign in Arabia; certainly, the lack
of geographical knowledge contributed to Gallus' failure:
Thomson, p. 295. ' _

b) Before Gaius Caesar's expedition east (2 B.C.),
Lt is probable that Augustus commissioned Isidorus of
Charax to.chart certain areas: Pliny NH 6, 141. Isidorus'
one extant work is Parthian Stations. :

¢) In RG 26, Augustus boasts that his fleet sailed
along the German coast (probably {n A.D. 5) further than
any Roman had gone before; also noted by Tac. Ger. 34 i
Pliny NH 2, 167; Vell. Pater. 2, 106; and Suet, Claud. 1.
See also R. Dion, 'Un passage des Res Gestae Divi Augusti,’

Mélanges Carcopino, 1966, pp. 249ff. K
36pliny NH 3, 17; and Thomson, p. 333.

373runt cites A. Klotz, Klio 24, 1931( pp. 386ff.,

but adds, 'there are some uncertainties.' (p. 175).

-388ee'Appende B. Thomson writes: 'The evidence

is slight and obscure, and after a vast discussion (most-
ly German) the map remains ghostly.' (p. 334).

39Ti.erney, pP. 164, following Klotz, p. 464, In -
agreement i{s R. Heinze, Die Augusteische Kultur (Darm-
stadt, 1960), p. 80: 'Politisch, wenn man will national,
nicht wissenschaftlich, war auch die Tendenz von Agrippa's
Weltkarte.' : ; '

40

Thomson, p. 333.

LY
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as Polybius, Posidonius and Artemidorus, was taken.over
'by Agrippa, whose chief pride was the exactness of his

41 But these

measurements, for which Pliny praised him.
measurements were drawn from.roads and {tineraries; for
areaé which were not much travelled, his measurements
lacked foundation, Straﬁo refers to Agrippa's map only
- in connection ytth the geography of ItaLy.42.

This map, which lacked not-onLy scientific vision
to look beYond the Greeks and {nto the unknown, but
which also lacked practtcaL-accuracy.outstde the reach
of much-travelled roads, was yet considered worth dis-
‘playing before the Roman people. It was painted on the
portuco of the Campus Agrippae; but the butLdLng was not
even begun before Agrtppa s death in 12 B.C., 43 and was
still unfinished in 7 B.C. The entire proJect was
completed by Augustus:?§ One may feasonabLy wonder
whése character and purposes were reflected ﬁost in the
finished product.

Tierney discusses the pOssLBiLtty that the map may
actuéLLy be emphasizing a moment in a historical devel-

46,

opment and a Roman's pride in that‘deveLopment. From

his reconstruction of the measurements, Tierney divides .

41Regardmg the measurements for Baetica, Pliny
NH 3, 17; Tierney, p. 164; and KLotz, Pp. 463-4,

2Thomson, p. 332

pliny N 3, 17. o
#hio 55,78, 4.
4Spitny NH 3, 17.

46T£erney', Pe 165

L
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the descrtbed areas into three groups. In the-ftrst,
_'where'thts process_ts complete, we have'ready-made
proytnces': eight in Europe, three th Africa and three
in Asta. In fhe second group the process is still going ”'
“on, and here are 'the raw materials of provtnce#-to-be,
which are still parts of large and scarcéLy known areas!':
Germany, bacta, Sarmatia, Mauretania and Armenia. The
third class, where no Roman arms have coﬁquered, con-
sists of India, Media, Mesopotamia and Arabia, which
Ttefney'describes as 'enormous, amorphous masses Lumped
together askgeographtcal units.'?’
Tierney conjectures that ;he map was painted onto

the portico wall by separate regions and one at a time,
and only aftér the whole work had been completed was
Agrippa's’  name chiselled or painted aboveltt. This

would explain why Str%po.refers to it only as 'our choro-
graphic map' and.to its maker as 'the chorographer;':48
perhaps Strabo_saw an uncompleted map, for he uses its
Lnform;tton on Italy and nothing eise; and {t would be
- logical tha; Italy should be represented first, as being
of most interest and accuracy. Strabo comments that the
map, or rather the part he saw of it, was full of decora-
tive features--depictions of natural topography, and names

of tribes and famous ctttes.Qgg This would be easily done

47T'Ler"ney, p. 165. The depictions of less known
regions need not have been 'enormous,’' but simply ob-
scure. Ptolemy complained about certain world maps which
gave most of the room to Europe and squeezed diminished
versions of Africa and Asia into the space that was left.
(Ptol. 8, 1, 2; and Thomson, p. 333).

®stravo 2, 5, 7.. 7 - . 49

Ibid.

L
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in the éase of Italy; but other regions, by compartson;
_would certainly seem dull--as well .as famorphous.' L

Again conjecturing with Tierney, perkaps this con-
trast was.purposefuLa At this late gate,-the last de-
| cade before our era, Augustus was nearing his sixfies,
and was probabiy interested not so much in bdasting what
he could do as in explaining what he had, or had not,

' done.-sO So heqe is the reason why these areas of ‘the.
worid had not bgen absorbed tnto'thé.empirezﬁthey were
not worth the effort.

This last bit of conjecture proposecs alternatives
to Brunt's assumptions which are equally possible; but
my real hope is that I have démonstrated some of the
weaknesses in Brunt's theories about Augustus' knowledge
- and use of geography. | |

As a refLeiion offofftciat interest in the geo-
graphy of'the worLd,'Agrtppa's map serves poorly. It
was more for popular consumption. If Augustus were
planning the conquest of the world, Lt is uthkeLy he
would entrust the outcome of such a dangerous task to
the ancient theortes of Greek geographers, who were
discordant among themselves and altogether confusing to.
even the most intelligent Romans. The evidence is that
51 If

Augustus was all too aware of his own {ignorance.

the Princeps commissioned a map to be made as usefully

SOThe‘ggg Gestae Ls written in this spirit: '...to
represent his actions in the best possible light for
posterity.' (Brunt and Moore, Res Gestae Divi Augusti,
pe 3, in a discussion of the Res Gestae's Literary

"~ genre, the elogia).

Sisee note 35:
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definitive as bossibLe, this was not it.

According to Brunt, Augus tus advanced no further
in his plan for world conquest than Germany. However, .
this cructal campaign shouid not be considered the re-
sult of a geographical miscalculation, but rather the
‘probing for geographtcaL'certainty. It seemed bossibLe
that an advance of the frontier might. shorten the.Line,
- a desired aim and a proper sequeL to fhe achievements
in the Balkans. In this, I am goxng back to the vtews '
presented by Ronald Syme in CAH, X, chapter 12, in th
discussion of the campaigns in Germany. '

'"Imperfect geographical knowledge may well have
encouraged undue hopes both of the ease with which
'such a conquest .could be made and of the advantages
which would accrue from it: but Lt was worth the
attempt, and only invasion and exploration could

give a final answéer.' (p. 353).

)

We must yet discover whether this policy of probing
for a more secure frontier, as opposed to a policy of
worLd conquest (which I cannot accept), will shed LLght

on Augustus' relations with Parthtg.




Chapter Seven

Octavian in 29 B.C.

With Antonius dead, Octavian became the sole ruler
of the Roman'world.' Attaining this ngry had not been
'easy: holding 6n to it would prove no ‘lighter taske. The
sole ruler had yet é muLtLtuﬁe of enemies opposing him
within Rome. His power was supreme, but_not unLtmtted:-
the empire could not be ruﬂ wtthouﬁ the help of an oli-
garchy.1 Octavian was at the pinnacle of prestige, but
it was a precartous position. Htis tésk now was to make
permanent a situation which could so easily become
ephemeral. |

Octavian was a Roman magistrate; in 29 B.C. he en-
tered upon his fifth consulship. .But his real source
of power lay in the suppoft he derived from.hts grip on
:the army and the'peopte. He now commanded some sixty |
l.egi.ons,2 of which most were less ;han'fuLL strengths
the heirlooms of the defunct dynasfs, Pompetius, Céesar,
Lepidus; Sextus and Antonius. These legions, He de-
cided, were twice what ﬁe needed or dared.matntaih.
Octavian had very few generals he could dare tempt with

the command of a dozen or so legions. In the end he

1syme, RR, p. 307.

?H.M.D. Parker, The Roman Legions (Oxford, 1928), -

p. 78; Syme, RR, p. 304 estimates nearly seventy legions.
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chose to &tscharge‘about half the leglons, dtstrtb@ttng
the remaining twenty-eight or 363 over varf{ous parts of
the empire;

Octavian''s pre-eminence over all other Roman mag-.
lstrates, generals and consular colleagues (for all
twenty-four lictors followed htm)'had_been legitimized,
as it were, through the oath taken By the'pgopLe of
Italy in 32 B;C., swearing allegiance to Octavi.an.4
.By his own account, the oath was directly connected
Wwith the war which he would win at Actium.® It was to
be'a war, not against the Roman Antonius, but against
the oriental Cleopatra. Octavian'carefuLLy cultivated
Italy's aiready ektstent distaste for the East.6

It was a determined effort by Octavian. Antonius'
Donations to Cleopatra and her children gave Octavian
an excuse for ndt allowing the ceiébratibn of Antonius'
-cpnquest_of Armentia. Antoptus' rejection of the gentle
Octavia was played to the htLt. Octavian made public
"Antontus' willy, in which the legacies to Cleopatra's
children and Anfontué' sttpuLattonxthat he be bufted
next td the Egypftan queen in Alexandria started Qitd
rumours in Rome thét thg_Ctty would be surrendered and |

Alexandria made the capitaL.7'

_ 3Syme, 'Some Notes on the Legions under Augustus,'
JRS 23, 1933, pp. 14ff. S - .

KRG 25; Suet. Aug. 17; and Syme, RR, pp. 284~5.
°rG"25. |

6M.P. Charlesworth, 'The Fear of the Orient in the
Roman Empire,' The Cambridge Historical Journal IT, 1926,
pP. 9. o _ |

-7Dto'so,'3, 5; 4,.1~2. Similar rumours of
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There was now a cause, the preservation of Italian

manners and institutions. The war would be a crusade--

bellum tustum Qiumgué-fané archaic rituals were per-
formed.8 | - |
After Actium, though he had freed himself of Anto-
" nius, was dctavian a prisoner of hts-own propaganda?9
The battle itself had been a shabby affair, an anti-
cLimax:‘so it was duly glorified to equal the earlier
drama.'® The cotns proclatmed AEGYPTO CAPTA:1! no al-
lusions anywhere to Antonius. But these were words .
and phraseé:_Octavian coui& toy with them. In the
"more meortant matter of deeds, Octavian was not bound
by his 6wn propaganda against Antonius' actions in the
. ' . ” :

" East. He was free to keep or chanée.

It is safe to reject any notion that Octavian in-

13

tended to become a new. Alexander. No expedition of

conquest would give him more power or solve the empire's

transferrtng the capital to the East were spread about

" Julius Caesar (Nic. Dam. 20), though Nicolaus may be
fabling a bit here, for he was a contemporary of Augus- .
tus, about whom similar rumours were raised and quelled.
See Horace Od. 3, 3, 57f.; Virgil Aen. 12, 828; and Livy
5, 51ff., who tells an edifying story about Camillus.

8Di.o 50, 4, 5; and Syme, 'Livy and Augustus,' Har-
vard Studies in Classical Philology 64; 1959, p. 56

9Ktenast, P. 452 and Charlesworth, 'Fear of the
Orient,' p. 9 are both affirmative. :

105yme, RR, p. 297; and Virgil Aen. 8, 678ff.

11SutherLand, Coinage, p. 28.

125yme, RR,.ps 300.

'lssee chapters 5 'and 6.
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ladministrative probiems, which he was not attempting
to escape. Stability was his dedicated goal; the means
couLd.vary.' The force of sixty lLeglons, which might
have been'uééd for furfher tmpertﬁl conquests, -Octavian
cut by half..

:In Syrta_Octavtan left only a garri#on of about

four Legions,{% and two more in Egypt;ls

This was no
invasion force; and even with aﬁxtLtartes, there would
still be too few troops to prevent the Parthians cfoss-
ing into Syria. Indeed, it appears that the legions
were stationed well back from the Edphrates.16 This
indicates a great deal about Oqfavtan's intentions,

which showed,resﬁect for geographic and strategic real-
Lpteé._ |

" The Euphrétes river aﬂd‘the Syrian desert are a

strong barrier fo tnvading forces, east or west. But
‘the frontier suffers from a salient at Osrhoene, where
the river makes a westerly bend which potnts-stratght
- "at Syria, Antloch, and routes to the coast and Ciltcia.

Pacorus exploited this salient in 52 B.C. and again
with Lablenus in 41 B.C. ‘Carrhae is only fifty mliles
to the east 5? the river.- Crassus' legions were de-

stroyed here because it was:good terrain for Parthién-

parker, p. 126; and J.G.C. Anderson, CAH, X, pe
255, See also Syme, 'Notes on Legions,' p. 31.

1SParkex‘, ibid. Parker feels that the main con-
cern was perhaps the protection of Egypt.

, 16Ibi.d., Pe 128, In the reign of Tiberius three
‘Llegions of the Syrian garrison can be located: one each
at Apamea on the Orontes (Tac. Ann. 2, 79, 3), in Cyrrhus,
on the road from Antioch to Zeugma (ibid., 2, 57, 2) and

one at Raphanae (Jos. BJ 7, 1, 3).
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horse-archers. To the north ts'the more mountainous
region, southern Armenia, through which Caesar had
~ planned to magph and Antonius eventually did. Armenla
provtdéd-cb?ef and was'needed as a place to which the
Roman forces could withdraw or retreat.
' The resuLt'is that Armenia was of no special stra-
tegic value to an attacking Parfhtan force, whereas {t
was essential fo a Roman invasion force. If the Romans
were not planning to invade, Armenia had no immediate

¥7astde from the prestige of detaching from

i{mportance
Parthia one of her vassals. And the Parthians knew that
losing ‘Armenia made them vulnerable. Eventually, for
this reason, Armenia took on value in Roman eyes: it
- enabled them to punish any {ncursion the Parthians
mtghf make into Syria, whosé frontier could not easily
be .secured by Linear defences. This is defence by the
deterring threat of punitive of‘f‘ence.18
Armenia had been lost by the Romans when, during
the war of Actium, thaates was able to regain his own
throne and place Arfaxes on the Armentan throne. S{nce
Octavian was planning no invasion of Pérthta, Armenia
wés of no great importancq_to him. "Moreover, Octavian
had no reason to believe that Parthia wés,tn a position
to make trouble worth punishing. Phraates had only just

recovered his throne, and there were other means by

which the Parthians could be kept {n check.

17For a discussion of the economic importance of
this area, see pp.’ o

185, Qates, Studies in the Ancient History of North-
ern Irag (London, 1968), pp. 68-9.
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Octavian's pftortty was to maintain the lLoyalty of
the East as far as the Euphrates. Antontus had done ‘this
by entrusting most of the area (except for three actual
.provinces)'té the control of Local kings, Who were not of
dynasftc families, bﬁt were able men and ‘Loyal to Antoni-

.19 This halted Pompetus' premature attempts at ur-

20

us
bénizatton; cut down on the need for Roman administra-
tion, and formea a system of armed buffer states as an
obstacle to the Parthians.

These acts by Antonius had at the time been associ-
-ated by Octavian with Antonius' overall moral and poli-
tical surrender to orientalism. But that was unimpor-
tani now: Octavian was Pharoah of Egypt,and worshipped
throughout the East. dctavtan not only saw the wisdom
of Antontus' policy in .its general lines, but even con-
firmed {n their pasittqns the very. men whom Antontus

21

had selected and who had been lLoyal to him. The Dona-

22

tions to Cleopatra's children were, of course, canceLLéd;
but théy had only been symbolic anyway. Of Antonius’
.cLient-kLngs, most had hot been dLe-Hards, but had come
-over to Octavian in time. Amyntas, king of Galatlta, had
| alded Octavian, and his kingdom was now increased by the
édditlon of Isauria and CtLtcta.Tréchefa, which had at

23

one time been Roman provincial territory.“” Archelaus

19
20

See p. 58,
Buqhheim, chs. 1 and 2.

217arn, CAH, X, pp. 113ff.; Syme, RR, pp. 300ff.;
and Maglie, RRIAM, pp. 440-S, _

228G 31 and .32.

- 23

Dio 51, 2, i; and Strabo .12, S5,1and 14, 5, 6.
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of Cappadocia was allowed to remain as he was, though

later his territory was tncreased.24 Herod of Judaea

" latd his diadem before Octavian,, who replaced it and

25

also gave Herod most of Palestine to rule. Polemo,

king of.Pontus, was retained and given permisstion to
expand to the northeast; however, for a special reason, -
Lesser Armenia was taken from ht.m.26

‘Artaxes, who hated the Romans, now ruled Greater-

Armenia. But Octavian had in his possession two of

27

Artaxes"prothers, who might be used as pretenders

to his thfoﬁe. Artaxes knew this, and demanded the re-
furn 6f ﬁis brothers; Octavian ret‘used.-28

Artavasdes the Mede, driven out by Phraates and
AEtaxes, was received by Octavtan, even though the Mede
had been a friend‘of.Aqtonius._ Octavian took falth in
his hatred of Artaxesfand pLaqed him on the throne of
Lesser Armenia, a useful posi.ti.on.29 _

By refusing to return Artaxes' brothers and sup-
porting the client-kings, including Artavasdes the Mede;

Octavian was continuing Antonius' policies in the East.

B And, like Antonius, Octavian now possessed Tiridates.

24510 51, 2, 1.
25

26pi0 53, 25, 1.

Jos. AJ 15, 5-7.

27These had been taken along with their father, Ap-

 tavasdes of Armenia, .to Alexandria by Antonius. In 30 B.C.

Cleopatra had Artavasdes killed, but the brothers fell
into Octavian's handse.

28516 .51, 16, 2.

29510 54, 9, 3.

.




~ Chapter Etight
Octavian and Tiridates, 30-25 B.C.

After Tiridates fled to Octavian in Syria in the
winter of 30/29 B.C., the victorious Phréates IV sent
~ envoys to O_ctav'Lan._1 Dio says that Octavian negotiated
wlth them in a friendly way--pihicds expnpaTice, 'f‘hts must
be qualified, for there could be no friendship with
Phraates at this stage. As the verb tﬁpttes, it was a
Ibustness transaction. Octavian, as Dio spectfyes, had
not promised Tiridates any aid,. yet permitted him to |
live {n Syrta.z ~Octavian was thus making Parthia an
offer and a threat at the same time. The object of
both was the humBLtngfo? Phraates, which could only be
sufficiently demonstrated through the restitution of
the étandards of Crassﬁs. The prestige associated with
the return of thése standards was great: Octavian did
not need to seek more, for this would symbbLtze gybmis-
. sion. But from Phraateéiﬁbtnt of &iew, the shame of
surrenderingﬂthe standards was equally gréat, and nei-
ther the value of Octavian's threat of using Tiridates
nor the value of his promise not to couid make up for
the Loss of prestige Phraates would suffer if he re-
turned the standards won in battle.

On Janﬁary 1, 29 B.Co Octavian entered into his

fifth+ consulship while he was still in Syria, On that

1Ipto si, 18, 3.
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day in Rome the senate ratified all his acts. ‘A few
'weeks_Later a letter arrived from Octavian about the
Par;hi.ans.3 Probably it contained the first information
the'Romans had heard.of the fac; that a pretender to the
Parthian throne was in Octavian's possession and that
-Phraates had sent envoys to him. Possibly more was said,
reflecting Octavian's expectation of recovertng‘Crassus'
standards and'ihe prisonerse. Whatéver was in the letter,
it was enough to incite thé senate into decreeing an un-
precedented . number of honours and tributes to Octavian:
his name was to be included in the sacred hymns; a tribe
would be called ;Jultan' after him; the day he entered
the City would be held sacred for evermore, and so on.
Octavian accepted nearly all the Honours, and the one
which pleased him mbst was the closing of the gates of
Janus, implying that all Rome's wars had ceased.® It
was the sort of anttqhartan formuta OctaVién relished,
but was never bound by. It did not mean there would be
no further military efforts: tndeed, at that very moment
' Rome's forces were fighting the Treveri {n Gaul and the
Cantabri and Astures in Spatn.s But as Octavian was
pfeparing to celebrate his triple triumph--for Illyricunm,

Actium and Alexandria, all 'fpreign' warss--he:had a

3pio 51, 20, 1.
~ “pid., 2-4. By Dio's account, these seem to be ad-

dittonal honours which the senate 'further appointed’

(& oo‘K&-erﬂaavro ) after the arrival of the letter con-

-cerning Parthia (ineidf xal 13 mept 16v Tldpdwv ypdppata nAbev ).

Honours decreed solely because of Actium are -listed in
51’ 19, 6-7. )

3IBid., 5. - . 6Syme, RR, p. 303.
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right Ep feel that there would be no need to fight the
Parthians.. His arrangements {n the East were an ime
provement even on Antontus' sound policy. Though Rome
had lost control of A}menié, Octavian not only possessed
. pretenders to its throne, but also had Aftavasdes the

' Meqé sfationed'in Lesser Armenta. And the acquisition
of Egypt_compgnsated for a great deal.

The recovery of Crassus' sfandards wouid have no
such strategtc-or practical importance, but the tremen-
_dous prestige value would nicely cap off Octavian's ar-
rangements,vﬁot only in the East, but in Rome. Conse-
quently, Octavian must have felt some disappointment
when he realized that Phraates was not going to surren-
der the standards, but was instead calling Octavian's
bluff.

“ * % - *

There are Parthian tetradrachms found in Seleucia
which are dated May, 26 B.C. and March, 25 B.C. They
.'bear ‘the unusual legend IAQPOMAIN .7 These dates are
in the middle of the thirty-six year reign of Phraates
IV, but Lt is inconceivable that Phraates would employ
such a legend. fhe colns are commonty attrtbuted.to
. Tiridates. That Tiridates made a second attempt for
the Parthian throne is evidenced {n statements by Isi=
dore of Charax and Dio Caésius.

Istdofe says that Tiridates, while an exile, made

"an invasion of Parthi.a.8 From the coln evidence, the

7McDowe(L, pp. 185 and 222.

81stdore of Charax, Parthian Stations, 1.
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invasion appears to have begun not }ater than the sum~
. mer of 27 B.C., and perhaps tn'28.9 Phraates was
caught ‘completely by surprise: retreating, he was
forced to kill his harem when there was danger that
these'poltticaLLy important women would fall into the
hands of the 'anader.10 |

Octavian must have been behind the attack. Such
an important possession as Tiridates would not be al-
Lowed to roam about and organize invasions, unless

1 The attack was well launched,

Octavian approved.
perhaps from the borders of Lesser Armenia, where the
watch-dog Artavasdes walted by the Euphrates, or, more
likely, from Roman Syria, which in early 27 B.C. be-
camé officially part of Octavian's military provi._nce.12
Yet Phraates organized his resistance, and it was the

. spring .of 26 B.C. before Tiridates reached Seleucia,

 where he minted those coins which duly acknowledged

9Tarn, 'Tiridates,' p. 833; and Wroth, p. 135.

10Isi.d..Char. 1: the slaughter took place on an

island in the Euphrates, at Belesi Biblada. On the im-
portance ‘'of the harem, see Colledge, p. 60. Note that
when Phraates 11 defeated Antiochus VII Sidetes (c. 129
B.C.), a niece of the Seleucid king was taken into the
Parthian king's harem (Justin 38, 10, 10); Surenas took
his harem with him wherever he went, even Carrhae, and
his concubines filled two hundred wagons (Plut. Crass.
21 and 32); and in A.D. 34 Tiridates.I1II, after forcing
Artabanus III to retreat eastward, immediately besieged
a fortress in which Artabanus had Left behind his trea-
sure and harem (Tac. Ann. 6, <44).

1lKarl.-He'an Ziegler, Die Beziehungen zwischen
Rom und dem Partherreich: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte
des V3lkerrechts (¥Wiesbaden, 1964) Ls contradictory
in saying that Octavian sided with Phraates against
Tiridates (p. 45), but then 'allowed' Tiridates to re-
turn to Parthta:'ﬂWﬁrqe; gestattefs, in das Parther-
reich zurlickzukehren' (pe. 46). .

12pi6 53, 12; 7.
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his debt to Rome. -

But the battle front wavered. For a time Phraates
regained BabyLonLa, only to lose it again. POSSLpLy
~this may indicate two spring offensives by Ttrtdate$.13

. But by the summer of 25, Phraates had won decisively,

and he overstruck Tiridates' coins. ¥ -

Tiridates fled, this time téktng with him one of

15

Phraates' sons, whom he had captured. Not surpris-

ingly, Tiridates went straight to Octavian, who was

. then in Spal.n.16

_.The boy was Phraates' youngest son, also named

17

. Phraates. Tiridates may have used the boy as a

18 since he himself may not have been an

throne figure,
- Arsacid. But now, in bringing the boy to Octaviah,-
Tiridates may have thought to redeem his own failure

by providing Octavian with another card to play.

 D3yepowell, p. 222.

. 1451l0tte de la Fuye, Rev. Num., 1904, p. 187:
the overstruck cotn is dated about August, 25 B c.

15Justtn 42, 5, 6; Dlo 53, 33, 2; and BG 32: note
the word postea.

16Justh, ibide To Jjourney from Parthia to Spain
-safeLy would indicate a reLLance on Roman travel facili-
ties: perhaps evidence of ‘official' ‘interest.

17 bid., and 12; RG 32; Tac. Ann. 6, 32; Strabo 16,
1, 28 and Debevoise, p. 144.

1STarn, 'Tiridates,’ P. 834-6: relying on a strict
interpretation of the word 'reges' in RG 32 and on a
Parthian coln of a beardless king which Tarn would like
to attribute to this boy and to the year 26 B.C. Wroth,
pp. 97ff., assigns it to Orodes' son, Pacorus.




Chapter Nine

Octavian and Rome, 29-23 B.C.

In Rome,'the aristocracy no'Longer had to divide
its distrust:.Octavian was the Lést of the dynastse
The Ides of March had_taught that blatant despotism
| could be fatal, and there would be no permanent gov=
-ernment for Rome wifhout the parttctpétton of the
'ruling' classes. Octavian strove to make his regime
as palatable to the aristocracy as he could without
.actuéLLy surrendering too much power. The republic,
which had deserved {ts end, must seem to be restored'
actual restoratton wouLd mean a return to chaos. The
decade after Actium wttnessed a turbulent evolution in
the externaL forms of OctaVLan s authority. The core
of hts power was left intact.

Octavian had triumphantly returned to Italy in
29 B.C., and he immediately set about the business of .
settling his veterans. He paid for everythiﬁg ih cash,
eventually covered by the spoils of Egypf.1 To show
that an era had come to an end, Octavian no longer
- _kept all twenty-four lictors as he had since the 'oath
of aLLegtaﬁqe' sworn by all the western provinces in
32 B.C:, but now he shared half the lictors with his

various consular coLLeagues.2 Octavian was offered the

lgg 16; and Dio 51, 4, 8.

2Dio 53, 1, 1.
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tribunicia potestas and, undgr'the Lex Szenia, was
given the right to creéte patrtctans,3 However, there
were occurrences which demonstrated an tnconsistency
between Octavian's aﬁthority as a consui and the power
he was exerdsnng. He prevented a trtbune-eLect from
taking ofche, he delayed and dimtntshed the triumph
‘earned by a pchonsuL;s and he revoked all amicitia
'_with the prefect of Egypt, whom the senate recalled
to stand trial for treason, but who tnstead commi t ted
: suiétde.6

Octavian had to redefine his position. In 27 B.C
he dramatically ‘'restored the republic' by handing the
commonwealth over to.the senate aﬁd peopl.e.7 A motion
was immediately made that Oc;avian should rule the em-
pire. He protested agalnst so:much responsibility, .
ahd asked only fhe charge of three areas which most
needed military é@tentton: Spain, Gaul and Syria. These
became his provincia; the rest of the empire was in thé

_“senateks care. Egypt was not mentioned. It was simply

Qctavian's.

3Dto 51, 19, 6 and 7. On the confusion over whether
Octavian actually received the tribunicia potestas and
did not use it, or gave it back in 27 B.C., or did not
receive it until 23 B.C., see Brunt and Moore, Res Gestae

Divi Augusti.,f' PPe 10f.

4Di.o 52, 23, 7: Q. Statiliuse

Dio 51, 25, 2: M. Licinius Crassus.

SSuet. Aug. 66; and Dlo 53, 23, 7. C. Gallus com=
“mitted suicide in 27 B.C. according to Jerome Chronica,
p. 164c, in Die griechischen christlichen Schriftstel-
ler der ersten drei Jahrhunderte, ed. R. Helm, vol. 7, !
part 1 (LeLszg, 1913).

7RG 34; and Dio 53, 12.
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Most of the leglons were in Octavian's provincia,
‘though five or six were in the 'public' provinces.8
Yet dctavtan's authority was increased by the rtght'toi
épppint praetorian Legates, incLudtﬁg ex-consuls, and

the right to make treaftes and declare war. In essence,
Octavian haq Lost nothing of his power: it was simply
renaméd.. He, too, had a new, rather superhuman, appel-
Lation voted him by the senate, 'Augustus.'9 |

But there were further disappointments in store

for Augustus. When he left for Spain in mid-27 B.C.,
~Augustus appointed M. VaLertds Messalla Corvinus fo

the post of praefectus urbi. Once a republican, but

now an adherent of Augustus, Messalla however served

only six days before he resigned, calling the office

'unconstttuttonal.'lo

In Spain, Augustus’ health was undermined. Then

Ttrtdates'arftved, a fallure. Word came that king

11

Amyntas of Galatia had died.”® Amyntas, loyal and

~forceful, had been the only man in the East capable

of putting an army, organized on Roman modets, in the

12

field. Also, an expedition into Arabla led by Aelius

13

GaLLué was bungled. Its purpose may have_been_fo

8Syme, RR, p. 314.
bio 53, 16,.8.
1072¢. Ann. 6, 2.
Mpio 53, 26, 3.
IZG; Ferrero, .Greatness and Decline of Rome, English
trans. (London, 1909), vol. 4, p. 228..

- 13pto 53, 29f.; Strabo 16, 4, 24; and Pliny NH 6,
162 and 12 84.

Al
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seize some of the spice traders' riches, or, more likely,
to {nvestigate and establish more direct trading links

14

with India. While Gallus, the.prefect'of Egypt, was

'absent, the Ethioptans aftacked Egypt, but were beaten

15 Augustus felt the need to mag-

_back by C. Petronius.
nify both events beydnd their true proporti.ons.16

Augustus,was still in poor health when he left
Spain in 24 B.C.17 The senate voted rejoicings at his
return, and the gates of Janus were cLosed'agaLn.18
But Augustus soon heard, perhaps even before he reached
Rome, that the_tfibes of Spain were already in revolt
~once more._19 |

In late 24 or early 23 B.C., a proconsul of Maqe-
donia, M. Primus, was tried for making war against the
kingdom of Thrace without authority. The defendant
| claimed at one moment that he had had instructions from
Augustus, and later said that they came from Marcellus,
‘Augustus' son-in-law. Augustus simply denied it aLL,zo
~‘'which condemned Primus. Worse than the mere ordering
.about of proconsuls was the implication that MarceiLus
had some extraordinary authority simply because he was
a relation of Augustus: that he was, in fact, the next:
in a line of dynastic succession. Primus was condemned, -

21

' 'but there had been some votes for acquittal: opposition

S 14See E.H. Warmington, The Commerce between the
Roman Empire and India (Cambridge,_;S;S),_chs. 1 and 2.

13pio 54, 5; Strabo 17, 820; and Pliny NH 6, 181.

17pi0 s3, 28, 1. 181p14., 27, 1.

1656 264

Y1bid., 29, 1. %o 54, 3, 2. 2ipid., 4.

LY




114

-was hardening. Augustus suddenly uncovered a plot
against his life: Fannius Caepio and A. Terentius Varro
- Murena, the latter a consul, were accused, condemned ih
‘absence, and, when found, executed while resisting ar-
rest.??
The.executton of-a éonsuL was a.very serious mat-
ter, whether or ﬁof'there was an éctuat conspiracy.
Yet Augustus wés still able to find a sturdy republican
who would agree to take Murena's place as coﬁsuL.. Soon
-after Cn. Calpurnius Piso took office, Augustus' health
- finally broke down. Near death, he handed over certain
papers to Piso, But his signet ring he gave to Agrtppa.23_
Suddenly, he recovered; but this experience,.combined

with the continuing recalcitrance of the nobilés; forced

Augustus to alter again his position. He resigned his

-

22It {s much disputed whether Murena the conspira-
tor is the same man as A. Terentius Varro Murena, lListed
- as consul ordinarius of 23 B.C. on only one of the con-
sular fasti, and whether the conspiracy occurred in 23,
.or, as Dio relates it, in 22 B.C. Syme, RR, p. 333-4
accepts 23. K.M.T. Atkinson, 'Constitutional and Legal
Aspects of the Trials of Marcus Primus and Varro Murena,'
Historia 9 (1960), p. 440ff., retains Dio's dating, but
questions the identification. P..Sattler, Augustus und
der Senat (G&ttingen, 1960), pp. 62-3, assumes 23 B.C.
But Mrs. Atkinson's views have been accepted by J.P.V.D.
Balsdon, Gnomon 33 (1961), p. 395 and P.A. Brunt, JRS
51 (1961), p. 234f. W. Schmitthenner, 'Augustus' spani-
scher Feldzug und der Kampf um den Prinzipat,' Historia
- 11 (1962), p. 78, n. 87, maintains 23. F. Millar, A

Study of Cassius Dio (Oxford{ 1964), p. 89-90 believes
the date must be left open. The arguments for 23 are
to be found again in D. Stockton, ‘Primus and Murena,’
Historia 14.(1965), p. 18-40. An.examination of the
consutar fasti tries to uphold Dio's dating: M. Swan,
'The Consular Fasti of 23 B.C.,' Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology 71 (1966), pp. 23547,

The matter appears to turn on prosopographical
points with which I am generally unfamiliar. For my
arguments, this is no crux, so I employ the more gen-
erally accepted dating, 23 B.C.

23

Dio 53, 30, 2.
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consulship for 23 B.C. in the middle of the,year,24 SO

that both annuaL-consuLsths were now open to the nobil-
£Se. | |

Augustus wes now only a proconsul of part of the
empire. But {t was voted by the senate that he be al- |
" lowed not to lose his imperium when he entered the City's
limits, and he was gtven a mg;gglimgertum over other pro-
consuls. He was also gfanted frtbune's powers for life

25

with priority in convening the senate. He asked that

itmperium besgiven also to Agrippa for a period of ten
years‘._z6 The intention behind this may have been to show
that he did not mind sharing his power with a coLLeague;27
or to ensure that Agrippa_woutd.be in a position to take
control of the empire if Augustus should die; or to pro-
vide Agrippa with authority over proconsute in the East,
~where he wes breeentty.sent. | ‘
Hostility, end even conspiracy, were easily deaL;
with in Rome. But in the military provinces, any re=-

~flection of the recent unrest could be fatally seri.ous.28

24510 53, 32, 4. 251hid.
26Josephus says Agrippa administered the provinces

beyond the Ionian Sea as Augustus' deputy (AJ 15, 350)

and did so for ten years (AJ 16, 86). Of course, Agrippa

was {n the west in 21-19 B.C. (Dto 54, 11, 1f.), as Jo-

sephus no doubt knew. The conclusion is that he was re-

ferring to Agrippa's imperium. For all the arguments, see:

T. Mommsen, Rdmisches Staatsrecht (Leipzig, 1877), II,

p. 859ff.; H.S. Jones, CAH, X, ppe. 142-3; Syme, RR, p. 337,

n. 1; M. Reinhold, Marcus A rippa (Geneva, N.Y.), pe 167ff.,

and Rudolf Daniel, M. Vipsantus Agrippa (Breslau, 1933), p. 57.

_ 27As he boasts of asking the senate on five occasions

for a coLLeague to share his tribunicia potestas (RG 6)

Syme RR, p. 338.
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The late king Amyntas' territory, Galatia, had been made
into a proVince in 25 B.C. M. Lollius had been sent out
to-organtze f{t. Agrippa was perhaps to supervtse and
keep an eye on all the proconsuls at this dangerous time.
But in addition, Agrippa's mission may have had é differ=-

ent purpose, oné which concerned the Parthianse.




Chapter Ten

The Mission of Agrippa

During the years following Actium, the Parthians

‘were an eVer-present subje;t in Roman poetry, in casual
‘references and Ln serious themes. As a topic. for datly

conversation, the Parthians could hardly have ranked so

high or received as much attention as they did in the
poetry.

The:Parthians figured in short, meaningful meta-

.phors; they were archetypes for treachery.1 There were

moral lessons of how civil strife made: Rome vulnerable

2 and wasted the energy which should

to barbarian attack
be used against the Pgr;htans.z Avenging Crassus was to
be part of the moral regeneration of Rome.4 Current af-
fatrs.wére followed with Lnterests--tnctuding news of
Tiridates' and Phraates' struggLes.6 The predominant

expectation was that Augustus would inevitably have to

1Exampl.eé of this category are too numerous and too
trivial to list exhaustively, but see Appendix A.

2Horace Epod. 7, 4-10; Od. 2, 1, 31-2; and 3, 6, 7-
12. .

SHor. 0d. 1, 2, 21=-24; 1, 21, 13-16; and 1, 35, 29-
33, |

Yor. 0d.'1, 2, 49-52; 1, 12, 53-7; and Propertius

3, 4; and 3, S.
S

Stior. 9a- 1, 26, 3-5; 2, 2, 17-21; 3, 8, 19-20; and
pOSSLbLy 3, 9 4,

Hor. Od. 3, 6, 7=12; 3, 29, 25-9; and Propert. 2, 10.
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thrash the Parthians.’

-Augustus never made the'unfefenttng campaign to
.conquer Parthia, and never ntended to. The Parthians
did not present the sort of threat which had to be
treated preveativety, and the risks were not worth the
possible gatn:.that would be fishing with the golden
hobk.8 Augustus learned from Antonius' mtstakas.

Yet {f Augustus really intended to do nothing,
than the chatter of the poets would have been most em-
bafrasstng. ~Augustus would discourage them, and could.
But the evtdance is that he encouraged their expecta-

ttpns?

He had-hts reasons.

Augustus knew that public opinion would be easil& :
satisfted with the return of Crassus' standards and the
prisonars. He sought these from Phraates in 30 B.C.,
while threatening him with Ttridates; When Phraates
refused, Augustus adopted Antonius' scheme and launched
Tiridates into Parthia in 28'or 27 B.C. For a while
there was a chance of realizing the dream of having a
ctiént-ktng on the throne of Parthia; however temporary,
it wouLa still be a coup. That pyan failed, but kugus-
tus gatned possession of Phraates' son, and it remained
to'be seen what this could yleld. | |

At any moment Augustus might have succeeded, and

might yet. . Perhaps he had not expected Phraates to be

" "Hor. sat. 2, 5, 61=5; 2, 1, 12-5; Od. L, 29, 1-4;
2’ 9’ 18-24; 2’ 13’ 17-8; 3’ 2’ 1-6; 3’ 3’ 42-54’ 3, 5,
1-12; Virgil Georg. 1, 498-514.

8Suet. Aug. 25.

9See chapter 5, on propaganda.
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éenactous, or fortunate. But whenever the moment shoﬁLd
come when Phraates would make a sign of submission--no
-matter how suddenly or through what coercion--the pro-
' paganda prepération would make the result glorious.
= % % X * |
Rome was'éware that Phraates had won his war

against Tirtdates.

'redditum Cyri solio Phraaten

dissidens plebl numero beatorum

eximit Virtuse...'t0

In Ode 1, 26 there is mild empathy for Ttrtdétes' péint
.of.vtew,_so perhaps Augustus' support-for Ttrtdates-was
knowﬁ to Rome, or at least to Horace.11

From the time that Tiridates had reached him in
Spain, Augustus had been intensely occupied with other
matters, incituding completion of the war, his own Ll
health (which brought him near death), the trial of Pri-
mus, the conspiracy of Caepio and Murena? and the-poLt- '
tical settlement of 23 B.C., which resulted in his re-

12 'a year

signing the consulship in July of that year,
that might well have been the Last, and was.certainly
the most criftcal, in all the long Principate of Augus-

tus.'13 A new involvement in Parthian affairs, with a

1%or. 0d. 2, 2, 17-20.
M1vig., 1, 26, 1-6:

"Musis amicus tristitiam et metus
“tradam protervis in mare Creticum
portare ventis, quis sub Arcto
rex gelidae metuatur orae,
quid Tiridatem terreat unice-
securus.' :

12Mommsen, ROm. Staatsr., fIf, p. 797, n. 3.

135yme, RR, p. 333.
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successfuL-resﬁLt, would possibly redirect energies
'away from political strife: to reforge the}bLuntgd
swords énd turn them against the b'arbari.ans.14
Crassus' standards were walting. But, stilli,
Augustus requtred nothing more. It waé senseless to
make a conqﬁesf of Parthla. Success would no doubf'
be costly, and_the_onLy thing Augustus c¢ould do with
Parthia once he had conquered Lt was to make Lt into
a client-kingdom, too distant to keep under control.
The Parthians were no great threat to his well-organ-

tzed East. And once a Roman expedition crossed the

‘Euphrates, could it be sure to escape defeat? Venti-

dius had shown that the Parthians were not'tnvincibte,
but east of the Euphrates they had not been beaten.
Augustus' resources were vast, but why waste them? He

knew only too well hoyﬂAntontus had been weakeméd by

‘his failed venture, and what the consequences had been.

Besides, Augustus still had Tiridates, and Phraates

son as well. The opportunity for peacefuply negotiating

"the retqrn of the standards was yet too great to let

Passe
Sometime very soon after the settlement of 23 B.C.

Agrippa left Rome and took up residence on the istand of

 Lesbos. Dio writes that Augustus had sent him away from

Rome so that there would be no wrangling between him and

Marcellus over the fact that Augustus had entrusted his

orace 0d. 1, 35, 38-40. The Parthians are not -

' specifically mentioned. Horace's thoughts may have been

directed toward the proposed.campaigns against Britain

and Arabla, which are mentioned.

[N
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'stgnet ring to Agrippa and not to'MarceLLus, whom every-

15

one assumed to be heir-apparent. Velleius Paterculus

says that asspgnments'from Augﬁstus were but a pretext
‘for Agrippa's withdrawal: the gossip current in Rome
was that Agrippa felt a secret animosity for MarceLLus116

Suetonius has Agrippa in a fit of plque because Augus-

17

tus favoured Marcellus, or says that he desired not

to stand in the young man's way.18 Pliny the Elder calls

19

the move the 'pudenda Agrippae ébLegatto. Tacitus

. says Augustus allowed Agrippa to wi thdraw when he re-

quested tt.zo Interestingly, it is an Easterner, Joseph-

us, who says that Agrippa was sent east as Caesar's de-

puty, with no mention of any scandal..21

Agrippa spent nearly two years in the East, and of
‘his activities during that pertiod nothing is recorded:
"only that at one point he received a visit from Herod.22
There Ls not even the sort of gossip which later sur-
rounded Tiberius' exile on Rhodes %>

That some scandal Lay'behtnd Agrippa's departure

15pi0 53, 31-2.

16y eLl. Pater. 2, 92, 2.

"17Suet.'Aug. 66.

181pi4., Tib. 10.

19

20Tac. Ann. 14, 53: the words are put in Seneca's
mouth as he speaks with Nero. .

Pliny NH 7, 149

%1j0s. AJ 15, 10, 2.
221p14., 3.

23

?

Suet. Tibe 11,

[y
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- has been.sértousLy.brought into question.24_ Agrippa
was Augustus' most loyal friend. They had known each
'other for‘haLf their lives. Agrippa had served Augusr'
tus tirelessly, and Augustus had shown him every honour,,
cuLminatiné with the guérdtanship'of the signet ring,
"and therefore the empire. Now, immediately after Au-.

gustus gave Agrippa a matus imperium which made him

secbnd in power only to Augustus himself, we are asked
to believe that Agrippa went into réttrement to-avoid
any embarraséing téte-a~-tétes. with a nineteen year-old
boy who was holding his first public office.®> It is
more incredible still that Augustus, barely surviving
the opposition in Rome during the preceding twelve
months, would let the loyal and strong Agrippa walk oute.
?tnaLLy, we must discard the ruﬁours reported.-in our
sources, when we consider that Agrippa returned to Rome
2y year and a half later--and no sooner, though Marcel-
-Lus had by then been dead for a yeaf--and took up the

| management of the Wesf while Augustus was in the bast;
he- also harrted Julia, Augustuéi‘daughtenﬁand MarceLLuéf
widow, and accepted further important military coﬁmands
- in Augustus' service.

| Magie'beLieyes that Agrippa was sent East to nego-

tiate secretly with the Parthians for the return of

2“‘Davtd Magie, 'The Mission of Agrippa in the Orient
in 23 B.C.,' Classical Philology 3, 1908, pp. 145ff. Also
"see Syme, RR, p. 342: L..a-political suspect is not placed
i{n charge of provinces and armies.'

2SPropel."t:t.us 3, 18, 15: MarceLLus died in the next
'year, aged twenty. .

9
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:Crassus' standards.26 There was good reéson for secrecy..
Augustus, ever conscious of appearances, knew that an ar-
-rangement Aad to be made which would give him material
for glorification of Rome and humiliation for Parthia.
Crassus wouLd-not be avenged by a public offer to ex=-
change a kidnapped bpy'for the standards lost in battle.
_Agrippa, capable, discreet, and empowered for any con=-

' tingency, was to be the negotiator. Lesbos was the |
headquarters. It was near enough the mainland, yet no
city in Asia would be as secure, espeqiaLLy for keeping
things secret. =Al.so, the island was a renowned place
of extLe,27 so {t suited thoroughly - accepted rumours
of Agrippa‘'s meLodramattc withdrawal. So Agrippa duti-
fully proceeded to Lesbos, and must naturally have made

. quick contact with the Par'thi.ans.28

But what bargaining strength did the Romans havet

Phraates had never known a defeat at the hands of the
Romans, and by this time he must have come to the con-

'cLusion that Augustus was not overly anxious to invade
Parthia. Tiridates had failed Augustus even worse than
he had failed Antonius. Augustus' trump, the poé%ession :

of Phraates' youngest son, may not have been such an ob-

vious boon. Phraates never displayed much interest in

'26Magie, 'Mission of Agrippa,' p. 150,

27th¢ Pro Rab. Post. 10, 27.

28At this point I diverge from the opinions of
Magie, who believes that Agrtppa s mission was a total
success and that Augustus' tour of the East was meant
to accomplish, 2mong other things, the 'recovery' of the
standards in a/thch would appear to be militant and
forceful, though secretly pre-arranged.

'
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his relatives, except when he murdered his father and

brothers,29 30

slaughtered his harem, and later (as we
.shaLL'see) sent away his own legitimate sons as hos-
tages;- Still, the boy was an Arsacid and a Legitimate
candtdate.to Phraates' throne. Before the year 23 B.C.
had ended, Phraates sent envoys to Augustus in Rom.e.31
Pﬁraates demanded that his son be returned and that his
'slave' Ttrtdafes be handed over.32 Augustus took the
matter befo;e'the senate, which promptly surrendered
the last of {ts authority over foreign policy by re-
questing that Augustus make the deci.ston.33
Augustus réfﬁsed to hand over Ttrtdates; who, de-
spite his tendéncy to failure, might yet be of service.
However, Phraafes‘ son was returned: sine pretiog, says:
Justh, but Dio states that the condttton was the return

\_of the standards of Crassus. Both are probably true.

2% justin 42, 5, 1.
30

31Dto 53, 33, 1-2. ‘this passage, which concerns the
Parthian envoys who were brought before the senate by
Augustus, is an important crux for-our chronologi¢al or-
der. Dio is decribing the episode as an illustration of
Augustus' habit of showing respect to the senate. The
passage may be looking back to a much earlier incident,
only now being described, out of place, as an example.
But it seems to me that the description of such an inci-
dent would not be held in abeyance untitl it could serve
as an iLllustration. On the contrary, Augustus' habit of
deference has been brought to Dio's mind by this inci-
dent. Also, it is the only example here given. I there-
fore take Dio's order of narraration on this and related
points to be the cnronologucal order of events as he knew

them.

32DLO, ibid.; Justin 42, 5§, 7: 'servum suum Tiri-
datem et filium'=~-another LnaLcatLon that Tiridates was
not an Arsacide..

: ' 33Di.o, ibid. On the significance of the senate's
act, see Ferrero, Greatness and Decline, IV, p. 264.

Isid. Char. 1.
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Naturally, the condition could nof be made public: {t
'Was a mercenary way of redeeming Rome's honour, énd.
..Phraates might openly refuse hts'part'of the bargain.
However, Dio is probably justified in assuming that
.séme price was implicit in the aLL-too-generous-act.

It can only be guessed whether Augustus was hoping
. Phraates wouLdnrechrocate the gestﬁre in some servile
fashion, or whether some pre-arrangements had been made
explicit at Lesbos. In any case, while Agrippa re-
mained on his island f‘or'months,34 ready to arrange

anything, Phraates dauntlessly did nothing.

34As noted by Syme, 33; pP. 338, the island was

well situated for Agrippa to watch over not only the
East, but also the Balkans. That Josephus, who is con-
cerned mainly with Jewish history, mentions only Herod's
visit with Agrippa does not preclude the possibility
that other client-kings also visited the Lsland on offi-
cial business. .- S :

-

I




Chapter Eleven

Augustus' Tour of the East'

Late in 22 B.C. Augustus set out from Rome on a

projected tour of the easte‘x‘n'provinces.1

Augustus

“had not Beén tﬁ the East for seven years, and it was a
good time to make an appearance before his ‘subjects,
soldlers and governors. There was undoubtedly much
administrative work to be seen to personally. Also,

it was a good time to be out of Rome; he couLd_demon-
strate to the nobilés his own necessity, for he proba-
bty foresaw the near chaos which followed his departure

2

"from the Clty. Also, there was the matter of the Par-

thians. 3

It was naturaliyﬂassumed by Rome that this was the
expedition to defeat the Pgrtni.ans.3 Augustus, even had
‘he SO desired, code do nothing to prevent that assump-
-tion. But there was probably no advertisement of a grand
camba{gn, no marching out of the Clty, and the expedition,
or entourage, did not proceed directiy against the enemy.
On the contrary, Lt was well over a year before Augustus
' reached Syria,.after making several stops and detours on

the way. He went abdut his imperial business, leaving

Phraates to wonder what he was up to.

Ihio 54, 6, 1.

'ZSyme, RR, pe 371

3Properttus“4, 3.

L)
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But something was up: we will find that, when
Augustus needed them, there stood close by not onLy'
Artaxes' brother Tigranes, who had lived in Kome for
a decade, but also Ariobarzanes;'the son of Rome's:
ally, Artavasdes the Mede; now ruling Lesser Armenia.
Tiridates may have been brought along as wel.l..4

In the wtqter-bf 22/21 B.C., Agrﬂppa was sum-
moned by Augustus, then in Sicily, to return to Rome -
and govern the West in his absence.’ Seemingly all
the scandal which had supposedLy caused his departure
was now forgiven, though, as likely, Agrippa may have
been spending the last few-months making arrangehents

6 In the spring of 21 B.C., Augus-

for Augustus' touf.
tus sailed from Sicily to Greece, where he:tarried un-
tll the winter, which was spent on the island of Samos.’
There he held court, giving audience to the recently
defeated queen of the Ethioplanse.S

~ About this time the situation intensified. It is
reported that an embassy arrived from Armenia represeht-
ing not king Artaxes, but a pro-Roman faction which
wanted Artaxes to be repLacéd.by hts brother Tigranes,

who Was in Aﬁgustus' hands (tndeed, apparently within

though, for strict history, we have heard the last’
of Tiridates. An inscription from Spoleto may refer to
a son of Tiridates who became a Roman citizen and com-
manded some Parthian auxilliaries serving in the Roman
army (CIL; III, 8746).

Dio 54, 6, 4.

~ SMagte, 'Misston,' p..151.
dio s4, 7. |
8

Strabo 17, 1, 54.




128

reach).’9 Without hesitation Augustus complied, and sum-
~moned Tiberius to bring an army from Macedonia and ef-

10

fect the change. Before Tiberius' force arrived, Ar-

" takes was killed, conveniently enough, by the Armenians

11

themselves.” " V{th no lack of pomp, TtberLus crowned

Tigranes II, presumabLy in Artaxata.12
Artaxes' death meant that not only Greater Armenia,
"but also Media Atropatene lost its ruler. Its previous
king, the loyal Artavasdes, who had been exiled from
Media since 30 B.C. and had since been ruLing'Lesser
Armenia, unfortunately had died recentLy.13 Lesse} Ar-
menta went to Archelaus of Cappadocia, but Arfavasdes'
son, Artobarzanés, was installed in Media Atropater_xe_.14
| "SuddenLy, without a battle, Augustus had extended
the sphere of Rpman cLLent-k;ngdoms to the shore of the
Caspian Sea, and Roman_xroops were breathing down Phraates'
neck.- And what was the feactppn of the king who had
_ never knbwp aHQefeat at Roman hands, had twice beaten
back the puppet Tiridates, and had never shown the least

stgn of submission? He meekly handed over the preclous .

_ standards and whatever prisoners stitl survived.'®

pio 54, 9, 4f.

_1OIde., Suet. Tib. 14.

pio 54, 9, 5.

121p4.

31pi4., 2.

A%g 33.

- ISVeLL- Pater. 2, 91, 1; Livy Epitt. 141; Suet. Aug.
21 ; Tib. 9; and Dio 54, 8, 1. - _ : _

\
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It is time to call i{nto question Gibbon's pro-
nouncement that it was vanity on Augustus' part to as-
~sert that he compelled the Parthians to restore the

16 Gibbon declares that

stsndards into Roman hands.
they were gained 'by an honourable treaty' which Au- '
gustus preferred to 'exposing his person and his le-
glons to the arrows of the Parthians.'

Quite the opposite: Augustus was thrsatening to
recover the lost standards by Violent méans, and per-
- haps even to repLace Phraates with Tiridates, or some=
one eLse. Augustus thrsatened battle. Undoubtedly,
war was not what he wanted, but the genuine threat of
~ Lt was his.weapon. |

Many historians have reconcileq the events of 20
B;C. with their image of Augustus as the supreme diplo-

17 But it

. mat by éatLLng his activity a show of force.
is questionabte.whether a 'show of force' could have

any effectiveness against a king as tough and sxpert-
.énced as Phraates., This was no showy it was a serious
threat of war. The difference between being threatening-
Ly prepared for war and actually going to war is'very
fine, and_extsts only for leaders, such as Augustus, who
can distinguish war as an end and war as a means. AsS

Phraates Kknew, Augustus was prepared.

There is no record of ‘the strength of Tiberius'

16See Pp. 2=4 of the Introduction.

17Buchan, Augustus, pp. 173-4; Ferrero, Greatness
and Decline of Rome, IV, p. 255; Matttngly, Roman Imper-
" tal Civilisatlon,.p. 114; M. Rostovtzeff Rome (Oxford,
19603 _Pp. 181=27; and A. H M. Jones, August s (London,
1970), p. 58. ) _

N
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_force, but it is probable that it consisted of the Il-

lyrican and Macedonian Legi.ons.18 This meant a total

19

force of -eight or nine legions. Tiberius was only

twenty-two years old, but had already served in Spai.n,20
and would, for years to come, continually prove his
worth as a military leader.

There is no direct record of the commander of
" the Syrian force in 20 B.C. Around the year 23 B.C.
the legate of Syria bore the name Varro:2! he may have
been a relative of the conspirator Murena, and may have
fallen from grace as a resuLt.Z; For when Agrippa went
East in 23 'B.C., though keeping himself at Lesbos, he

23

sent subordinates to Syria. One of these may well

have been M. Titius with the rank of lLegate of Syri.a.24

A very cold=-blooded soldier,zs Titius was unusually well -

'laParker, P. 91. Since no extensive Eastern cam-
paign was planned, Augustus would only temporarily be
denuding Macedonia and Illyricum of their legions. Still,
- there would be auxilia, as well as the protection provided

by the vassal kingdom of Thrace (G.H. Stevenson, CAH, X,
pp. 228-32). . _

19Ibi.d., pp. 89-92: five legions from Illyrigunm,
three or four from Macedonia. . .

20Suet. Tibe 9.

1 jos. BJ 1, 398; and AJ 15, 345.

225yme, RR, pp. 330, n. 2, 334 and 338.

23pto 53, 32, 1.

: 24I—‘or the complex but convincing arguments concern-
ing M. Titlus, see L.R. Taylor, 'M. Titius as the Syrian

Command,' JRS 26, 1936, pp. 116ff. Syme, RR, p. 398,
Ne 1 constders it possible that Titius was twice legate.

254e himself executed Sextus Pompeius, who had once
spared his Life: pto 48, 30.
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qualified for this'aétive post: he had fought the Par-
thians with distinction in 36 B.C., when he served as
Antontus'.quaestor.26 After becomihg disgusted with
laffaLrs in Alexandria, he deserted in 32 -B.C. to Octa-
. vian, along with hts_uncLe, Munatius PLancus,27‘who at

28 As legate of

one time had been governor of Syria.
Syria, Titius would now be in command:of.three or four
legions, of which one, and,possibly two, had been with
Antonius on hts Parthian campatgn.zg To these legions,
perhabs yet containing a few survtvofs‘of Antontds' ex=-
. pedition, Titius' reputation would have been known.
Possibly, it would even be known to Phraates.

Tiberius led his large force across the Hellespont
and probably followed the route of Alexander through
Galatia. .and Cappadocia.30 _In Galatia, there was an ex-
' cellent native leglon which Tiberius could have added

31

to his force. Cerfainty, Archelaus of Cappadocia

must have brought some troopé with him when he joined

32

Tiberius on the march. A rendezvous between Titius

26pLut. Ant. 42.

27VeI.L. Pater. 2, 93; Plut. Ant. 58; and Dio 50, 3, 1.
28xppian BC 5, 144, 598.

2Rt tteriing, P=W, s.v. 'Leglo,' col. 1517ff. and
158711, -
30

Taylor, p. 170.

31 ater known as the Legio XXII Deiotariana, this
Galatian force was organized on Roman’ models and had
fought on Rome's side since the time of Caesar. Galatia
had become a Roman province in 25§ B.C., and, at some
time after that, the Deiotarian became a Roman legione.
By 8 B.C. it was stationed in Alexandria: Magie, RRIAM,
pp. 460-1 and 1321, - ' '

32

Jos. AJ 15, 105,
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and Tiberius may have been arranged at some strategic
point, such as Mel.ttene.33 Perhaps Titius delivered
Tigranes .for installation by Tiberius, which was made

simple by Artaxes' murder at the hands of his fellow

Armenians.
Apparently, Roman troop:-movements had already be- '

gun when Augustus heard.the news of Artaxes' death,

34

and again he reacted quickly. With the throne of

- Media Atropatene_also made vacant, Augustus installed

Ariobarzanes, son of the recentLy deceased Artavasdes

35

the Mede. There is no record as to when or how Ario-

36

which, of course, makes sense,. with Artaxes having just

barzanes was installed, but Mommsen argues for 20 B.C.,

been killed. An armed escort at least, and more lLikely
‘a potent military force, would be needed to perform the
task, which would require marching even as far as Anto-
nius had managed to advance in 36 B.C., and back again.
Tiberius was undoubtedly too'tnexperienced and too valu-
able to risk. Probably the job was given to Titius, who

certainly knew the route.37

33TayLor, p. 170. Antonius' line of march had run
through here: Tarn, CAH, X, pe. 73.

34Ohe may boldly suspect that he knew of Artaxes'
" death before it happened.

35pg 33.

36
Pe 96.

37'I‘ayl.or', P. 171.; this may explain why the sources
pass over the event--the imperial chroniclers were not
interested in the achievements of non-members of the Im-
perial house. Similarly, after Tiberius refused, we do
not know who installed Artavasdes II in Armenia in 6/5
B«C., nor do we know who lLed the force which installed

Mommsen, Res Gestae Divi Augusti (Berlin, 1865),
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With Arménia lost, Parthia was extremely vulner-
able. A Roman army was marching through the véLLeys
toward the Medtan;capttal;?Phraaspa. Phraates had the
option of unleashing his mounted archers, who could -
demonstrate again how they had destroyed Crassus and
crippled Antonius, and thus deny the Romans the pos-
session of Media. But Phraates chose to submit. He
no doubt saw that Augustus was well prepared: the Ro-
man would ﬁot have tarried éLL these years, onyy to
come now and fath Phraates did_not have to ask Augus~
tus, as Crassus had-been asked, what he was doing here.
Phraates knew all too weLL what Augustus had come for,
and how he might yet be bought'off; Suddenly the
standards were not worth keeping. The loss in prestige,

‘Like the loss of Armenia, was serlous but not fatal,
and might later be recoﬁered.

At this time Phraates surrendered not only the
sténdards, but hostages as well--four sons, two of

. their wives and four grandchildren. This giving of
hostages-is usually dated to c. 10 B.é., in view of
Strabo's statement that the hostagés were given into
the héﬁds of the-Legate of Syria, Ttttus,38 described
as legate of Syria by Josephﬁs at a date between 13
and 8 B.C.39  Buﬁ, as noted before, it is extremely

 likely that Titius was also in command in Syria-in

'Tigranes' about A.D. 7. For further cases in which
publicity is denied non-members of the imperial house,
see Syme, RR, pp. 332 and 390,

385 ¢ rabo 16, 1, 28.

39 jos. AJ 16, 270.
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40

20 B.C., and, more {importantly, the refurn of the

standards and the surrender of hostages are'dtrectty

42

linked by Strabo 1 (an Augustan), Justin 43

and Orosius
(who depend on lost works of the Augustans Trogus and
Livy), Velleius Paterculus™* (a late Augustan) and Su-
etontus45 (apparently réLytng on VeLLetﬁs). Velleius
says that the hostaées were given in Armenia to Tiber-
tus, not Titius; and Suetonius sfates that Tiberius was -
sent to the Parthian court to collect the standards.

If a Roman prince had gone to the Parthian court, there
would surely be contemporary notice of it: Suetonius is
obviously building on Vellelus' statement about the
hostages, which is fefuted_by Strabo's words naming Ti=-
tius as the recipient of the hostéges. In Velleius

: mendactbus.eulogtzing ts no surprise, and his blas may
also reflect hostility between Tiberius and Titius.

It may be objected that in the Res Gestae Augustus

4OSee_ Pel0 o

Ustrabo 16, 1, 28.

42 ustin 42, 5, 10-12.
43Orostus 6, 21, 29.

4%ell. Pater. 2, 94.

458uet. Aug. 21 and Tibe 9.

46The princely general in conflict with the veteran
soldier. But also the interests of Archelaus of Cappa-
docia may have been involved: he may have sided with one
or the other. He marched in 20 B.C. with Tiberius and
was later defended in a Roman court by him (Dio §7, 17;
and Suet. Tib. 8). We are ignorant of the dLsagreement,
but ArcheLaus and Titius were reconciled through Herod .
(Jos. AJ 16, 270), and Archelaus snubbed Tiberius when |
the latter was exiled at Rhodes (Tac. Ann. 2, 42). Ti-
berius, when he became emperor, had his r revenge (Suet.

Tibe 37) .

N
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does not mention the recovery of the standards and. the
surrender of hostages in the. same section, but, of course,
the Res Gestae is not organized entirely chronologically,

47

but more thémattcaLLy. It is a most interesting fact

" that while Justin, Vellelus, Suetonius, Tacttus48 and
Orosius all use the word obsides to describe the chil-
dren sent by.ghraates, Aﬁgustus himself uses the word

i nora, whtchnmeant not so much hostages as pledges or
sureties. We may discover the reason for this in the
 statements by our two Greek-writing sources. Strabo
says that Phraates did not want his sons around bécause
he feared sedition in which one of his sonstcouLd be
~ substituted for him.49 Josephus says Phraates was peré
suaded to thts course of action by an Italian slave-
girl named Musa, who was a gift from Augustuss After
gaining Phraates' Lovergnd bearing him a son, she then
manoeuvred to secure for her child the succession to
the throne ahead of his older and Leétttmate brother‘s.so

'Strabo's statement is very credible, and Phraates'

fears understandable: parricide was a family tradtfton
already going baék two generations. Josephus' story
need not be doubted, for it harmonizes with subsequent

Parthian htstory.51

%7 The standards are mentioned among victories (29)
and the hostages are lListed among foreigners suppliant-
ly coming to Rome (32). _

48Tac. Ann. 2, 1. : 495tr‘ab0 16, 1, 28.

SoJosephus'Ag 18, 40.

51A controversy arises here. Aside from why, we do
not even know when Augustus gave Musa to Phraates. The
traditional assumption has been 20 B.C., during or im-
mediately after the events described in this chapter.
There are ‘three bases for this assumption. 1) From the
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Augustus, by using the vord pignora, may be quietly
verifying the fact (patriotically misrepresented by the
unknowing) that Phraates'was doing himself a favour by -

' unioadtng his children on Augustus. It may have been

.a bld by Phraates to demonstrate some form of submis-
stoh, perhaps even before he surrendered the standardsg—-
perhaps, hopef@LLy, {n lieu of them. VWhatever the cir-
cumstances, hostages could not sati{sfy Augustus' re-
qquemenp: the standards were thé i{mportant thing. Their
loss had been Rome's shame; their return had been Rome's

demand; and their recovery would be celebrated by Rome.s2

information in Josephus' statement, Musa had had time to
have a son old enough to be a viable candidate for the
throne and she had had time to gain a strong influence
over Phraates. 2) The notion that Phraates' sons were
given about 10 B.C. 3) The fact that Musa's son, Phraa-
taces, is called iuvenis excelsissimus by Velleius in
his eyewitness account of events in A.D. 1 (2, 101, 2).
As for point 1); the period of time required need
not be more than a coupite years, and this statement in
Ltself gives no clue to the date of Musa's presentation.
In point 2), the notion has already been rejected (see
PP.133-6)s» In point 3), the word iuvenis is relative and
cannot be pushed too far. Besides, by the accepted view
of Phraataces' age, he would have been the same age as
Velleius: clearly Velleius is writing not from the stand-
point of the time in which the events occurred, but thir-
ty years later, with the sentiments of a man of fifty,
to wvhom even a man much older than thirty would stiil be
constidered a iuvenis.

A Another plece of interesting but not conclusive evi-
dence is a coln of Phraataces dated for 2 B.C. which pic-
tures him with a substantial beard. The Simonettas would
put back the gift of Musa to 29 B.C. (B. and A. Simonetta,
'Le Vicende di Fraate IV, Re del Parti,' Numismatica,
1949, pp. 36-46), and even as late as 23 B.C. would be.
acceptable to the other evidence. .

‘As to whether a seventeen year-old can grow a beard,
it is a matter of chance and opiniton: at least it was in

my case.

52The fact that no Roman coin issued immediately
after this date celebrates the surrendering of hostages,
while one coin dated 8 B.C. does depict a man surrender-
ing a hostage, has been used by Mommsen to support the -
view that the Parthian hostages were surrendered around

L
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Phraates' sons were sent to Rome. Two eventually

>3 the other two, and one of Phraates'

died there;
grandsons, were the pawns of later policy. At some

time the hoétages were éhown off by Augusfus at the |
Games: they followed him down the middle of the arena

and sat two rows behind him.>%

10 B.C. (RGDA, p. 94); but Mattingly is sure the hos-

tage depicted on that coin is Germanic.(H. Mattingly,

Colns of the Roman Empire in the British Museum (Lon-

don), I; Augustus to Vitellius, 1923, No. 492, and see
Pe CXVi).

53CIL, VI, 1799; one of the Parthians apparently
~built a temple: CIL, XIV, 2216.- ,

*4suet. Aug. 43.




Chapter Twelve
A New East after 20 B.C. -

Augqstus,'after a leisurely journey home,.entered
the City on Oc;ober 12, a day-votéd by the senate to
become an annual public holiday, the Augustal.t.a.1 To
‘honour Augustus the senate decreed a triumph, which he

2 and-a triumphal arch. An altar of Fortuna

refused,
Redux was consecrated;3 and Augustus made .plans for
constructing a temple for Mars Ultor, in which the re-
covered standards.wouLd be enshrined; temborartly they
were resting on the Capitol near the témpLé of Jupiter
Fere'tri.us.4 _

Horace was uﬁresgpatned. '"Who fears the Parthian...
while Caesar Ltves?'sl The poet was in tune with what
appears to have been a dominant theme: Phraates on
bended knees, ready to obey?

'tus imperiumque Phraates

JCaesarLs acceptit genibus mi.nor....'6 .

There is an excellent statue of Augustus inmilitary

dress, and on his cuirass is depicted a Parthian in

“ 1RG 11; and Dio 54, 10, 3.

2rG 4.

3R 11.

%G. F. Hill, Historlcal Roman Coins (London, 1909),
Pp. 142-3; and J.G.C. Anderson, CAH, X, p. 263.

" Hor. od.. 4, 5, 25.

®Hor. Epist. 1, 12, 27-8.
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7 For the next

\the act of surrendering the standards.
couple of years, the coilnage from various m'Lnts8 con=-.
centrated on the theme of Augustus"easteﬁn successes,9
depicting a Parthian on bended knee,10 as well as other
images of victory, such as the recovered standar'ds,11

the tri{umphal arch,12 Adgustus' triumphal chariot, rider-

13 14 A simple capri-

less, and the temple of Mars Ultor.
. corn could be depicted, for it:was Augustus'lstgn, and
beneath it the legend SIGNIS PARTHICUS RECEPTIS.!® Legends
were'important, and varied but little: CIVIB ET SIGN _
MILIT A PART RECUP;16 CAESAR AUGUSTUS SIGN RECE;'7 sic-
NIs RECEPTIS;1® marTIS ULTORIS.!?

Concerning Armenia, Augustus' colns at first read |

ARMENIA CAPTA,2° probably reviving memories of AEGYPTO

" 7see CAH, vol. IV of plates, 148, a.

: 8On the concordanée of the mints of eastern cities
see C.H.V. Sutherland, The Cistophori of Augustus (Lon-
don, 1970), pp. 34-7 and d 102-4,

9SutherLand, Coinage e, P. 28.
loMatttngLy, Coins R. Efip., vol. I, no. 10, 18, 40,
43, and 56.

11

Ibid., 704.
121vid., 7, 52, and 77.

1bid., 427, and 703.
1vid., 315, 332, and 366.
15

Ibid., 679.

Ibid., 427.

Ibi.d.’ 10’ 40’ and 560 )

Ibid., 332.
19

2%big., 18, 43, 44, and 671.

1bid., 315 and 366.
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21

CAPTA. But soon this legend was replaced with ARMENIA

RECEPTA%%——less flattering to Tiberius, but more satis-
fying to Roman pride,23'for some claim to Armenia c6uLd
be traced back to Lucullus; aLso,’Augustus'argues that
he’ could havé made Armenia a province, buf preferred to
{nstall figraneé--matorum nostrorum exempl ;24 No un-
truth here, though, of course, he does not mention :that
‘the Keenest eprhent of the pQLtcy héd been Marcus An-
“toniuse |
Augustus had greatly altered the East in 20 B.C.

.Armenia, and even Media Atropatene, were now Roman
‘cLien;4ktngdoms. Lesser Armenia was placed tn the firm
hands of Archetaus of Cappadbéta. Commagene's king
MLthradates 11, who had been recognised as king by Au-
gustus, etther died or was deposed in 20 B.C. _A new
kLng, aLso named Mithradates, was recognised as ruler

25 Tarcondimotus was restored to his an-

26 and someone named Iamblichus,

by Augustus.
cestral kingdom of Cilicia,
son of Iamblichus, was allowed to succeed to some dominton

27

over the Arabians. At some ttmé, a certain king Arta-

- Xares had fled to Augustus:28 his ‘kingdom, Adiabéne, may

2lMattingly, Colns RS Emp., vole I, no. 650.

221%1d., 675.

23Ibi.d., P. CXXV, ne 1; and Sutherland, Coinage, p.

2%g 27.
25

44,

Dio 54, 9, 3.

261p14.

27

'Bio 54, 9, 2. 28

RG 32.

.
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at this fime have come within Augustus' gift.

The principle was firmly estabLished: The East
was half Roman, half Parthi.an.;9 Every oriental king
who was not already a vassal of Parthia owed his throne
to Augustus. Succession had to be approved.

Parthia had been.properLy humbLed,_and Augﬁstus
could be at ease with the situation in the East. In
16 B.C. Agrippa was sent again to the East:_thps time
. without any rumours of-scandat; or any urgency. Agrippa
took his wife Julia and Augustus' two grandsons along,’
and they were féted wherever they went, recelving a warm

~ welcome from Herod.>°

As vicegerent, Agrippa was indis-
pensable to Augustus, for he could be wherever {t hap-
pened that the princeps could not; also, the separation
.'of the two Leagers perhaps made life more bearable for
the nobiles, and each_other.31
Agrippa was in the East for three yeafs, and the
. only serious activity which disturbed his leisure and
administrative activity was the regulation of affairs
in the Bosporan kingdom on ‘the northern shore of the
Black Sea. Agrippa's mere threat’ of force cooled the
situation; tﬁe afea wés given Lnto the care of Polemo
of Pontus.3;

The area had economic importance: its grain fed

' 29For this contemporary view, see Strabo 16, 1, 28.

'30Jos..Ag 16, 12; and Dio 54, 19, 6; and see Magie,
RRIAM, pp. 476-7 and 1339, n..26.
315yme, RR, p. 389. |

*2pio 54, 24, 5.

[
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Roman soldiers and-a great deal of commercial activity

33 It would be

was-carfted 6n in the Black Sea region.
worthwhile to discuss for a moment the economic consid-
erations which may have affected Augustus' poLicy in

" the East.

Augustﬁs gave every indication of his interest in
economic affairs in the East. In écquiring Egypt after
the battle of ALexandrta, Augustus inhertited the'PtoLe-
mies' rich monopolies: in grain, of which a surplus
could be exported; in minerals, manufactured géodsand
textiles, and the luxury trade with Arabia and Indi.a.34
Augustus' interest in the latter maﬁifested itself in
: Aelius Gallus' expedition down the coast of Arabia in
25 B.C. More was involved than merely robbing the'Sab—_
aeans of their wealthe. Direct trade lLinks were being
sought which would cut out middlemen and costs: the
Nabataeans knew thts,fand helped Gallus bungle his ex-

35

pedition. Yet commerce to Indla did flourish, and

" there was a Roman naval base established at Myos Hor-
mos, an-Egyptian port on the'Red‘Sea.36

| This sea-route was only one of four trade routes
connecting the Roman world with India and the Far Easte.

Two other routes led overland from Syria by diverse

33

34M.P. Charlesworth, Trade Routes and Commerce of

the Roman Empire (Cambridge, 1924), pp. 18-32.

355, Thorley, 'The Development of Trade between
the Roman Empire and the. East under Augustus,' Greece
and Rome 16, 1969, p. 21,

36

J.G.C. Anderson, CAH, X, p. 266.

Strabo 2,.5, 12,

[
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paths until they met up again at Seleucia on the Tigris;
then they split once more, one heading across the Iran-
tan plateau and the other leading to the Persian Gulf,

37 These two

whefe vessels would arrive from India,
routes were studded with wealthy fowns--caravan stops,
- river crossings, trading centres, and terminals. .The
fourth route was far to the north, following the Cy;us'
valley to the Caspian, which was then_crossed,'and after.
which the route continued south-eastward along the Oxus.
valley to Samarkand, from which oné road led sopth to
India and another east toward Chtna.38
This route never entered Parthian territory. Some
scholars maintain that this explains the importance of
Arhenta, Iberia and the Caucasus in Roman poLtcy, parti-
cuLarty Augustus'. It is argued that since no Parthian
.force ever attacked-through Armenia, -there was no stra-
tegic reason for the Romans to hold it, unless to pre-
.vent this trade route falling into Pérthian hands.39
1Likewtse {t {s argued that the Parthians continuaLLy
tried to regain Armenia whenever’they feared that the
Romans were succeeding at diverting the Central Asian
40

_trade away from more southerly routes.

.Augustus may have had some interest in maintaining

37charlesworth, 'Trade Routes,' pp. 100-2.

38Warmi.ngton, pp. 22-3; and Charlesworth, ibid.,
pp. 106-7.

39Warmtngton, pp. 32-4; and Charlesworth, ibid.,

pp. 104-8.

4OP.J.‘«.Teggart', Rome and China: a study of corre-

lations in historical events (Berkeley, California, 1939),

LY
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this ndftherLy route, at least as an alternative, so’
.that the Parthians could never seal off aiL trade routes
to Syria. But there is no reason to think that. the Par-
thtans.wouLd ever do such a thing, which would cripple
thelr own revenues. On the other hand, the Parthians
.did like to control as much of the trade, and thus cus-
tomsrevénue,,~as possible: they htndered the Chinese
,from.eyér making direct ééntact with the Romans.41

In a larger sense, these trade routes were in no
way vital: the trade was mostly in luxuries, not neces-
sities. Of course, the Luxuries of incense, perfumes,
-sptces, gems and dyes all had a:greater value {n the
ancient economy, and the trade in the East provided a
fat - tax-base for the Empire.*? But Rome had no eastly
transportable ttéms of comparable value, so lmperial
bullion had to make up the baLance.43 Moreover, Augus-
tus was probably as interested in trade within the em-
pire--Italian manufactures and Egyptian foodstuff‘s.44

The ﬁatn argument against these economic explana-
.ttohs of policy in Armenia is that there were other very

strong reasons for Rome and Parthia to struggle over Ar-

menia, reasons of strategy?s and, more importantly, of

. prestige.

“l4{rth, pp. 27ff.

42Thorl.ey, p. 209,

43Ibi.d., pP. 223; and R.E.M. Wheeler, Rome beyond the

Imperial Frontiers (London, 1954), p. 164ff.. See PLiny
'NH 12, 84 on the drain of specie eastward. '

44

Rostovtzeff, Rome, p. 263,
45 LT :

The discuSstbh of frontier defence is on p. 10if.
. / .

LY




Chapter Thirteen

Events East and West, 16-2 B.C.

While Agrfppa was sojourning in thelEast, Augus-
tus' stepsons, Tiberius and Drusus, were beginning the
systematic conquest on the northern frontier. It was a.
‘necessary task.invoLving first the reduction of Alpine
tribes which even-at this late date were still raiding
Northern Italy and hampering comnunications with Gaul;
secondly, the éompLétton of the conquest of the Balkans—-
a lLogical conclusion to the efforts of Augustus in that
area nearly tﬁenty yearé-before; and, finally, the drive
for a shorter line of defence in Germany, Linking the
Elbe with the Danube;%.— _

Augustus may have beén pltanning this for a lLong
time, but he could not begin until Spain had been paci-
fied ?nd fhe East made secure, with Parthia properly |
humbled., Also, the evidence is that Augustus had been
building up a new army, a better ohe--not the left-overs

of civil war.? |

Agrippa was sdmmoned back to Rome in 13 B.C. His
nearly expired mg;ggtimgerium.was renewed, after which
he was sent to Illyricum to lead the campaign there.

But the winter shattered his heaLth; and he died in

lsyme, CAH, X, pp. 347-63.
2Syme, 'Some Notes on Legions,' p. 19-20,

LY
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.February of.12 B.C., soon after returning to ItaLy.3
The wars in the north were carried on by Tiberius and_
Drusus, and, after Drusus died, by Tiberius alone.

Augustus surely had never expected to survtye his
frtehd Agrippa. Had Augustus died first, the empire
would in fact have been in Agrippa's hands. The Claud~-
ians could lead the armies satisfactorily, but they
were nobiles (a class which, in Augustus' view, could
help run, but not rule, the empire), and they were not
of Augustus' blood: at least Agrippa was the father of
Augustus' grandsons, on whom the princeps now placed
his hopes for the succession. However, Augustus forced
Tiberius to divorce his beloved wife Vipsania, Agrippa's
daughter, and to marry Agrippa's widow, JuLLa.4 This
brought Tiberius into the core of the imperial family,
but he ns doubt perceiyed that hg was virtually guard-
ian of Julia and her sons, Gaius, Lucius and Agrippa
Postumus. When.they shouLd come of age, there vrould be
no thought of Tiberius succeeding to Augustus' throne.
His_onLy privilege was to serve. And in the East, events’
suddenly took a turn which would require Tiberius" ser-
vices.

Shortly before 6 B.C.S Tigranes II, Augustus' cli-
ent-king on the Armenian throne, died and was succegded

by his son, also named Tigranes.' The new king ruled

35Dio 54, 28, 1-2.
4syet. Tib. 7,2; and Dio 54, 35, 4.

sTac. Ann. 2, 3, 5 makes it sound as if Ltwere d
‘short time later that Tiberius retired.

Y




147

jointly with his sister, Erato, as man and wife, but
because they had.not.watted to receive their diadems

by Augustus' command, Roman authortty might'seem to

be Lapsing. It would have to be restored. Tiberius

- was the man for the job. He had crowned the late Ti-
'granes II fourteen years before. He was Rome's forep--
most soldier.. After cémpatgning for eight hard years
on the northern frontier, Tiberius returned to Rome and
was at last allowed to celebrate a triumph in 7 B.C.,
in which year he also held the consul.shi.p.6 But when
Augustus gave him a special imperium and commissioned
him to handle Armenia, Tiberius asked permission to re-

tire from public Llife, and ‘exiled' himself to Rhodes.’

8 but she was only a

The gossip pointed to Julia,
symptom of Tiberius' malazise. He was tired of being
-used and used, knowing that.tn the end he would only
be put aside, at best.,

| Syme mathtains that Augustus only gave Tiberius

this commission in drder to remove him again from Rome,

where Gaius and Lucius were being groomed for the .

6F.B. Marsh, The Reign of Tiberius (Oxford,_1931),
p. 36.
7

Dio 55, 9, 4-8.

8suet. Tib. 10. Suetonius, in fact, offers four
reasons for Tiberius' withdrawal; {n the last given,
and emphasized as being Tiberius' own post facto.ex- -
planation, a comparison is made with Agrippa's with-
drawal to Lesbos in 23 B.C.: that Tiberius' desire was
to leave the field open for Augustus' chosen successor,
tn this case, Gaius. If so, one would hardly expect so
much protest over Tiberius' retirement to be made by
Augustus. The comparison:with Agrippa ts shrewd: Ti-
berius would have known that the stated motive for that
withdrawal was also dissembling.

S
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succession;-Syme.wrttes: 'There was no urgent need for

him in the East.'9 thhout denying the other motives . 1

Syme attributes to Augustus, it seems clear that the

-sttuatton in the East was very serious, certainly -some-

-thing Augustus'would not toy with. For sound strategic

' reasons, Armenia should be held. If Armentia were allowed

to slip back into the Parthian sphere, it would be hard-

er to keep hold of the other client-kingdoms. Prestige

was a vital factor, and the commercial considerations

could also have entered into it. |
Eventually Augustus ordered that Artavasdes IT,

probably the third son of Artavasdes I, and therefore

brother to the late Tigranes II, be installed as king

10 As with Ariobarzanes' installation in

in Armenia.
20 B.C., we have no record of who commanded the forcg
which dethroned Tigranes III and Erato and ‘placed Ar-
.tavasdes IT in thelr stead, presumably because the mis-
sion Qas not performed by a mémber of the imperial
house.” The governorship 6f Syria changed hands in 6
B.C.: C. Sentius Saturntnus was replaced by P. Quinctil-

11

tus Varus, but this provides no clue. Artavasdes

issued colns with the portraits of Augustus and

9Syme, RR, p. 417.

;OTac. Ann. 2, 3. \

11Varus'was simply moving upward through various
.posts, aided by the favour of Augustus and his marriage
in 7 B.C. to Claudia Pulchra, Augustus' grandniece.
‘Saturninus was the better man, though, at this point in
time, he might have suffered for his friendship with
Tiberius. See: 2151, no. 27 and 293; OCD, pp. 955 and
1108-9; Vell, Pater. 2, 105, 1; and Syme, RR, pp. 424
and 434. - ) _




himself. 12

)

Armenia, as well as the supporting Rpmaqé ‘not without A(

But about 2 B.C. Artavasdes was driven out of

disaster,' by the Parthians under a new and reckless’

ktng.13

12Percy Gardner, 'On an unpublished coin of Arta-
vasdes II, king of Armenia,' Num. Chron., n.s., 12,
1872, pp. 9-15.

1310c. Ann. 2; 4: 'non sine clade nostra delectus;'
and Dio 55, 10, 18. .




Chapter Fourteen

The Mission of Gaius, 2 B.C.-4 A.D.

Phraataces ascended the Parthian throne in 2 B.C.,
eighteen years after the return of the standards and-
the surrender of his half-brothers as hostages by Phraa-
tes IV. For those eighteen years, because relations
with Rome were tranquit, our sources have Little to say
about affairs in Parthia. There are hints of internal

troubles., Jqsephus mentions that Herod was falsely ac-~

“cused of making a pact of friendship with a Parthian

king named'Mithradates ﬁho was in pbwer sometime be-
tween 12 and 9 B.C.1 The accuser (tf-not Josephus or
his source) may have épmpLy erred about the ktné‘s
name;2 or this king may represent some opposition to
Phraates IV for which no other record has survi.ved.3
Sometime before 6 B.C. a Jewish nobleman and flve hun-
dred of his archer-cavalrymen fled from his estates in
Babylonta and sought refuge with the Syfian legate C.
Sentius Saturninus.4 This must indicate some crisis in
the kingship of the ageing Phraates. In 2 B.C. his
cares came to an end, for Phraataces, his son by Musa,
had grown up and found it tedious waiting for the old

man to die, and so he poisoned him, with his mother's

1Jos. AJ 16, 253.
“Anderson, CAH, X, p. 264, n. 3.

*Debevoise, p. 144.  %Jos. AJ 17, 23-24.
B
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_ heLp.5 Phraataces'ruted with his mother as man.and
wtfe.6_ Perhaps to pfové himself in the eyes of the
‘ﬁobLes, Phraates boldly embarked on a colliision course
with Rohan policy over Armenia.

Artavasdes II, placed in Armenia by the Romans
about 6 B.C., had probably been living tn Rome for
about twenty-four years preceding his installation.

By now-he had tittte in common with his subjects, and
no doubt there was a Large éroup anxious to depose him.
Armenia was always torn: culturally akin to the Parthi-
ans, there nevertheless always seemed to exist a strong
pro-Roman faction in Armenia. Probably the Armenians'
_greatest wish was for independence from both Rome and
Parfhta. Phraataces no doubt found support when he
drove out the Romans and toppled Artavasdes II.7

When Augustus learned that Tigranes III and Erato
had been brought backﬂto power through Parthian inter-
vention, he realized that again armed force wouyd be
required to restore Roman suzerainty.

Ctrcumstaﬁces had changed since 6 B.C. when Tiber-
ius had refused to lead the force which would assert
Roman authority over the succession to the Armenian

throne. This time the Parthians were definitely involved,

5Jos. AJ 18, 43. The earliest colns of Phraataces
(vearded--see ch. 11, n. 51) are from 2 B.C.: McDowell,
pe. 222; Wroth, p. 136.

6Co'Ln evidence: Gardner, pp. 45ff.; and B. and A.
Simonetta, pp. 36ff. The {ncestuous marriage, which
horrified Romans and Greeks, was not viewed favourably
even by the Parthians themselves: Lucan Phars 8, 401-10;
and Joso _A_l 18, 421, '

"Dio 55, 10, 18.

Ly
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and would have to be humbled if Roman prestige were to
be maintained.

Tiberius was still away at Rhodes, and, under the_
present chcumstances, no mere general or legate would
suffice. Fortunately, Augustus'’ grandson Gaius had
come of age. He was stiLL'not‘yet twenty, but

'...Caeéarpbus virtus contigit ante diem.'8

As in 20 B.C;, Augustus was ultimately prepared
to use brute force, but only after every attempt had
been made to achieve his ends through the mere threat
of force. As in 20 B.C., there would be no direct
attack, but agétn a lengthy 'tour' during which Phraa-
taces could tremble and other errands could be performed
by Gaius. .
| First, Gatus himself was built up. Already ap-
parently destined to succeed Augustus, Gaius had been
showered with honours while yet a boy. Now he was given
the same proconsular authority Agrippa and Tibertus had
received, and a wife--to demonstrate a dignified maturi-
ty.9 He had already been designated for the consulship
of A.D. 1, which he would assume dﬂrtng'his journéyolo

To prevent an inexperienced youth from stéfttng a

1 a military adviser was ap-

12

Parthian war needlessly,

pointed--the experienced M. Lolltus. And a geographical

8ovid Ars am. 1, 8. - dio 55, 10, 18-21.

01vid.; 9, 2-4. Usyme, RR, p. 428.
12Vell. Pater. 2, 101f.; and Suet. Tib. 12. Vellei-

us has nothing good to say of Lollius, but Horace praises

his integrity (Od. 4, 9, 33ff.). He was a novus homo,

entrusted with the orgaanatLon of Galatia in 25 B.C.;

he was in Rome as consuL in 21; as early as 20 B.C. he

]
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study of at least Parthia may have been commissioned
- by Augustus.13
Sometime in 1 B.C. Gaius set out on his journey.

He travelled through Greece and across the Aegean to

Asia Minor, where various cities, knowing who he was

and who he would become, enthuslastically showed their

14 “1{verius. travelled to Samos (or Chios)

15

affection.

to pay his respects to Caesar's hetir. Instead of

heading straight for Syria, Gaius sailed to Egypt,16

where he entered his consulship and apparently engaged

in military operations in Arabia.l’

may have been Macedonia's proconsul--a.critical posi-
tion at that time (Groag, P-W, s.v. 'Lollius,' col.
1381). He then suffered a 'trifling defeat' magnified
by his detractors (Syme, RR, p. 429), especially Vellei-
us, who reflects the hostility between Lollius and Ti-
berius. The origins of this hostility are obscure: be-
ginning perhaps in 17 B.C. in Gaul, or even in 20 B.C.
in Macedonia, where personalities and duties might have
clashed. By the time of Tiberius' exile on Rhodes, the
enmity was flagrant. It may have contributed to Lollius'
curious downfall in A.D. 2 (Syme, RR, p. 428-9). :

'13PLiny NH 6, 141, The geographer was Isidore of
Charax, whose Parthian Statlons (s datable from internal
evidence to the reign of Augustusy close to the Christian
era: W.H. Schoff, Parthian Stations by Isidore of Charax,"
(Philadelphia, 1914), pe. 17.

1%5¢e Magie, RRIAM, p. 1343, ne 41.

15syet. Tib. 12; and Dlo 55, 10, 19. .

160rosius 7, 3, 5-6.

17See G.W. Bowersock, 'A Report on Arabia Provincia,'

JRS 61, 1971, p. 227 and T.D. Barnes, 'The Victories of
Augustus,' JRS 64, 1974, p. 21-6, who agree on an inter-
pretation of ILS 140 which is different and, I think, bet-
ter, than that of Ferrero, Greatness and Decline, IV, p.
213, or Anderson, CAH, X, p. 276, n. 3. These operations
may have been a revival of Gallus' expedition (Gardthausen,

Augustus und seine Zeit (Leipzig, 1891), I, 3, pp. 1132-3),

)
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| Finally Gaius reached Syria; and his approach -
alarmed Phraatacés, who di;patched envoyé to Augustus
to explain what he had done and to establish peace on
the condition that Augustus’return Phraates' four legli-
timate sons, who were a threat to Phraataces' positione
Augustus wrote a letter to Phraatacés, addressed simply
to 'Phraataces,' comméndtng him to lay aside his royal
name and withdraw from Armenia. But Phraataces, sign-
ing himself as 'King of Kings,' wrote back a fefusaL to
'Aﬁgustus, addressing him simply as 'Caesar.'

Tigranes in Armenia showed a great deal more sense.
The deposed Roman nominee Artavasdes II, the brother and
rival of Tigranes, had recently died of illness (in |
Syria?). .Tigranes sent gifts to Augustus and a letter
in which he never used his own title 'king' but instead
petitioned the kingship-from Augustus. Augustus accepted
thé gifts and told nim to go with good hopes to Gaius in
Syrta.?a

Tigranes had seen that he could not keep his throne
{f Augustus did not will it. Also, the Armenian was no
doubt disillusioned wtth_hts ally Phraataces, who; in
turn,'was now so disheartened by the submission of Ti-
granes and by rumblings of disloyalty within Parthia
that he came to terms with Augustus: there would be
peace if Phraataces renounced his claim to Armenia, and

Augustus could keep the four. brothers in Rome.19

' )
or a campaign to help the Nabataeans, who were turning
to agriculture, to fight off nomach invaders (Bower-

socK, pPe 227). _
1851655, 10, 20-21. 1vid., 10a, 4.
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It had all been a grand performance, a repeat of
20 é.C., made all the easier by the fact that the audi-
ence knew what was coming. Meanwhile, i{n the background,
negotiations had brought a settlement. Phraataces, in
fact, was allowed more than his mere survival. Parthia
was now to be recognized as a power, not equal, but
with a right to exist beside Rome; the Euphrates was to
be the agreed border. All this was demonstrated by a
spectacular ceremony--the culmination of an operation
which from beginning to end had revealed Augustus'
touch. The two armies drew up on either side of the
Euphrates and on an island i{n the middle the two young
men, fhe king of Parthia and the heir to Rome, agreed
to terms aLreaqy set, and then dined with-.one another
on etther_bank.zo

This would have signalled that it was time for
Gaius to return to a cheering Rome. But soon after
the conference on.the Euphrates, Tigranes’in Armenia
was kiLLed.by barbaftans and Erato restghed her sover-
eignty, so Gaius' advisers had to search for a new can-
didate, since with Ttgrangs' death'tﬁe royal line of

21

Armenia died out. 'ArLobarzanes'of Media Atropatene

zoVeLL. Pater. 2, 101, 1-4,

21Di.o 55, 10a, 5. The exact dating of these events--
Gaius' entry into Syria, the conference, the death of Ti-
granes, and the fighting in Armenia--is impossible. Ve
do not know where Gaius was when his consulship began in
A.D. 1; the conference and the fighting had not yet oc-
curred in September, A.D. 1 (see Gellius NA 15, 7 for a
letter from Augustus to Gaius written on Augustus' sixty-
third birthday, September 24, A.D. 1); Dio places the
outbreak of war in Armenia in A.D. 2, and Velleius (cited
above) had Gaius going to Armenia after the conference.

N
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was chosen. Armenian and Median royal lines were linked

by mafrtage;zz

both countries had been under the same
ruler from 30 to 20 B.C.; and Ariobarzanes was apparent-
ly a pLeas{ng and acceptébLe character.23 Stilt, a fac-
tion in Armenia took thé opportunity to revolt against
any Roman 'meost.ti.on.24 Gaius marched to Armenia to
install the Mede and subdue the rebels, but was.htmseLf
mortally wounded. He lingered, the revolt was crushed,
and Ariobarzanes was tnstaLLed.' But finally Galus died

in February, A.D. 4.25

225trabo 11, 13, 1.

231ac. Ann. 2 3.

*%pio 55, 10a, 6.

251pid., 7-10; Tac. Ann. 1, 3; and ILS 140,

-




Chapter Fifteen

A.D. 4 to Augustus' Death

Before Gaius succumbed to his wounds in A.D. 4,
the results of his mission must have seemed satisfac-
lfory to the mentor of it all, Augustus. He had grant-
ed that Parthia be recognized as a sovereign power, a
gesture which in no way affected the situation. And
the situation was good. The Euphrates may have become
the agreed border, but Roman influence stretched, along
the north, all the way to the Caspian. And now Armenia
and Media wéfe under the control of one trusted king,
Ariobarzanes. As for Parthia, its king had been de-
cisively embarrassed: Phraataces would not soon try
Rume's patience again. By all® appearances the eastern
frontier offered the hope of a few years quiet.

Tiberius had been allowed back to Rome in A.D. 2,
arriving shortly after the death of Luctus Caesar.1 Two
years Léter, when word cume that Géius too had died,
Augustus, at last and without joy, adopted Tiberius as
his son and therefore suucessor.2 Tiberius immediately
took up command in Germany, and for the next seven years
he commanded the armies éLong the northern frontier,

shifting from one critical point to another), from Germany

lsuet. Tib. 13; and Dio 55, 10a, 10.

-2Suet. Tib. 23, quotes Augustus: 'quoniam atrox
fortuna Gaium et Lucium filios mihi eripuit.'

Y
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and Maroboduus to ILLyficum and the Pannonian revolt,

3 The

and back to Germany after the defeat of Varus.
energies of the'empire'were'spent on the North and the
limits of powef were being discovered.

By the time Tiberius returned to Rome {n A.D. 11
to celebrate his triumph, it was seen that Augustus
could not Lyve~many more years; -and because of fhe
political trauma which could be caused by the succes-
ston, it was clear that Tiberius could not travel far
from Rome or the legions of the West, and the Eastern
posts were thoug%?uLLy assigned to adherents of Tiberi-
us' 'pa'rty.'4 .

The combination of the years of exgrtions on the
northern frontiers and the breathless period of waiting
for Augustus to die meant that less attention could be
paid to the East, which, against expectations, needed 2
great deal of attention.

It had been an expensive struggle to crown Ariobar-
zanes; Gaius had bertshed. But Ariobarzanes hinmself died

soon after, apparently from that rare disease, a natural

death.5 He was succeeded by a son, Artavasdes, pfobabLy

3Syme, CAH, X, pp. 364-81.

4Syme,'gg, p. 435. The governors of Syria between
A.D. 4 and Augustus' death were L. Volusius Saturninus
(4-5), P. Sulpicius Quirinius (6-12?), and Q. Caecilius
Metellus Creticus Silanus (12-17): Honigmann, P-¥, 'Syria,’
.col. 1629, Saturninus was a family friend of Tiberius
(Syme, RR, pp. 424 and 435). Quirinius paid court to Ti-
berius at Rhodes (Tac. Ann. 3, 48); the ‘length of his
governorship is unknown. Stlanus' infant daughter was
betrothed to the son of Tiberius' nephew, Germanicus .

(Tac. Ann. 2, 43).

Tac. Ann. 2, 4, 3; and RG 27.
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approved by Rome but not accepted by the Armentans, who
killed him around A.D.h6.6l After this; another Roman
nominee was placed on fhe_throne by Augustus' order.
Augustus states that this 'Tigranes' was a scion of the
Armenian royal hoﬁse,7 but Mommsen's view is generally
accepted that‘his parents were Alexander, a son of Herod
the Great, and Glaphyra, the daughter of Archelaus of
Cappadocia by an Armenian pri.ncess.8 So his connexion
with the Armenian house was rather distant, and perhaps
this caused his reign to be brief, for the Armeniansl
overthrew him and then tried to bring back the sister-
wife-queen of Tigranes III, Erato. But she soon lost
power, and the Armenians, wilthout a ruler, were in a
state of 'chaos.9 This was sometime before A.D: 11,
Despite all this turmoil in Armenia, a country which
had become the prize eagerly contested by Rome and Par-
thia, we find that, far from becoming involved, the for-
mer was making little effort and the lLatter none at all.
Rome was simply too occupied. Augustus had not abandoned
fhe policy of maintaining Roman suzerainty ovef Armenia
by means of properly thested'kings.- But Lacktné was the
force needed to keep any Roman nominee on his throne, not
so much in fear of the Parthians, but to protect the pup-

pet from his own subjects. Some military contingent must

6 "2

755,27: 'Quo interfecto Tigranem, qui erat ex regio

genere Armeniorum oriundus, in id regnum misi.'

Tac. Ann. 2, 4, 3; and RG 27.

8vommsen, RGDA, p. 80.

Tac. Ann. 2, 4, 3.
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have been used to place 'Tigranes' on the throne,10

but
it probably had neither the-authortty nor the power to
keep him there. The northern frontier was consuming
Rome'e finest efforts; no lLegions could be spared, nor
any of the capable princes, Tiberius, his son Drusus,
or his adopted son Germantcus..

But the situation could heve been worse, and the
Romans no doubt were aware of this. For the farthtans
were having almost as much trouble as the Armenians in
finding for themselves an agreeable king.

Since the death of Phraates IV in 2 B.C., the Par-,
thian nobles had been regaining the power which that |
.ktng had forbidden them, and Phraataces as king had
‘meanwhile done nothing to prove himself worthy even of
being his father's murderer. He was an incestuous
half-breed, the son and-husband of an Italian slave,
and all his bravado against the Romans had gained no-
thinge In A.D. 4 he was eilther killed or forced to

flee, perhaps to Syri.a.11

The nobles selected Orodes
(I11), a prince from some line of the Arsacid family,
to be king, but his violence and cruelty drove the

nobles uﬁttl they finally assassinated him around the

1O.Agal.n, we have no record of {t because no member

of the meerLaL family was anoLved.

11Gardner, p. 46: the last coins of Musa and Phraa-

taces are dated A.D. 4. Jos. AJ 18, 42f.; and RG 32--
the 'Phraates, son of Pnraateérfmenttoned by Augustus
‘may beé Phraataces, according to Gardthausen, Augustus,
1, 3, p. 1141, Debevoise, p. 151, and Ziegler, p. 56,

n. 72. Dtsagreetng are Mommsen,, RGDA, p. 91 and Tarn,
'Tiridates,' passim. The arguments, much involved with
the wording of RG 32, are very long and delicate, and
they are best stated by Tarn.
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year A.D. 6.12 Looking - for a new king, éhe nobles now
sought thg return of one of -the farthtan princes held
in Rome:13an unprecedented step, but perhaps not sur-:
prising. Thg.nqbles'may have expected a son of Phraa-
- tes fo have kingship in his blood, and yet to be sub-
. serviently grateful to the nobles for his redemption:
“someone to rule and be ruled.

Significantly, the ?arthian embassy to Rome may
have been forwarded to'Germany and Ti.ber'i.us.l4 The
‘reason is not obvious, but Augustus may have been seek-
ing outside advice. It was decided to send Vonones,
the eLdesf of'Phraates' sons who had been in Rome for
.over twenty-six years. He was weLcomedfwarmLy, but
before long the nobles found Vonones to be intolerably
' well-bred: Romanized and unmanLy.15 Perhaps Augustus
had at La;tzmanaged to place a thent-king_on the Par-
thian throne. To replace Vononés, some of the nobles
called in Artabanus, king of Atropatene and connected
on one side of his family with the Dahée, as well as
the Ar‘sactds.16 But Vonones proved toughef than ex-

pected, evading assassination and éctuaLLy beating back

12Jos. AJ 18, 44f.; Gardner, p. 46: a coin for
A.D. 6/7 may be his.

13 50s. AJ 18, 46f.; Tac. Ann. 2, 1; and RG 33,

14Suet. Tib. 16. It is not certain that this s
the same embassy as cited in the note above, but certain
dates fit; see Anderson, CAH, X, p. 278. ‘

1jos. AJ 18, 46f.; and Tac. Amn. 2, 1. See p. 21.
16See U. Kahrstedt, Artabanos III. und seine Erben
(Bern, 1950), pp. 13-14; Anderson, CAH, X, pe 278, n. 3;
and Debevoise, p. 152, n. 40,
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—.Artabanus temporarily. This waé A.D. 9 or 10, and Vo-
- nones tried to sound decisive by striking coins with the
legend BASIAEYC ONOWNHS NEIKACAC ARTABANON.!? The ap-
pearance of personal names rather than simply 'Arsakes'

is rare:18

this was a score-card to let everyone know
who to support. But in A.D. 11 Artabanus attacked again,_
this ftme driv}ng Vonones out of the country.19

Vonones fled to Armenia, which at the moment was
in need of a king. The Armenians accepted Vonones, - who
sensibly sought approval from Rome. BRBut his request was

20 Rome

refused. He was a coward and a qisappointment:
had hoped for a client on the Partﬁtaﬁ throne, not a
Parthian on the Armenian throne. Nor did Artabanus
waﬁt his rival to be enthroned next door. He turned
the Armenian nobles against Vonones, who fled to Syria

in A.De 15 or 16.21

But by this time Rome had a new
emperor,

The embassy from Vonones had in fact gone to Tiber-
tUé, though presuﬁabLy it was sent soon after Vonones'
arrival in Armenia, around 12 A.D., when Augustus was
yet alive. Tiberius must have acted with full au{hority,

but there was little he could do about the East at such

a time. Augustus would die soon. The succession had

7yroth, pp. xliii and 143f.

18Mi.thradates III (57-55 B.C.) also made a'departure

from the usual 'Arsakes', though this issue is very con-
fused. See VWroth, pp. xxxivexxxv and 66.

;9Taé. Ann. 2, 3; and Jos. AJ 18, 48-50,.

" 2030s. AJ 18, 52.

, 21Tac. Ann. 2, 4.

N
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been regulated as far as possibl.e:22 after A.D. 13 Ti-

23 Still, it was a del-

berius was virtually coéregept,
icate situation. Tiberius could not go marching east;
ahd he could entrust a large military force to no one:

no princes, no legates, no one.

225yme, RR, pp. 433-9.

%3Vell. pater, 2, 121, 3; and Suet. Tib. 21.




Chapter Sixteen

A Summary of Auguétus' Policy

Augustus' policy toward Parthia was largely con-
sistent with Rome's traditional policites in the East,
but was innovative with a fegard for the changed cir-
cumstances of the ﬁew empire,

The Republic was heir to the Hellenistic Easf,
whose internecine wars were brought to an end by Rome.
But {n édmtnistrating and protécting the East, the Ro~
mans signally failed. Provincial administration under
the Republic had tended to impoverish its subjects.

The Romans governed through cities, which were scarce
tn many areas; and provincial governors were a potential
_ threat to whoever ruled in Rome. As for protecting the
East, the Romans were not able to prévent the Parthians
from twice invading Syria.

The aLternafive policy, which Augustus took over
from Antonius, was to rule through'thent-ktngs. ‘They
could be controlled individually; as local rulers they
"could more eastly administer in rural areas; and they
were valuable allies, whose kingdoms couLd-provide ar-
‘mies and.aét as buffer states.

The threat came from the Parthianse. Though.they
Lacked any formildable unity, they had demonstrated an -
abllity to occupy and a desire to hold large parts of
the East which Rome cLatmed.'lThey had also twice de-

feated Roman armiesg, which in itself, by Roman tradition,
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justified the Parthians' destruction. Their prestige
‘and their threat left the East in an unstable condition.
But Augustus could see that the 'conquest of Par-
thia' was time, money and men wasted. If would be é
difficult task once undertéken, and in the end it was
not desirable to annex areas which even the Seleucids
had found exhausting to control.
' The situation had to be re-ordered, but Augustus
-ébught aLterﬁattve means. farthta had to be humbied
and Roman supremacy had to be asserted. Antonius had
"trted to replace Phraates with Tiridates. Augustus
threatened;to try again. The condition was the return
of the sténdards: this would show-the_Parthians to be
submissive. Augustus might have been satisfied with
this, though we cannot know. Phraates refused, and
then learned that Augustus did not make empty threats.
But Phraates was tough, and Tiridafeé failed. Agrippa‘s
'misston, and the hbpe of ransoming the standards with
Phraates'-ktdhapped son, also faiLed.i Aﬁgustus'at last
threatened war, and, before it was too Late, Phraates
. saw that he meant ity and so surrendered the stanhards
and his four legitimate sons as well.

Aggustus took the opportunity to re-claim Roman
éuzerainty over Armenia aﬁd also over Media Atropatene.
We cannot tell hoﬁ early Augustus had come to this de=-
cision: but for the rest of his reign, this would be the
basis of his policy toward Parthia. Aside from further
.frtghténtng and shaﬁtng Phraates,lthe acquisttion of Ar-
menia and Media Atropatene extended Roman control to the

Caspian and left the Parthians extremely vulnerable to
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.attack. The possession of Armenia becamé a point of
tremendous prestige. - ‘

Yet Aﬁgustus maintained Armenia as a client-king-
dom, not a province of the empire. Armenia and Media
Were distant and unsuited for Roman administration,
and garrisontng'them against Parthian attack would have’
beén_costLy tn.Roman manpower which would be needed on
 the nofthern.frontter of the empire. ‘It is debatable
whether Augustus would be inviting an attack more by not
garrisoning than by doing s0, but the main consideration
was this: if the Parthians seized a client-kingdom and
killed its ruler, Augustus had wider optioris than iLf the
Parthians had seized a province andslaughtered Roman
citizens. In the end, Augustus' control and influence
were as great in a client-kingdom as in a province.

The Parthians wou}d.sttLL find opportuntttes}%ssert
their influence, and Roman client-kings would fall, and
the Armentahs would never be very pLeaged wttﬁ the re-
pLacemehts, but; all in all, it seemed a good policy,
because it made no pretence of creating a static stﬁua-
tion in the turbulent East. )

Would it continue to seem a good policy to future
emperors, or would changing conditions in the empire

call for a new policy?




Chapter Seventeen

The Policy of Tiberius

Augustus, no longer an administrator, but now a
god, had left behind for his successors a warning that
it would be ill-advised to extend the boundaries of the

1

empire:” this, from the man who was proud to have in-

2 But Tiberius

creased the empire on every frontier.
would understand that there was no hypocrisy here. He
had been with the Princeps in the East, where Augustus
~had obeyed his own doubts; and Tiberius himself had led
" the exhausted armies in the North, where the ageing Au-
gustus' hopes were cut. Tiberius would therefore fol-
low Augustus' last adViEe, and by thus turning attention
away ffom expansion, hé would prepare the empire for a
great and slow transformation: the thcorporgtton into
"the emptré of areas presently ruled by local ktnés.3
Augustus had in fact led the way vhen he made Galatia

a province in 25 B.C. Tiberius now did the same with
Cappadocta in A.D. 17, after revenging himself upon its
king, the elderly ArcheLaus.4- |

But this incorporation would be a Llong and gradual

Tac. Ann. 1, 2, 7; and Dio 56, 33, 2f.

N

RG 26; and Nic. Dam. 1.

Magie, RRIAM, p. 496.

AW

Tac. Ann. 2, 4J42. See p.'34, n. 46.

.
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. process, which in no way meant that the client-kingdoms
had become unimportant. And the most tmportan; one,
Armenia, was presently in éreat danger.

Until Augustus' death, Tiberius had not been free
to deal with the crisis in Armenia. Had the situation.
been otherwise, Tiberius would still have given no-sup-
port to Vonones. He was an Aréactd and could not be
permitted to remain on tﬁe Armenian throne. Tiberius
had'not'yet.had time to organize Vonones' repLacement
before Artabanus succeeded in bressurtng Vonones into
flight from Armenia in A.D. 15 or 16.5 Vonones fled to.
Syria, where the Romans allowed him to keep rank as a
ktngs--qf Parthia, not Armenia. Armenia was given by
,Artébanus to one of his sons, Orodes, as a gift.

Tiberius was now confronted with the same situation
Auéustus had faced on several occasions. Tiberius chose
to follow Augu_stusi policy-formula, to the letter. Ger-
mantcus,'as soon as he could successfully terminate a
campaign in Germany and celebrate his triumph in Rome,
was sent in A.D. 18 on an expedition to restore order
i{n Armenia. The emperor's adopted son was given'the
same imperium as Agrippa, Tiberius himself, and Gaius
-had possessed; he was also given an adeser, Cn. Cal-

purnius Pi,so,8 to restrain any excesses of zeal on the

sTac; Ann. 2, 4-5; and McDowell, p. 223.
6Tac. Ann. 2, 4.
"Ibid. 43.
8Ibi.d. Piso, "though Tiberius' choice, was hardly
a subordinate. From one of the most ancient families
in Rome, he had been consul with Tiberius in.7 B.C. and
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pért of the martial Germanicus.

The expedifion proceeded slowly to Armenia, while
a suitable candidate for the throne was found. The
‘Armenian royal family had Long.sihée died out, but"
'Tiberius (or Germanicus, or his advisers) chose a Pon-
tic prtncé named Zeno. Son of-the faithful client-king
Polemo and-hts.wife Pythodoris, Zeno was the scion of
two Hellenistic families, yet he had for some reason
cultivated, reportedly since childhood, a Love.of Ar-
menian habits and customs, and was himself admired by
the Armenians. ‘He adopted the national name 'Artaxes' -
when Germanicus placed him on the throne, where he re-
mained for an astounding fifteen yea;rs.9

Artabanus had presented no obstacle, and his son
-was probébLy Withdrawn without a fight. In the face of
a determined and prepgred Roman force, there was little
Artabanus éouyd do since he had not yet had time to re-
assert a strong central aufhority in Parthia, which had
become very decéntratized since the reign of Phraates

v, 10

For the'moment, Artabanus sought an amicable re-
lationship with the Romans. He invited Germanicus to
meet with him on the Euphrates to renew old pledges,
and he specifically réquested that Vonones be kept far-

ther away than Syria, for his agents were inciting .

had served in Spain and Africa. The problems between
Piso and Germanicus cannot be expltained easily as re-
sulting either from Tiberius' machinations or Piso's
insubordinate pride.

9Tac. Ann. 2, 56; and Strabo 12, 3, 29.

__1QDebevoise, PPe 154=7.
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| dLsLoyéLty among certain Parthian vassals. Germanicus
apparently did not attend any meeting on the Euphrates,
' but he did transfer Vonones fafther west, though Taci-
tué thinks this was done mainly to spite Piso, Germaﬁt-
cus' thtt?ry adviser, with whom Vonones had insinuated

himself through vari.ous_gi.fts.l_1

It is not unthinkable
that Piso was«tnvoLved'tn the activities at which Arta-
-banus was protesting.

| Vonoﬁes had a strange fate. Tacitus reports-that,
Iabout A.D. 19, Vonones tried to éscape nortn, through.
Armenia, to the lands of the Albani and Heniochi where
he had a kinsman among the Scythian tribal leaders. He
was caught by. the Romans and shortly afterwards was
 stabbed by a certain Remmius, who had been VYonones'
chief guard. Remmius was suspecfed of having connived
at the escape, and then, of murdering Vonbnes to avoid

12 The reasoning is neat and sounds official,

deteétion.
but other interpretations, in which Vonones may have
‘been a tool of policy, are impossible to substantiate.
With regard to Armenia, we have seen how Tiberius
employed Augustus' policy with gréater success than Au-
gustus had ever known. Artaxes (Zeno) happened to be a
fortunate choice, and Artabanus was too weak to advance
Parthia's claim. Hdwever, like Gaius, Germanicus did

not return from the East, but died of an illness con-

tracted in Egypt.13

Mrac. Ann. 2, 58.

121bid., 68. Suetonius' remark (Tib. 49) that Ti-
berius had Vonones murdered for his money is absurd.

13tac. Ann. 2, 72.
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‘Artabanus, over the years, centralized the power
in Parthta, through minor wars with neighbours, the
murder of rival A}sactds, and the\generaL diminution
of the power of the nobles. This,-of course, earned
him- the enmity of the nobles, but Artabanus must have
felt conftdent, for when Artaxes died about A.D. 34,
and left no hetr,‘Aftabanus installed his eldest son
on the throne. Not -only that, he also wrote to Tibertus'
and made menacing remarks about the size of the empire
of Cyr‘us.14

Artabanus probably expected no active response
from the elderly Tiberius, aged about seventy-six and
'a recluse on Capreae. But when a secret Parthian em-
bessy arrived in Italy, representing disgruntled nobles
opposing Artabanus, Tiberius was alert. All that was
neeeed, said the embassy, was Tiberius' authorization
and a prince of the Arsacid name: if a suitable rival
'wouLd show himself on the banks of the Euphrates, Arta-
‘banus could be toppLed.' Tiberius subsidized and equipped
the princelnamed Phraates, the youngest and last surviv-
ing seh of Phraates IV. He must have been quite de,
- for he had been resident in Rome for over half a century.
These facts may explain his death soon after arriving in
Syria, from either the fatigue of the journey or the sud-

15

den adoption of Parthlan ways of livinge. Or Artabanus

may have had a hand in i.t.16

1%12¢. Ann. 6, 31f.; and Dio 58, 26.

157ac. Ann. 6, 33; Dlo ibid.; and Jos. AJ 18, 97.
'16Debevotse, p. 158; and Magie, RRIAM,'p; 508.

Y
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Tiberius persevered and sent another. prince, a

grandson of Phraates IV, Tiridates (III); but this

time a Roman escort was attached to insure a successful -
outcome. There was no member of the imperial family to
send. Germanicus was dead; his brother éLaudius vas
considered stupid; Tibertus' son Drusus was:dead, as
were two of Germanicus' three sons. The third, Galus
(CaLtguLa),waé of age, alive and well, but faulty and
unbeloved by the.émperor.17 Tiberius appointed L.
Vitellius (cos. 34) governor of Syria wttﬁ authority

to regulate affatfs, which meant regaining Armenia and,
if possible, placing Tiridates on the Parthian throne.

As for Armenia, Tiberius facilitated matters by

writing to Pharasmanes, king of Iberia, requesting that
heltnvade Armenia, install his own brother Mtghradates,
and thus draw in Artabanus who would try to keep his
- son on the throne. Pharasmanes was happy to comply,
for in fhis way he could reﬁove his brother, a possible
rival, from his own real.m.18 Pharasmanes actually took
the Armehtan capital, Artaxata, wtthoﬁt a fight, for
Artabanus' son was murdered by bribed attendants: Im-
mediately Artabanus dispatched another son, Orodes, to
recover Armenia, but he was defeated by the Iberians.
_Artabanus then mobilized Parthian forces for retalia-
tion. But agents of Vitellius incited the Aiant, who

flooded down into Parthian territory, while Vitellius

17Tac. Ann. 6, 46.

1875¢, ibid., 33; Dio 58, 26; Jos. AJ 18, 97; and
Pliny NH 15, T83. ,
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himself spread rumoﬁrs that he was abou£ to invade
Mesopotamia. Artabanus retired, while Vitellius art-
fully fomented disaffection among Leéding Parthian
nobles, who présentLy forced Artabanué.to flee to Hyr-
cani.a._l9

Vitellius now entrusted Tiridates to the care of
the Parthian nobles, who escorted him in triumph to
Ctesiphon. But beforéJLong, and for various reasons,
many of the nobles turned agﬁinst Tiridates,. and with
surprising suddenness they came t§ regret the loss of
Artabanus. In fact, it was so sudden that-Artébanus
himself was surprised, for whenaan embassy found hin
Living by - his bow in the Hyrcanian forests, Artabanus’
suspected a trap. Finally convinced of the nobles'
support (however reluctant), Artabanus marched west
with his Scythians, and, still dressed in rags, he com-
_peLLed Tiridates to make a shameful flight to Syrta.zo

Both Vitellius and Artabanus were satisfied to make
terms. Artabanus had seen what Rome could do thréugh an
intelligent agent éuch as Vitellius, and the Parthian

said no more of Armenia, but sent one of his sons to

Rome as a hostage.21

191ac. Ann. 6, 33-6; and Jos. AJ 18, 96-8.

207,¢. ibid., 44; and Jos. ibid., 99-100.

- ; 14,3
2136s. ibide, 101-3. See Dlo 59, 17, 5 and 27, 2;
Suet. Vitellius 2, 4, and Gaius /19: all of whom eilther
give no date for the parley andAthe hostage-giving, or
place it in the reign of Gaius. J.P.V.D, Balsdon, The
Emperor Gaius (Caligula)(Oxford, 1934), p. 198 maintains
that these took place in the reign of Gaius. E. Tdubler,
Die Parthernachrichten bei Josephus (Berlin, 1904), pp.
33ff. believes that the sources, except for Josephus,

are all hostile to Tiberius, and deny him the honours he
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Tiberius died a few months later, in March A.D.
37. A Roman client-king was ruling in Armenia and a
boastful Parfhtan king had been huﬁbLed, and even tem-
porarily replaced by a contender who had Lived most of
his life in Rome. |

The means had varied: either the opportunistic
use of neighbouring client-kings, or the exploitation
of Parthian internal disorders, or the employment of
pretenders, or, if necessary, the threat and use of
force. War was not sought, but risked. Parthia was
always given a way out--Rome's way. Parthia would not
" be invaded, bﬁf Armenia would be held.
Twenty-five years after his death, Augustus' Par-

thian policy was as yet unchanged.

merited. Certailnly Josephus is the more contemporary.
Tacitus' omission cannot be argued either way: he was
blased against Tiberius, and his account of Caligula's
reign is lost.




Chapter Eighteen

-The Policies of Gaius and Claudius

Under the new. emperor Gaius, Roman policy toward
‘Parthia was changed. The question is whether it was a
deliberate change, or just a lack of policy. Gatius
summoned Mithradates, the Roman client-king of Armenia,
to Rome, and then imprisoned htm.; Judgtné by later
actions, Mithradates may well have been a cruel king,
but so was Herod; and there is no record of the reason
“for MLthradates' recall. Gaius then, however, apparently
sent no.one to take the Armenian throne, thus relin-
qutghing Roman suzeraintyo.

It has been arguea—that this was a deLiberate and
imaginativé policy thch would remove the bone of con-
tention between Parthia and Rome, end the bloodshed, and
yet cost Rome nothing.2

For the moment the alteration seemed small.  The
Parthians did not rush in and place an Arsacid on the
Armenian throne. But the reason for this is that Par-
thia was weakened by civil war. When the time came, it
{s absurd to think they would not havé seized confroL

of Armenia. The strategic importance was large, and the

1Tac. Ann. 11, 8, 1; Dio 60, 8, 1; and Seneca, De
tranquillitate animi. 11, 12. :

‘24, Willrich, 'Caligula,' Kiio 3, 1903, pp. 297-
304. But see Balsdon, Gaius, pp. 199f.
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prestige to be accrued was even greater.:
.W¥hile Rome waé gtrong and Parthia weak, Gatus' act

' seemed proper; but in the end Rome could tncur Losses
which would weaken her hold on other client-kingdoms
and provinces. |

Gaius reigned for less than four yeafs. He was
succeeded in 41 by Claudius, who released Mithradates:
from prison and arranged to have him re-installed in
Armenia through the efforts of his brother, the Iberi-
an king Pharasmanes, supported by Roman troops. The
Armentans were not anxious for a return of Roman su-
zerainty, and, under-a Parthian satrap named Demonax,
they offered battle, but Lost.3

In June, 42, a seven-year civil war in Parthia came
to-an end; After his meeting with Vitellius in 36, Ar-
tabanué found it prudent, in the face of discontent
among  the nobLeé, to remove himself from the throne and
seek refuge with a former vassat,.Izates I1 of Adiabene.
‘A protégé of Artabanus named Cinnamus was seiected to
rule. However, Artabanus was soon allowed back into
-power, though he died shortly after, in 38.4 He ‘was
followed by Gotarzes II, a Hyrcanian,s who had two bro-

thers whom he tried to dispose of. One was murdered;

3rac. Ann. 9, 9; and Dio 60, 8, 1. Tacitus calls

Demonax a pracfectus. There was no Parthian vassal-
king in Armenia, but Demonax' exact status is unclear,
which means that Armenia's relation to Parthia is also

unclear. _
Magie, RRIAM, p. 551 believes Demonax is Armenian.

4J0s. AJ 20, 54-68.

STac. Ann. 11, 8; and Wroth, p. xLvff,
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the other; Vardanes, fLed. A year later hé was called
in by the nobles to drive out Gotarzes, which hé did.
However, while Vardanes was busy besieging Seleucia,
ﬁhtch was in revolt, Gotarzes returned with the aid of
the Dahae and Hyrcanians. During the ensuing struggles,
the brothers became aware of a plan by the nobles to de-
prive them both of the throne. So the two were drawn
together and agreed that Vardanes should occupy the
-throne of Parthia and Gotarzes should rule in Hyrcania.
It was June, 42, before'Vardanes‘settLed his kingdom
| and ended the revolt in Sel.euci.a.6

It was Vardanes who received the Armeniansﬂ plea
for relief from Mtthfadates. He tried to enlist the
aid of one of his stronger vassals, Izates Ii (who had
sheltered Artabanus in Adiabene), but the vassal re-
. Tfused to enter any conflict with the Romans: five of
his sons were lLiving in Rome. Ahgered, Vardanes at-~
tacked Izates.. Possibly to distract Vardanes from this
or an attack on Armenia, Vibius Marsus, governor of
Syria, made a threat of war.7 But at about the. same
time (43), Vardanes was again attacked from Hyrcahia by
Gotarzes. Vardanes drove him back, but ;n 45 Gotarzes

again began a struggle, which ended two years later with

6ALL this is very much condensed from Tac. Ann.
11, 8-10 and Jos. AJ 20, 69-74; see also Philostratus,
Life of -Apollonius “of Tyana 1, 19-40: Apollonius tra-
velled through Parthia in the spring of 42. See also:
McDowell, pp. 141ff., on the factions in Seleucia; and
Debevonse, pp. 165-9, for a slightly larger descrtptton

of these eventse.

7Tac. Ann. 11, 10; and Debevoise, p. 170.
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Vardanes' death.t

- There was division over accep;tng Gotarzeé as kinge
Some nobles wanted to summon oreof the Arsacids from
Rome. Gotarzes did not wait to be asked, but took the
kingéhtp. However, excesses of cruelty (i.e. the usual
' attempts at centralization of power) convinced the no-
bles that-they should send to Rome.?

10

Claudius received the appeal in 47, ‘and sent

.Meherdgtes, son of Vonones I and grandson of Phraates
;V.ll C. Cassius Longinus, governor of Syria, was con-
manded to escort Meherdates to the Euphrates. But sup-
-port for Meherdates melted as he proceedéd along a
cautious route through Osrhoene, Armenia and Adiabene,
.and Gotarzes defeated him in battle. Meherdates' Life
was sﬁared, but his ears were sliced off, wh;ch dis-
qualified him from ever ruling Parthi.a.12
Gotarzes diéd itn 51, a year which also saw the suc-
_cession of two other ktngs-from the Median lLine, Vonones II

and his son or'bro;her, Vologases I.13

8

9

Tac. Ann. 11, 10; and McDowéll, p. 190.
Tac., ibide

10Tac., ibid., 10 and 11, provides an interesting
example of the Roman view, in the time of Trajan, of
.Rome's historical relations with Parthia.

‘1lracitus calls him a tuvenis, but his father had
been dead nearly thirty years. He may have been born
in the East, after his father was released from Rome,
and was only sent back to Rome later as a boy; other-
wise, he would now be over forty.

12TaCe Anno 12, 12"'14-

131pid., and Jos AJ 20, 72-4; the details of both
are few and conflicting. See McDowell, p. 191,
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In the next year Armenia was attacked, but not by
Parthia or Rome. For the last ninhe years the Armenfans
had been Living peacefully though painfully under Mithra-
dates. Presently his brother. Pharasmanes, king of Iberia,
disqévered that his own son, Rhadamistus, was old ehough-
to be king of something, preferably not Iberia. Pharas-
_manes sent thg‘young man against his uncle--who was gLso
his father-in-law and brother-in-law--and Rhadamistus
maqe a successful invasion. Mithfadates sought refuge
with the Rdman garrison at Gorneae, which was more or
less besteged. The venality of the Roman.prefectl'who
was bribed by Rhadamistus, resuited in Mithradates' sur-
render and coﬁsequent death.14
C. Ummidius Quadratus, governor of Syria, and his
staff were not éure how Rome would react, so they them-
selves took no action, but sent a note tc Pharasmanes
‘requesting that ﬁe wi thdraw his son and troops. However,
then 'Quadr;tus Leéfned that a Roman procurator had, un-
~der ignominioﬁs circumstances, lent his presence to
‘Rhadamistus' coronation, ‘thus giving a shameful semblance
of official sanction. Quadratus ordered a Legton‘to be
sent info Armenta. The commander, Helvidius Priscus,

had dtscretionary powers to sort things out as best he
could. AppﬁrentLy, he accepted the sitdatton: Rome's
basic interests in Armenia (the continuance of Roman su-
zerainty and the maintenance of a king not friendly with

Parthia) had not essentially been damaged by the change

147ac. Ann, 12, 43-47.
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of rulers. But, suddenly, Priscus was recalled to Syria.15

-Vologases I, though he had been king in Parthia for
only a year, had already shown himself to be a wise ruler.
Instead of murdering his two brothers, Pacorus and Tiri-
dates, Vologases found important positions for them to
occupy. Media Atropatene was to be ruled by Pacorus, and
Tiridates would sit on the throne of Armenia.16

No doubt Vologases had reached the conclusion that
‘Rone would not come to the aid of Rhadamistus. In 52
Vologases began an advance into Armenia and. quickly
reached Artaxata, by which time the Romans had with-
drawn: there was.LLttLe Priscus could do with one le-
gion. It was, in fact, the harshness of the wiﬁter and
the lack of provision which forced Vologases to withdraw
his forces and)TirLdates. Rhadamistus, who had fled to
Iberia, returned and:used harsh means in an attempt to
make his position more secure. The reverse happened;
the Arﬁentans revolted and Rhadamistus again toqk-fLight.
Tiridates returned to Armenia in 54.17

Before the news of this reached Rome, Claudius was
deade. CLaud;us had re-asserted Augustan poLicieé in the
East.” He recovered Armenia and was eager to meddle in
Parthian affairs, sendtng out yet another Parthpan brtnce

who had been living in Rome. But in the latter years of

"his reign, Claudius let the guidance of policy slip into

1510c. Ann. 12, 47-50; and Magie, RRIAM, p. 552.

16Tac. ibid., 44; and Jos. AJ 20, 74.

17Tac. Lde., 48; and Jos. {bid., 81~91; and B.W.
Henderson, 'ChronoLogy of the Wars in Armenia,' Classi-
cal Review 15, 1901, pp. 159ff.
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the hands of his freedmen, who acted as stewards of
the empire.l® Administration in the East stagnated

for lack of leadership. .And WOrse than no policy was
the appearance given by a weak poticy, through whiéh
Rome Llost control of Armenia and saw her own prestige

wilt while that of Parthia grew.

18y,p, Charlesworth, CAH, X, p. 701.




Chapter Nineteen
CorbuLo's Campaigns
and ;he Neronian Settlement
Nero was not quite seventeen when he becamé em-
‘peror in Octoﬁer, 54. . In December neﬁs reached Rome
_of events in Armenia, and immediatety preparations were
- made for war--which was to Last for over ten years-.and
involve critical decisions of boLtcy in regard to the
'Arméntan Question,' It is a matter of mucﬁ dispute
whethéleero,.his advisers Seneca and'Burrus; the senate,
or Corbulo formulated and directed the policy of Romé.l_
For our purposes LittLe need be said of the cam-
paigntng itself. Romaq preparations were massive, for
Vologases. was recogni;ed as being a formidable opponent.
Yet, at this time, the king was contending with a revolt
by one of his sons as well as a war with the Hyrcanians.
There were a number of unsuccessful attempts to negoti-
ate a settlement betweén Rome and Parthia, but by the

spring of'$8 Corbulo had rejuvenated the eastern legions,

1B.W. Henderson, The Life and Principate of the

. Emperor Nero (London, 19037 emphasizes Nero's direction,
with the help of his advisers. W. Schur, 'Die Orient-
politik des Kaisers Nero,' Klio, Beiheft 15 (Leipzig,

1923) allows for Nero's energy and capability, but stresses

that his advisers provided a consistent policy. A. Momi=-
gliano, 'Corbulone e la politica verso i Parti,' Atti
'del II” Congresso Nazionale di Studi Romani (Rome, 1931)
finds the source of policy in.the senate. And M. Ham-
mond, 'Corbulo and Nero's Eastern Policy,' HSCP 45, 193«,
pp. 81-104, attributes the formulation of policy to
Corbulo. . :
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enlisted the forces of Antiochus of Commagene and'Pharas;
ﬁanes the Iberian, and had entered Armenia. Knbwtng that
VdLogases was océupted with the Hyrcanians,-CorbuLo urged
Tiridates to petition the emperor.2
What Corbulo was suggesting was that an Arsacid.be
allowed to stf on the Armenian throne, but only if he
received it from Nero. This would mean the end of ef;
 fectLve, and the beginning of nominal, suzerainty. This
was not a-simple rejection of Augustan policy as wrong;
Corbulo perceived fhat circumstances had changed. Short
'of-annextng Armenia, Rome's suzerainty would grow less
'effective' as Parthia displayed more muscle. Vologases"
revealed the danger for Rome in being too reliant on
Parthian disunity. And the qhange in policy, if execut-
ed Lﬁ the manner Corbulo was proposing, could only raise
Roman prestige which had sunk so low, while the Arsacids
would seem to be petitioners. Which is why Tiridates
refused.l He had not yet been beaten and would not ac-
cept such terms.
In two mofe years of fighting, Corbulo captured.
Artaxata and Tigranocerta, forciné Ttridates to ELee
to Parthia. Rome sent out a Romanized prince to occupy
the Armenian throne.. This was Tigranes, a great-grandson
of both Herod the Great and Archelaus of Cappadoci.a,3 and
his installation :epresentéd a return to Augﬁstan policy.
It has been argued that Corbulo disfavoured this approach,

and more or less left Tigranes to his own precarious fate,4

Tac. Ann. 13, 34-7. - 3Jos. AJ 18, 140.
4Hammond, Pp. 92ff.

o
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For the new king of an Armenia which had been diminished
" in sizes'soon attacked Adiabene, a vassal of Parthia,
thus tnctt;ng Voiogases to retaliatee. CorbuLo'prevented
the Parthians from taking Armenia, and arranged a truce
under which both sides withdrew from Armenia. Nothing
more.is heard of Ti.granes.6
| Corbulo occupied himself with protecttng Syria, and
requested that a commander be sent out for the forces in
Armenia. L. Caesennius Paetus arrived, and declared
-thaf he would annex Armenia, but then .failed in the at-
tempt and was forced by the Parthians to make a hasty
retreat from Armenia. Vologases sent a message to the
emperor: though the Parthians had demonstrated their -
.power, Tiridates was prepared to receive his crown from
Roman authority--he would even do homage to the emperor's
standards and assume his kingship in front pf the Roman
army--and he would have come to\Rome were he not hin-
dered by taboos connectéd with his Magian priesthood.
Rome’é reaction was that it would be a humiliation to .
accept these terms, offered after Paetus' defeat. The
bearers of Vologases' message werg'dismissed, but took
.with them gifts--and hints that it would be well for
Tiridates fo come to Rome in person.
Corbulo nowreceived a maius imperium and made a
devgstattng invasion of Armenia; VoLogaées'and Tiridates
_asked to meet with Corbulo. And arrangements.were made

for Tiridates' journey to Rome .8

STac. Ann. 14, 26. | %1vid., 15, S.
"1bid., 6-25. | 81bid.; 26-30.




185

The meeting of Tiridates and Nero in Rome gleamed
with ceremonial pomp. Both parties endeavoured to ap-
pear friumphant. Tiridates, as promised, knelt before
Nero, but he refused to lay aside his dagger, which he
had natled into its scabbard. Néro crowned Tiridates,
who in turn did reverence to Nero as Mi.thras.9 In
Rome Nero wasable to steal the show. In Parthia, years
after Nero's death, a pseudo-Nero appeared and was re-
‘vered by the Parthians as the man who had returned Ar-

menia to Parthian control..10

9DLO 62, 2~5; and see F. Cumont, 'L'iniziazione di
Nerone da parte dx Tiridate d'Armenia,' Rivista di Filo-
Logl.a 61’ 1933’ PPe 145-54.

100 66, 19, 3b.




Chapter Twenty
Conclusion:
A Rejection Rejected
An effectﬂve-suzerainfy over Armenia was the core

of Augustus' policy toward Parthia. He would not in-
vade Parthta,'but could do so, and most easily through
- Armenia, which became the bone of contention and quick-
ly acquired a prestige value far beyond its strategic
worth. Now, from the reign of Nero, Rome no longer
had.an effective suzerainty, and there followed ftfty
years during which Rome and Parthia did not figﬂt. It
is tempting, but wrong, to conclude from this that Au-

1 Certain changes in

gﬁstus' policy was a failure.
condtttons and attitudes had made an alteration of po-
licy advisable, and yet even further changes would be
needed to make'the new policy worke.

By the time of Nero's accession in 54, nearly a
century had passed since the Parthians had attacked the
Roman provinces in the East.. The Parthians, who were
continually debilitated by civil strifé, were given new
Leadérship under Vologases. But even he was occupied

wifh'the rebellious Hyrcanians, while Nero, as Corbulo

reportedly said,; governed peacefu} provinces: the fight

_ 1As do both Magie, RRIAM, pp. 485-6, 496, 553 and
561; and J.G.C. Anderson, CAH, X, pp. 257, 273, and
7734, .
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with the Parthians was his only war.2 This could not
have been-said of Augustus, who had imbbrtant wars to
fight in the North and who, for a number of reasons,
‘was justtftabLy cautious about increasing. too rapidly
the number of provinces in the East.3 However, the
century which followed the last invasion by Pacorus and
Labienus in 401B.C. saw the East being slowly incorpo-

' rgted into the impertial administration as more provinces.
.were created: Galatia (25 B.C.), t0'which was added
Paphlagonia (6 B.C.); Cappadocia and Coimmagene (A.D. 17);
Lycia (43) and Judaea (44); and Pontus was later incor-
porated into Gaiattéﬁ(64).

There was-a simul taneous.and by no means unrelated
evolution taking place on the other side of the Euphra-
tes. While Rome was cementing her hold on the East,
the Parthians were'shaking of f the influences of the

'West. A neo-IranLan renaLssance began under Volo-
gases I. TLrLdates, sent to Lome to meet Nero, may
have journeyed for over a year because of Zoroastrian
taBoos ggatnst defiling waten.s Magian funerary customs

were spreading throughout Parthia;6 and the scattered

2Tac. Ann. 15 27, 2: 'contra meeratort suo im-
motam. uquue pacem et unum id bellum esse.'

3\agie, RRIAM, p. 496.

%Ghirshman, p. 256; and Debevoise, p. 196.

SPLLny NH 30, 16f.; Tac. Ann. 15, 24; and Debevoise,
p. 196; but Ghirshman , P. 260, argues that this was a
trastLonaL taboo in Iranian religions and did not in-
dicate any new development.

6Ghi.rshman, p. 271: from excavations at Susa con-
cerning the end of the first century A.D.
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traditions of the Avesta, oréL and manuscript, were col-
lected by order of Vol.ogases.7 On coins .struck by Volo-
gases priests are depicted sacrificing before a fire al-
-tar; and most interesting is the appearance of Pahlavi
lettering aLong with the usual Légends in Greek charac-
ters, which have become hopelessly corrupt.8 VoLogasés'
also founded a city, VpLogasia-br Vologesocerta, between
Babylon and Seleucia, perhaps intending to displace the
. latter, which was Parthia's Largest commercial centre,
but aLso-Greek'and troubl.esome.9 Cities on the western-
most outskirts of the Parthian empire, such as Dura-Eu-
ropus and Palmyra, were, in the first century A.D., be-
coming predominantly oriental in their art and buLLdtngs,
even where the foundations were laid by'Greeks.lO
With this hardening of attitudeé of both East and
West, it is dtfftcuit-tb believe that fifty years of
peace were bought with Rome's surrender of Armenta.
For the Parthians those years were to a great extent
spent fighting of f barbarian. tribes from the Caucasus
(perhaps incited by Rpme) and suffering another civil
war.11 The Romans, meanwhile, wasfed no time. Ves-

pasian, a veteran of the East, recognized that the situ-

ation there was still unsatisfactory in regard to its

7Debevoi.se, p. 196; but Ghirshman, pp. 271-2 argues
a later date for the collection.

8Wroth, pp. 182ff., xlixff.; and McDowell, p. 192.

dMcDowell, pp. 229-36; and Ghirshman, pp. 256-7.

?QM, Rostovtzeff, 'Dura,' pp. 294-6.

_11Debevoise: Rome involved, pp. 201-2; civil war,
pp. 213-18, S -
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securi.t_y.12 He raised the number of legions in the

East;13

built strategic roads,14 appotnted a consular
instead of a knight to govern in Cappadocta,ls and an-
nexed Commagene, placing two Legions at that very stra-
tegic position, MeLttene.16

It has been argued that these arrangements led in-
evitably toward, or were preparations for, Trajan's
Parthian War of 113-117, during which Armenia and Meso-

17'¢As a matter

-potamta were made into Roman provinces.
of policy, Vespasian's actions did not necessarily lead
to Trajan's. Vespasian was in effect acknowledging the
superfictality of the Neronian settlement, and, like
.Augustus, Vespasian wanted to be in a pos{tionh where

he could react with force if the Parthians broke the
rules. In that sense--as a matter of fact, not policy--

Vespasian's efforts did serve as preparation for Trajan's

invasion.

12R P. Longden, 'Notes on the ParthLan Campaigns of
Trajan,' JRS 21. 1931. p. 24.

135, 'Leglo,' XII, col. 1363-6. .
14A milestone found near PaLmyra dates to A.D. 75
(Ann. Epig., 1933, no. 205).

15suet. Vesp. 8, 4. |

16 50s. BJ 7, 1. ’

17r. Cumont in Anatolian Studies presented to Sir
W.M. Ramsay (Manchester, 1923), pe 1141, 'tL n' est pas
douteux que l'annexion de ces deux 'etats~tampons' Ves-
pasian's annexation of Commagene . and Lesser ArmenLa
ait eu pour but de permeture la réalisation d'une oeuvre
qui devait assurer la sunrenatLe de Rome sur la Granae
Arménie.... Cette conquéte préparée pars les ingénieurs
des FLaVLens fut obtenue _sans peine par les légions de
TraJan. See also Lon den, p. 24 and F.A. Lepper,
Trajan's Parthian War (London, 1948), p. 172f.
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No great crime was needed to make the Neronian
settlement crumble. About 110, the Parthian king, Os-
roes, deposed from the Armenian throne ; certain Tiri-
dates, who had appafentLy been appointed by Osroes'
predecessor and approved by Rome. Now the throne was
given: to a certain Axidares, while the Romans stood by

unconsuLted.xa'

The emperor Trajan had before him all
the old chOLces-_a) lLet the PartnLans do as they please
with ArmenLa b) renew the Neronian settlement of nomi-
nal suzerainty; c¢) revert to the Augustan system of ef-
fective suzerainty; or d) annex Armenia. Trajan felt
that the empire's strength was suéh that Rome need not
settle for anything less than annexatton. It would re-
quire more than the mere threat of war, but Trajan would
not have had it any other way. |

Tfajan conquered.as no one had since Alexander.
Armenia and Mesopotamia wereimmediateLy made provinces.
Inside Parthia, Trajan found the Arsacids quarreling as
usual, so he crowned one and thus, at least superficially,
made ;he Parthian Empire a client-kingdom of Rome.19
The Parthian forces had ﬁot been destroyed, but {t is
questionable if they could have soon dislodged a Roman
force determined to hold on. There were revolts through-
out the East, but they were controlled. The cost waé

vefy high, and Trajan drew back temporarily; yet, despite

iliness, he planned a further campaign to secure Rome's

18DLo 68, 17 and 19.

1bi4., 30.
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20 ‘But he succumbed to his i{llness, and

hoLdLngé.
fadrian had to pull back to the ante bellum position.
_Yet we cannot know iLf this was a reflexion of foreign
policy 6r part of the necessary.moves to'secure his
_postition as the new emperor.21 |

The dream of conquering Parthia once and for all
miéht have been realized. More importantly, the state
of affairs ﬁight have endured under the form of a cli-
ent-kingship. But it would have been very difficult to
matntain: it was unnaturaL.: The strain on the empire
would have been tremendous. It was a good thing that
Hadrian withdrews.

The Parthians were replaced by the Persians in the
middle of the third century, and wars would recur on
Rome's eastern frontier és Long as the empire lasted.

In the largest sense, neither side could hope truly to

.defeat thé other. Nor could they expect to Live in ab-
solute peacei'great empires make poor neighbours--it is

no less true today.

For that reason, it is dechuLt to find fauLt with
Augustus' policy toward ParthLa-—a policy which heLd no
‘plan of conquest (Trajan's solution) and no expectation
of peace (as required in the Neronian SéttLément). The
.tenston was always present,'and the risk of war. Augus-
tus measured Parthia's weaknesses against Rome's; and

managed to keep Rome in a position of dominance in those

20Longden, p. 28: discusses Trajan's efforts as

successes, not failures.

ZIIbid., p. 29; and Lepper, pp. 212-3.




192

areas which mattered to Rome. The price he paid was

_ constant effort: it was a permanent problem which could
not be_wtped away, but only minimized. - Augustﬁs gave
the Parthians a great deal of unséttling tfoubLe with-
out ever comnitting Roman yroops to pattle: tnstead he
sent a pretender: to the Parthian throne who could
.foment civil war. There would be no settlement between
Rome and Parfhia,'but only a cdhtinuaL need for re-adjust-
ment;' Héwever, through this policy in the East, Augus-
tus avoided the sort of great and pointless wars which
would ruin.a number of future emperors just as Crassus,

and even Antonius, had been ruined.




Appendix A

References to Parthia in Augustan Poetry

" The foLLowing {s a List of references to Parthia
or the Parthians found in the poetry of Virgil, Horace,
Properitus, Ovid, Grattius and Man{lius. The references
are divided'among a number of subjects. The list is not
exhaustive, and a number of extremely casual references
are excluded. It should also be mentioned that in all
the poets there are numerous vague references to eastern
lands, among which, certainly, Parthia would often be

included.

1. The Parthians seen as a threét:

a) virgil Ecl. I, 62; 10, 59; Georg. 1, 509; 2,
121-3, 126, 134=9; 3, 313f.; Aen. 8, 685-8; 12,
857f.

b) Horace Epod. 7, 9 Od. 1, 2, 21 and 52,

2. The Parthians considered treacherous:

a; Hor. Epist. 2, 1, 112,
b) Ovid Ars ame. 3, 248.

3. Parthia linked wtth Britain:

a) Hor. Epod. 7, 7; Od. 1, 21, 15 35, 30; 3, 5,
4; 4, 14, 48.
b) Ovid Amores 2, 16, 39.

4. That Parthia will be, or ought to be, conquered:

ag Vir. Georg. 3, 26ff.; 3, 313f.

b} Hor. Sat. 2, 1, 15; Od. 1, 2, 21; 12, S3ff.;
21, 15; 29, 1-5; 35, 40 2, 13, 17f.; 3, 2, 3; 3,
S, 4,

c) Propertius 3, 4, 5; 3, 5, 46f.; 3, 12, 6=12;
4, 3, 35-40 and 65-9; 4, 6, 79f.

a) Ovid Ars am. 1, 177, 199, 201f., 223ff.; 2,
175; Fasti 3, 719f.
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5. The Parthians seen as being humbled, defeated
or inferior: , Lo '

ag Vir. Aen. 8, 726. .

b) Hor. Od. 1, 35, 9; 2, 9, 17f.; 3, 3, 44; 4,
14, 42; 15, 23; Carme, Saec. 53ff.; Epist. 2, 1,
256, : _ .

. ¢) Prop. 2, 10.

d) Ovid Rem.am. 155ff.; 224.

6. Parthian politics and civil war:

a; Vir. Georg. 4, 210f. .

b) Hor. Od. 1, 26, 5; 2, 2, 17; 3, 8, 19; 3, 29,
27f. : .

7. Respected, especially for military skill:
a) Hor. Od. 2, 13, 17f. o

b Pr‘Op. 3’ 9, 53f'f‘0; 4’ 3’ 35-400 ,

c) Ovid Ars am. 1, 199; 3, 786.

d) Grattius 508.

8. The Remoteness of Parthia:

a) Manilius 4, 674 and 803.




Appendix B

Sources for Reconstructing Agrippa's Map

The best works on the suoject of Agerpa S map
are Geographi Latini Minores, ested by A. Riese (fLrst
published in 1878, but reprinted in Hildesheim in 1964);
A. Klotz, 'Die geographischen commentarii des Agrippa
und Lhre Uberreste,' Klio 24, i931, pp. 38-58 and 386-
466 ; and J.J. Tierney, 'The Map of Agrippa,® Proceedings
lgj the Royal Irish Academy 63, 1962-4, pp. 151~66.

We have five sources for the measurements from
Agrippa's map (and it is much disputed exactly how these
measurements were originally indicated on the map itself).

The fragments come from Strabo, Orosius, Pliny and the

_ Dtvisio-orbis terrarum and the Demensuratio provinciarum..
étrabo mentions the map only in reference to Italy.

There are occasional confirmations in Orosius' chapter

on geography (I, 2). Pliny is our best'ancient source..

Of the later works, the Divisio comes from a thirteenth

century manuscript, but had already been reproducedin

- the first five chapters of the De Mensura Orbis Terrae

written by an Irish scholar, Dicuil, in A.D. 825. He
worked from a map of the fifth century which probably
used as its source some copy of the map of Agrippa.

The Demensuratio is existent in a number of fifteenth

and sixteenth century manuscripts, which all derive

from a ninth cehtury Codex in the library of Merton
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College, Oxford. The internal evidence points .to a com-
mon source of information for both the Divisio and De-

mensuratio. But there are still differences tn'the ar-

rangement of each..

The discrepancies between these five sources are
numerous, as are the divergences of opinion between
Klotz and Tierney.in their separate reconstructions.

Thé most basic source of confusion ts the use by our
sources of the terms latitudo and lon itudo, which are
not comparable to the modern technical terms, but often
meant éimply breadth and lengthe.

' To demonstrate the relative propértions of Agerpa's
map, and yet not to pLungé into controversy, figures will
be ﬁsed which have been organized mostly by Tierney. " As
Tperney points out, the figures we are given allow us to
create nothtné more than a series of rectangles which
provide QnLy the vaguest idea of the shape of the country,
the positioning bf its length-breadth axes in relation to
compass directions, and the relative congruity of the
separate rectangles.

First, the world is divided into threé parts, Eu-
rope, Africa and Asia. Among the areas listed for Eu-~
rope, Italy is 1,020 miles long and 410 miles wide on a
Line through the north.(Pliny 3, 43). Gaul has an east-
west measurement of 920 milés and is 318 miles 'wide'
(Dicuil 1, 6 and Pliny 4, 105). ThelrectangLe for Ger-
many is much smaller: 636 by 248 miles (Pliny 4, 96),
as is the rectangle for ILLercum—Pannonta: 540 by 325
miles (Pliny 3, 150). Britain is a rather large 800 by

300 miles, while Ireland (Hibernia) is hardly smaller:
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800 by 200 miles (Pliny 4, 102).

North Africa is four territories in a row 3,000
miles long (Pliny 5, 40) whose southern boundary is
unknown. The Me&;ternanean, from Gades to Alexandria,
is reckoned as. 2,600 miles (Pliny 6, 207).

' Asia Minor is 1,155 by 325 miles (Pliny 5, 102),
and Armenia is 480 by 280 miles (Pliny 6, 47).

‘Beyond these areas the measurements are more ex-
treme. In Europe, Dacia is 1,200 miles by 400 (Pliny
4, 81). Further east, Sarmatia iLs 980 by 715 miles
(Pliny 4, 91), Medta is 1,320 by 840 (Pliny 6, 137),

“Arabia is 2,170 by 1,296 (Pliny 6, 196), and India and
the Far East are 3,300 by 1,300 (PlLiny 6, 57). 'India
alone, theréfore, has a longitude as great as the whole
Mediterranean, while its Latitude is comparable to that
of Europe and Africa combined.' (Tierney, p. 164).

These measurements are the basis of Tierney's re-
marks about the 'enormoﬁs' and 'amorphous' appearance
of lands beyond the reach of the Romans.!

The boundaries to the north, east and south are de-

fined by the phrase gua cognita est. But Dacia, Sarma-
tié and Armenia all trail off into the ndrthern ocean,
while Armenia is also bounded on the eést by the Chinese
ocean. Beneath Africa Agrippa mentions an 'Aethiopic
sea.' So there is no departure from the generaL notion

of an all-encircling ocean.

lsee pp.95-6.




Appendix C
The Kings of Parthia

B.C.
Arsaces (ce 250-248)
Tiridates I - (c. 248-211)
Artabanus I ~ 7 (c. 211-191)
Priapatius  (c. 191-176)
Phraates I (c. 176-171)
Mithradates I  (c. 171-137)
Phraates II (c. 137-128)

Artabanus II '_'(c. 128-123)
Mithradates II (c. 123-87)

Gotarzes I (91-80)
Orodes I (80-75)
Sinatruces (75-69)

Phraates III (69-57)
. Mithradates III (57-55)
Orodes II (c. 57=36)

(Pacorus, for ruling jointly with his
father, Orodes, counts as 'Pacorus I';
he died in 38 B.C.)

Phraates IV (ce. 38-2)
Tiridates II (31-30; 26-25)
Phraataces (2=A.D. 4)
A.D.
Orodes III (4-7)
Vonones I . (7-12)

(Vonones, one of the hostage-sons of
Phraates IV, was sent by Augustus.)

Artabanus III  (12-38)

(Phraates, son of Phraates IV, was
sent by Tiberius in 35, but died
before reaching Parthia.)

(Tiridates III (c. 36), a grandson
of Phraates IV, was sent by Tiberius,
and was crowned, but was soon ejected
by Artabanus.)




(Cinnamus (c. 37) is briefly seated

_on Artabanus' throne by the Parthian

nobless)
Gotarzes II (38-51)

(Meherdates, another grandson of
Phraates IV, was sent by Claudius,
but defeated by Gotarzes (50).)

Vardanes (c. 39-48)
Vonones II (c. 51)
Vologases I  (51-80)
Pacorus II . (78-116)
Artabanus IV  (80-81)
Osroes (co 109-129)

Vologases II ~ (105-147)
Parthamasiris (c. 117)
Mithradates IV (128-147)
Vologases III  (148-192) _
Vologases IV (191-207) :

Vologases V (207-223)
Artabanus V (213-227)
Artavasdes (227-229)
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