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204 Chapter VI

Eastern theories of monarchy, or even with Roman imperial institutions (not
republican). Since our sources are so meagre there is no documentation for this other
than the evidence of material culture, but it is certainly worth considering the possible
role of east Iranian or Central Asian influences on the history of the entire Near East,
and not just western Iran. The role was important not only in the syncretic Greco-
Iranian art of the west, but also in ideas from this part of the world which came to the
west through the intermediary of the Parthians, to whom we now turn.

CHAPTER VIl

THE PARTHIANS ON THE PLATEAU

Literature: The relatively recent but now classical work by N. Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia
(Chicago, 1938) has not been superseded, for newer general books such as M. A. R. Colledge, The
Parthians (London, 1967) or his Parthian Art (Ithaca, N.Y., 1977), with a large bibliography, or G. A.
Koshelenko, Kultura Parfii (Moscow, 1966), add little to the work of Debevoise, except in the realm of art
and culture. Monographs and articles on special subjects, especially Roman—Parthian relations, however,
have added to our knowledge of the foreign affairs of the Parthians, while the results of archaeological
excavations, as usual, provide new sources to augment our picture of Iran under the Parthians. It must be
noted, however, that most of the excavations are not in Iran but outside the geographical boundaries of
the present country. The sites and materials are as follows:

1. Nisa, near Ashkabad in Turkmenistan, was excavated by the Southern-Turkmen Combined
Archaeological Expedition from 1948 to 1961, and many Parthian ostraca as well as material remains
were uncovered. For a bibliography on the finds at Nisa see I. M. Diakonoff and V. A. Livshits, Parthian
Economic Documents from Nisa, Cll, Plates 1-111, and Texts | (London, 1976-80), and M. E. Masson,
Perechen opublikovanttykh rabot i materialov po tematike YuTAKE (Ashkabad, 1970), a bibliography of
over 500 items.

2. Kuh-e Khwaja in Seistan. For a bibliography on the surveys of M. A. Stein and E. Herzfeld see L.
Vanden Berghe, Bibliographie analytique de T'archéologie de I'Iran ancien (Leiden, 1979), 28-29. The
fragmentary wall paintings found here are important for Parthian art, but they have been lost.

3. Kangavar in Media. The work of Kambakhsh-Fard and his articles relating to it may be found in
Vanden Berghe, op. cit., 142. The temple of Anahita is the significant Parthian survival here, but later
Sasanian changes or additions to the site have confused the picture. ,
4. Bard-e Nishandeh and Masjid-e Sulaiman in Khuzistan. The work of R. Ghirshman culminated in two
volumes on Terrasses Sacrées, in MDAFI, 45 (Paris, 1976). The two sites are remains of the kingdom of
Elymais rather than Parthian, and the inscriptions are in a Semitic language rather than Parthian. Cf.
Vanden Berghe, op. cit. 85-88.

5. Shahr-e Qumis near Damghan. The Parthian capital of Hekatompylos has been surveyed with sondages
by D. Stronach and J. Hansman. For a bibliography sce Vanden Berghe, op. cit. 25-26.

There are other minor sites in Iran, usually large sites with a Parthian stratum, and excavated or
surveyed major towns influenced by the Parthians, or under their rule, are located outside of the
boundaries of the present country, mostly in Iraq. Among them are Hatra, Nippur, ABur, Uruk, and in
Syria, Dura Europos and Palmyra, on which see Vanden Berghe, op. cit. 259-60.

For Sovict works on the Parthians see T. N. Zadneprovskaya, “Bibliographie de travaux soviétiques sur
les Parthes,” SI, 4 (1975), 243-60. The works of Koshelenko are especially noteworthy, since he is the
foremost Soviet specialist on the Parthians. See also the bibliography on archacology in succeeding issues
of AMI.

As with the Greco-Bactrians and Sakas, numismatics is of paramount importance in establishing the
order of the Parthian kings, but it is more complicated than in the east because the quasi-title ‘Arsaces’ is
used on most coins and not the personal name of the rulers. Other than Vanden Berghe, op. cit., 262-68, see
A. M. Simonetta and D. G. Sellwood, “Again on the Parthian Coinage from Mithradates I to Orodes 11,
Quaderni ticinesi di numismatica e antichitd classiche (Lugano, 1978), 95-119, and bibliography.

The articles on the beginnings of Parthian history, frequently repetitions, by . Wolski, are too many to
list, but see one of the latest, with bibliography of others, “L'origine de la relation d’Arrien sur la paire des
fréres Arsacides, Arsaces et Tiridate,” in Studies in the Sources on the History of Pre-Islamic Central Asia, ed.
by J. Harmatta (Budapest, 1979), 67-74. The booklet by B. P. Lozinski, The Original Homeland of the
Parthians (Mouton, The Hague, 1959), is unfortunately unusable.

Parthian inscriptions have not been assembled in a corpus, but a bibliography for them may be found in
P. Gignoux, Glossaire des Inscriptions Pehlevies et Parthes (London, 1972), 4344, to which may be added
Das Parthische Felsrelicf, Sarpol-i Zohab, Iranische Denkmaler, Lieferung 7 (Berlin, 1976), 16.
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The prime literary sources for the Parthians are chapters 41 and 42 of Justin's epitome of Pompeius
Trogus, Apoliodorus of Artemita (most as found in Strabo) and Arrian’s Partlrika, both in Frg. Hist. 156
and 779 respectively, as well as the Parthian Stations of Isidore. The many Classical sources on Roman-
Parthian military and diplomatic relations are listed by Debevoise, to which work the reader is referred.

EXPANSION OF THE KINGDOM

Information on the origins of the Parthians comes from Justin (XLI, 1) who says they
were originally exiles from Scythia, and Strabo (XI, 515) who says Arsaces was a
Scythian man with the Aparni, a part of the Dahi, nomads who lived along the Ochus
(lower Oxus) River, who invaded Parthia and conquered it. He continues that some
say he was a Scythian while others claimed he was a Bactrian who fled from Diodotus
and raised a revolt in Parthia. Arrian (and his successor the Byzantine writer
Syncellus) tell a story about two brothers, Arsaces and Tiridates, who were insulted
by the (Seleucid) satrap of Parthia. So they plotted with five companions and
overthrew him thus freeing the Parthians.! The parallel of Arrian’s account with the
story of the plot of Darius against Gaumata is evident, but whether the whole story
really has a mythological basis relating to the Discorides, or heavenly twins, as Wolski
suggests, is uncertain.? The details of the lives of the early kings are clouded, but first
we should ask if the story of the (A)parni invasion is believable and if there is any
reason for their migration southwards into the Seleucid domains in the third century
B.C.

The reality of the (A)parni is indicated not only by the mention of them in Strabo,
in Ptolemy and in Justin (in the form Sparni) but also by the Middle Persian text
called the Bundahishn, which says that one of the offspring of Sam ‘gave the
governorship of Aparshahr to Aparnak. Aparshahr is thus named because it is the land
of Aparnak,® Furthermore, Henning sought to trace east Iranian ‘Parni’ words in
Armenian borrowings from Parthian, a west Iranian tongue, as well as elsewhere *
Thus we may accept the migration, more likely than an invasion, of the Parni south
from the area of Khwarazm into Parthia in the first part of the third century B.C. The
explanation of the name as ‘mountain dwellers’ and then their identification as
inhabitants of the ‘upper lands’ (satrapies), later Aparshahr, is hardly correct though
ingenious.® Reasons for the migrations of nomads could be many, drought, a search
for better pasture lands, or political pressure. It is possible, as suggested by F. Koske,
either that northern Parthia, from the Caspian Sea through present Turkmenistan to

The Parthians on the Plateau 207

Merv, was never held by the Seleucids, or that under Antiochus I short-lived forts to
control the area were abandoned, and the whole territory was soon independent.” It is
difficult to determine how much territory the Seleucid satrapy of Parthia did include,
hut in any case, it is reasonable to suppose that the northern desert areas and
Khwarazm were not controlled by the Seleucids but did maintain an independent
existence.

From Soviet archaeological excavations we know that not only the area of
Khwarazm, south of the Aral Sea, but also the land to the east on the Jaxartes River
contained towns and settlements as well as nomads in the period after Alexander’s
expedition. The names of various tribes which survive in Classical sources have been a
great source of confusion and dispute among scholars, especially etymologies of names
such as Massagetai, Derbikes, Apasiakai, Sacaraucae and others.” It is not possible, in
the present state of our knowledge, to assign to a Khwarazmian state of this period the
Apasiakai, as S. Tolstov does in various publications.® Also the identification of the
state of K ‘ang-chii in Chinese sources, in this period located in the Talas and lower
Jaxartes region, with either the Sacaraucae, or other peoples, is hardly possible with
our lack of written sources. It is also not possible to assert that the expansion of the
K ‘ang-chil drove the Parni south, and since information about the K ‘ang-chil is so
little and shadowy, a proper history of this part of the world cannot be
reconstructed.? Obviously the Jaxartes basin and other areas of western Turkestan
were not just barren stretches of desert with a few nomads roaming over them, and
settlements of Iranian speakers existed there, but we know little about them, and they
seem to have had little influence on the movement of the Parni to the south into the
province of Parthia (Khurasan).

Here we encounter the enigmatic Andragoras, who Justin (XLI, 4) says was the
governor of Parthia, and he was overthrown and killed by Arsaces. The literature on
the subject has been collected by Wolski, who correctly points out that the name is
Greek, and there is no evidence that it is a translation of an Iranian name. He further
suggests that his unique gold coin is a commemorative issue either at the time he
declared his independence from the Seleucids, or simply a later emission by the

¢ F. Ya. Koske, “Plemena severnoi Parfii v borbe 8S. P. Tolstov, Drevnii Khorezm (Moscow,
s makedonskim zavoyevaniem,” VDI, part 1  1948), 244, and in English with amplifications,
(1962), 113-25. He dwells mostly on Alexander’s  “Scythians of the Aral Sea area and Khorezm,”
campaigns in Central Asia, and archaeological ~ XXV International Congress of Orientalists, Trudy,3
evidence, but the assection that the entire area was  (Moscow, 1963), 157-63. Whether the Apasiakai

' Frg. Hist., Arrianos 156, 858-59. The vari-
ations in the name of the satrap have been discussed
frequently by Wolksi.

? Wolski, supra, Porigine, 71-73. He is convinc-
ing in his rejection of Arrian as a reliable source for
the origin of the Arsacids.

3 Ch. XXXV, 43-44, in the edition of B. T.
Anklesaria, Zand Akasth (Bombay, 1956), 299,
where the translation is wrong, the correct word
being Aparnak, our Aparni.

* Henning, “Mitteliranisch” [ch. 6,n.57],93-94.

5 By Eilers, "Demawend” [ch. 1, n. 19], 347,
373, n. 244. Abarshahr, later the Nishapur area,
can be well derived from ‘the upper lands, but the
Aparni are another problem, and they surely are
not attested as ‘mountaineers.’ The identification of
the Aparni with the later Avars, proposed by W.
Haussig, “Theophylakts Exkurs iber die skythi-
schen V8lker,” Byzantion, 23 (1953), 329, is not
acceptable either historically or linguistically.

not under Seleucid rule may be too sweeping a
generalization.

7 A summary of some of the etymologies may
be found in Daffina, supra, L'Immigrazione, 54—60.
Bailey. among others, in many articles, has
connected saka + rauca with Chinese Sai-wang
‘Royal Scythians, the Mas-Sak (Massagetai) with
‘great Saka'; cf. his latest account in “North-Iranian
Problems,” BSOAS, 42 (1979), 207. Etymologies
are always elusive and only concern us when they
cause a revision of history or relate to other
matters.

are to be identified with the Pasiani as Tolstov,
162, followed by Daffina, supra, Immigrazione, 57,
assert, is also uneertain.

9 The identification of the K'ang-chtl with
Kaydya: Zxvdat on a map (but not in the text)
of Ptolemy, or with Kangha in the Avesta or later
Kang-diz is hypothetical. See Markwart, Welrot
und Arang [ch. 3, n. 41], 188, and B. A. Litvinskii,
“Das K'ang-chi-Sarmatische Farn,” CAJ, 16
(1972), 250-52, with further references and
bibliography.
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Parthians to show their connection with the Seleucids and Alexander the Great.!°
The authenticity of the coins being subject to doubt, their minting as com-
memorative pieces at the time of Andragoras seems more reasonable than the
postulation of a later propaganda reason. More than the problem of Andragoras,
however, the chronology of the early Parthians has produced a controversial
literature. Wolski has marshalled many arguments to show that the Parthian revolt
occurred in 238 B.C. in the reign of Seleucus II, but neither he nor anyone else has
satisfactorily explained the ‘later’ adoption of an Arsacid era beginning in 247 B.C.
rather than in 238.'! Yet Wolski presents the following chronology: first invasion of
the Parni into Iran c. 280 B.C.; the Parni under Arsaces conquer Astauene (hodie
Quchan) c. 250; crowning of Arsaces in the capital of Astauene, Asaak (or Arshak),
according to Isidore of Charax (11} in 247 B.C.; revolt of Andragoras, satrap of
Parthia, 245 B.c.; Diodotus proclaims his independence in Bactria, 239 B.C.; death of
Andragoras and the taking of power in Parthia of Arsaces 238 B.C.; conquest of
Hyrcania by Arsaces in 235 B.c.!? The first date was found by Wolski to be the time
when Merv and Herat were devastated by nomads at the end of the reign of Seleucus
I, who sent a general Demodamas to punish them. The nomads were the Parni, a
division of the Dahi who at this time were moving from the north towards the
Caspian Sea.' The second date is a plausible guess, for the process of expansion of the
Parni must have taken time. The first Arsaces deserved to have his name honored,'* as
later Caesar and Augustus in the Roman Empire, for he probably transformed the
marauding bands into a kingdom. Controversy exists, however, about the succession
of early Parthian kings.

Fortunately, new, contemporary sources, the Parthian ostraca of Nisa, have been
added to the Classical sources. On one ostracon we find in the year 157, 'r$k MLK’
BRY BR[Y ZY pryp]tk BRY "HY BR[Y ZY] ’r$k or ‘91 B.C. King Arsaces, grandson

9], Wolski, “Andragoras était-il Iranien ou  Hyrcania, but the rest of them extend tq the land
Grec?” S, 4 (1975), 166—-69. The name is attested  parallel to Aria (Herat). He continues that they
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of Phriapatius, son of the nephew of Arsaces.”'> The editors of the ostraca (Note 15,
pp. 20-21) reconstructed the early genealogy of the Arsacids as follows:'®

Arsaces ——————— Tiridates

Artabanus

Phriapatius
Mithradates — Arsaces (Gotarzes}

but Koshelenko proposed a new theory of descent:

Arsaces | ———— (Tiridates not king)

| ,
Arsaces 11 x (not king)

|

Arsaces 11T (Phriapatius)

_
_ _ _ v

Arsaces IV Arsaces V Arsaces VII x
(Phraates ) (Mithradates 1) (Artabanus I) |
| | Arsaces IX (Gotarzes)
Arsaces VI Arsaces VIII
(Phraates 1I) (Mithradates 1)

The name Phriapatius may appear in another ostracon, but the inscription is damaged
and incomplete and seems to say only that an Arsaces in the year 180 (of the Arsacid
era = 68-67 B.C.) was a descendant of Phriapatius.!” The latter was obviously an
important king in the dynasty, and there is every reason to identify him with the
third king of the Parthians, but why was he more important apparently, in the ostraca
inscriptions, than his predecessors? The proposal of Koshelenko answers this question,

in Greek papyri from Prolemaic Egypt, and one
can think of no reason why an Iranian would seek
to translate his name into Greek. Wolski convinc-
ingly identifies the Andragoras of this period with
the name of a high official in a Greek inscription
from Gurgan under Antiochus 1, and he convine-
ingly rcjects the historicity of the Andragoras
mentioned by Justin (XII, 4) as satrap of Parthia
under Alexander. The coins of Andragoras present
similar problems to those of Sophytes and both
may be contemporary satraps of ¢. 250 B.C.

YU CH J. Wolski, “L'Historicité d'Arsace I9)"
Historia, 8 (1959), 235, and his “Arsace ler
fondateur de l'état Parthe,” A/, 3 (1974), 197.

12 Wolski, "Der Zusammenbruch der Seleuki-
denherrschaft in Iran im 3. Jh. v. Chr..” in Altheim,
ap. cir, fch. 7, n. 1], 253-54,

' Ibid., 205-07. Strabo (XI, 511) says that the
Aparni, part of the Dahi, are situated closest to

overran Hyrcania, Nisaia and the plains of the
Parthians, implying raids. Although Nisaia is the
land on the northern edge of the Kopet Dagh
range, it may have been considered part of the
richer valley of Astauene to the south, where
Arsaces was probably crowned, in a town named
after him, as Wolski proposes. Strabo (XI, 511),
however, says that the Aparni made war, then
peace and war again with the settled people, a more
likely course of events than any planned conquest.
This account is repeated with additions in his
“Arsace 1, fondateur de I'état Parthe” [n. 11], 159~
99.

'* The older form of the name ‘Arsaces,” Arfu
for Artaxerxes 11 has been found in Akkadian; cf.
A. Sachs, “Achaemenid Royal Names in Babylo-
nian Astronomical Texts,” AJAH, 4 (1979), 133-
35.

and his suggestion in regard to the Tiridates problem does attempt to reconcile Justin
(Trogus) with Arrian (and Syncellus), and as such is a good guess. Otherwise we must
believe either Arrian or Justin, since they conflict. The name Artabanus for the second

15 1. M. Dyakonov and V. A. Livshits, Doku-
wenty iz Nisy lv. do n. e. (Moscow, 1960), 113 and
plate. The brackets are smudges on the ostracon
and within them are reconstructions. This is a
strange ostracon with only these two lines, whereas
other ostraca are accounts of quantities of winc
from vineyards in various estates. The expression
BRY 'HY BRY, the Parthian form of these
Aramaic masks being unknown, is attested only
here.

16 See the remarks of G. A. Koshelenko,
“Genealogiya Pervykh Arshakidov,” in B. G.
Gafurov, ed., Istoriya i kultura narodov Srednei Azii

{Moscow, 1976), 34. This follows Justin (XLI, 5)
who says that Arsaces II was also called Arsaces and
was followed by Priapatius. A bibliography on this
ostracon is given on pp. 36-37.

7 [. M. Dyakonov and V. A. Livshits, “Novye
nakhodki dokumentov v Staroi Nise,” Prednea-
ziatskii Shornik, 2 (Moscow, 1966), 143, n. 28, and
plates 10 and 10a. The historical interpretation of
these documents may not be as much as the editors
suggested, especially in regard to the genealogy of
the Arsacids. Altheim, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 19], 446,
gives Arsaces 1 two sons, one Arsaces Il and the
other the father of Phriapatius.
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or third ruler of the Arsacid dynasty is not attested, and if one follows Justin, the son of
Arsaces | could be assigned that name. With Phriapatius, however, we are on firmer
ground, and one may assign his rule to the aftermath of the invasion of Antiochus III
from whom Arsaces (Il according to Justin, IIl according to Arrian) fled. After the
retreat of Antiochus I, the Parthians seem to have turned their attention to the east
against the Greco-Bactrians. Justin (XLI, 5), however, ascribes the conquest of the
Mardi, on the southeastern shores of the Caspian Sea, to the short reign of Phraates,
elder brother of Mithradates I, and this would be an expected expansion of Parthian
authority at this time, We have already seen how several provinces were wrested
from the Greco-Bactrians, but under Mithradates I Parthian expansion to the east is
unclear.

In Media the situation is also unclear, even more so after the discovery of a Greek
inscription on a relief of Herakles near Behistun, speaking of Cleomenes a satrap of the
‘upper provinces' in 14948 B.c.'8 The easiest explanation of this is to assume that the
Seleucid satrap of Media, Timarkhos, lost some territory in the area of present Tehran
(Rhages) and farther east to Mithradates, while the Seleucid reconquest did not
recover this land but maintained rule in Ecbatana.!® According to Justin (XLI, 6)
Mithradates had to fight many times in Media, and it is conceivable that the Seleucids
held only the city and the lowlands, to the west of Ecbatana, at the time the relief of
Herakles was carved.20 Since the earliest Babylonian documents dated in the name of
Arsaces begin in 141 B.c. after the defeat of the Seleucids in Mesopotamia, we may
assume an interval of time of several years for the Parthians to move from Media to
Mesopotamia and to the capture of Seleucia. The defeat of Demetrius II the Seleucid
ruler was not accomplished in one battle or the conquest of Mesopotamia in one
campaign, and the advance of Mithradates apparently was not swift.?! It generally has
been supposed that the Parthian king was called away to Hyrcania, as Justin (XLI, 6)
tells us, after which Demetrius II was captured by a general of Mithradates and sent in
captivity to Mithradates about a year later in 140-139 B.c., but the Parthian king only
lived another year himself after having secured the submission of Elymais.2? For
further information we must turn to the numismatists, some of whom assert that only
under Mithradates I did the Parthian rulers begin to strike coins, and all earlier
attributions are false.

The problem with early Parthian numismatics is that, unlike the coins of Bactria
and northwest India, only the name or title Arsaces appears on the coins and identities
must be established by style, the busts, or figures and titles. Le Rider argued that since
the Dahi, of whom the Parni were a branch, served in the army of Antiochus III,
according to Polybius (V, 79) and Livy (37, 40), therefore the Arsacid rulers were
vassals of the Seleucids and did not have the right to strike coins until Mithradates I
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who liberated the Parthians from this status.23 Other numismatists support a coinage
going back to the first king, although they admit that the number of coins greatly
increases under Mithradates 1.24 It is difficult to support the thesis that unti
Mithradates I the Parthians were only vassals of the Seleucids and had no right to mint
coins, while the Dahi mercenaries of Anticchus III give no indication of Parthian
submission to the Seleucids. As we have seen in the previous chapter, both the
Parthian king and Euthydemus of Bactria made treaties with Antiochus III, not as
submissive vassals, but as allies. With the withdrawal of Antiochus III from the east
and his defeat by the Romans at Magnesia in 189 B.c,, it is difficult to believe that the
Parthians continued to act as subjects of the Seleucids. The symbolism on early
Parthian coins of the seated royal archer on the reverse has been explained as the
giving of the bow, as the symbol of authority, to the king from the gods, a practice
attested for the Sakas, and this would not suggest any position as vassals of the
Seleucids.23 The questions which early Parthian rulers struck coins and where the
mint sites were located have not been answered, but inasmuch as mints do not require
heavy equipment, but are even mobile, the location of a mint at Nisa, Asaak or Dara
in the north Parthian homeland is not mawou&v_n.n,o

The conquests of Mithradates I brought the Parthians from a small kingdom in the
east to a position of power in the arena of the Near East, but after the Parthian king's
death in 138 B.c. a campaign of recovery of eastern domains by Antiochus VII began.
Mithradates I had struck in Seleucia on the Tigris coins with the term philhellene,
probably as a sign of conciliation with the Greek population, and possibly as asign of a
special relationship of that great city with the Parthian conqueror.?” Parthian rule in
Seleucia continued after the death of Mithradates under Phraates II until Antiochus
VII appeared, after consolidating his position in Syria and the west. This was not
until 131 B.Cc., however, as can be determined by cuneiform documents from

23 Le Rider, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 25], 315-22, with  of this, is convincing. For an etymology of the
references to previous scholars, such as J. de  name Sinatruces see Henning, “Mitteliranisch” {ch.
Morgan and E. T. Newell (with certain reserves). 6, n. 57}, 41, n. 1.

The attribution to the mint at Ecbatana of issues of 26 On these towns see Chaumont, op. cit. [n. 19],

'8 Cf. chapter on the Seleucids, and esp.
Merkholm op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 93], 178-80.

'9 The renaming of Rhagai-Europos to Arsakia
may have occurred under Phraates I; cf. M.-L.
Chaumont, “Etudes d'histoire Parthe 11" Syria, 50
(1973), 204.

20 At this time on the plateau Bacasis or Vagasis
could have served as satrap of Media under
Mithradates I, according to Justin.

! For references cf. Debevoise, op. cit. [ch. 7, n.
64], 22-23. The coinage of Seleucia indicates that
Mithradates struck coins there the first time only
for a year;, cf. Le Rider, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 25], 361~
62.

22 On these events see Will, supra, [ch. 6, n. 32],
2, 34344, with references; also Debevoise, op. cit.
[ch. 7, n. 64], 24-25.

Mithradates 1, with the title ‘great king,’ may be
attributed to the conquest of that mint site c. 150—
147 b.C.

24 Cf. Wroth's catalogue of the British Museum
and A. Simonetta, “La monetazione Partica dal 247
al 122 a.C." Rivista ltaliana di Nuniismatica, 16
(1968), 20-25. M. T. Abgarians and D. G.
Sellwood, “A Hoard of Early Parthian Drachms,”
NC, 11 (1971), 115-18, and G. A. Koshelenko,
“Neketorye voprosy rannei istorii Parfii,” VDI, no.
1 (1968), 53, and his “Monetnoe delo Parfii pri
Mitridate 1,” Numismaiika i Epigrafika, 10 (Mos-
cow, 1972), 81, hold to an earlier coinage for the
Parthians.

35 D. S. Raevskii, “K voprosu ob obosnovanii
tsarskoi vlasti v Parfii.” in B. G. Gafurov, ed.,
Srednyaya Aziya v drevnosti i srednevekove (Mos-
cow, 1977), 81-87. His analysis of the archer-chief
among the Scythians, and the Parthian counterpart

197-222. It is hardly possible to trace a succession
of Parthian capitals from Asaak, Dara, and Nisa
through Hekatompylos, Arsakia-Rhages to Ecba-
tana as the progress of Parthian arms to the west
since the ‘capital’ in the period before Mithradates
[1 changed considerably, and we are unsure which
city was a capital and which just an important
center.

27 Cf. R. H. McDowell, Coins from Seleucia on
the Tigris (Ann. Arbor, 1935), 218, and Seliwood,
op. cit. [ch. 7, n. 57}, 38. The copper coinage issued
by Seleucia under Parthian rule indicates a greater
autonomy for the city than it had under Seleucid
control; see also McDowell, Stamped and Inscribed
Objects from Seleucia (Ann Arbor, 1935), 6, and Le
Rider, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 25], 373. On the coinage of
Seleucia under Mithradates see Koshelenko, op. cir.

[n. 24], 100.
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Mesopotamia.28 The exact time of the march of Antiochus VII into Mesopotamia is
difficult to establish, but if his entry into Seleucia was in 130 after winning three
battles against Parthian forces, presumably in northern Mesopotamia, we may suggest
that the reconquest of Mesopotamia took a number of months in 130 B.C. As &m
sources say, many local princes joined Antiochus who took the title ‘great’ king in
honor of his victories.?? The continued campaign against the Parthians on the Iranian
plateau has presented some discord in the interpretation of meager sources. It is not
possible to determine when precisely Demetrius II, who had remained in Parthian
captivity so many years, was released by Phraates, while other details are also disputed.
Coins from Susa indicate that in the year 130—129 that city reverted from Parthian to
Seleucid allegiance and apparently many areas on the Iranian plateau also threw away
their fealty to Phraates for Antiochus VIL3® One extensive study of the Parthian
campaign of Antiochus argues that he went as far as the homeland of the Parthians and
it was there that he wintered and then lost his life in the early spring of 129 B.c.3! This
is unlikely, since Ecbatana is neither mentioned in any source, nor were any coins of
Demetrius or Antiochus VII struck there, which seems odd if the latter actually
wintered in the homeland of the Parthians. Refusing the offer of the Parthians to
negotiate peace, Antiochus, probably in Media, was surprised with a small body of his
troops and either was killed or committed suicide.3? Seleucid control disintegrated
and the Parthians re-established their rule. Phraates appointed a certain Himerus, a
Greek to judge by his name, governor of Babylonia and left for the east where the
Central Asian nomads, we have seen in the last chapter, threatened Parthian rule.?
According to Justin (XLII, 1), Phraates had hired Saka mercenaries for his war against
Antiochus, but the swift demise of the latter obviated any need for the Sakas who
were not paid, and rose against Phraates. The latter moved against them with Greeks
and others from Seleucid forces now incorporated in his own army, but these on the
first occasion abandoned Phraates who was killed by the Sakas in 128 p.c. The nomads
were powerful, for the uncle and successor of Phraates, Artabanus lost his life fighting
them in 123 B.c.3* There is no information about the state of affairs in the east after
Artabanus, but one may presume that for a while Parthian prestige was at a low ebb.

In the west, however, we are better informed not only because of literary notices,

28 See references in Debevoise, op. cif. [ch. 7, n.
64], 29, n. 3.

9 Ibid., 32.

30 [ ¢ Rider, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 25}, 377-78. No
coins of Antiochus from the mint of Ecbatana,
however, have been found.

31 T. Fischer, Untersuchungen zum Partherkrieg
Antiochos’ VII., (Ph.D. thesis, Ttibingen, 1970), 39.
His insistence that in Josephus the term Parthyene
means the homeland of the Parthians while Parthia
or Parthuaia meant the whole empire, and
Antiochus went into the former, is questionable.
Actually Josephus, Ant. Ind. XIII, 253, uses the
former, on this one occasion, in an offhand remark
that Demetrius was released at the time that
Antiochus invaded Parthyene, whereas elsewhere

he does not use Parthia or Parthuaia, but always a
plural éx [Tapdwv for ‘from Parthia’ and els
ITép&ous ‘into Parthia.’ Athenaeus, Deipnosophis-
tae (XII, 540) uses the more likely term ‘Media’
instead of Parthia.

32 Fischer, op. cit. [n. 31], 46, favors the suicide
report. Whether Ecbatana became a Parthian
capital in the time of Phraates is also uncertain.

33 Debevoise, op. cit. [ch. 7, n. 64], 35, follows
Diodorus (XXXIV, 21) and Posidonius in calling
Himerus an Hyrcanian, which is possible, but his
name is Greek, attested in Papyrus from Egypt and
he then would have been a Greek settled in
Hyrcania or a native who took a Greek name.

34 There is no reason to reject the statement of
Justin (XLII, 2) that he died fighting the Thogarii
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but also cuneiform records and a more ample coinage aid in the reconstruction of
history. After Antiochus VII lost his life Seleucia and much of Mesopotamia reverted
to Parthian rule. But the weakness of the Seleucids had not only induced Bactria,
Parthia and much of the Iranian plateau to secede from Seleucid rule, but also parts of
Mesopotamia became independent or semi-independent. In the south the kingdoms
of Characene and of Elymais make an appearance on the scene at this time and there is
no reason to suppose that in the east there was more centralized control over Seistan,
Kerman and elsewhere than in Mesopotamia.

The Parthian state did not disintegrate, however, and the reign of Mithradates 11
(123~c. 87 B.c.) marks a high point in Parthian central power. He reconquered
Babylonia, which had at first maintained a quasi-independent position under
Himerus, who seems to have oppressed the local population greatly according to
Justin (XLII, 1) and Diodorus (XXIV, 18). The former opinion, according to coins
supposedly struck by Himerus, that he became an independent king of Babylonia, is
no longer accepted.>® The sequence of events is uncertain, but it would seem that
Hyspaosines, the ruler of Characene at the mouth of the Persian Gulf, although he
fought Himerus and others, did not occupy either Seleucia or Susa, both of which,
according to the coinage, remained in Parthian hands.36 Just how much Mithradates
had to reconquer is difficult to determine, but probably not as much as hitherto
assumed. He did, of course, defeat and secure the submission of Characene, and
overstrikes of Mithradates on the coins of Hyspaosines exist. He took the title king of
kings, the first Arsacid to do so, and he is pictured on his later coins wearing a
distinctive crown or tiara. Whether this indicates a new order of government of the
Parthians with vassal states and semi-independent cities such as Seleucia and Susa is
unknown, but at some time, perhaps under Mithradates, the Parthian state became a
loose empire rather than a tribal kingdom, which question will be examined later.
The long rule of Mithradates II, in any case, was a time of consolidation of Parthian
institutions as well as expansion. For the first time we hear of Armenia, where after
the fall of Antiochus III, according to Strabo (X1, 528) two of his generals carved out
kingdoms for themselves, ‘Greater’ Armenia under Artaxias (Arta$gs in Armenian),
and another centered on Sophene and the upper Euphrates area under Zariadres.??
Antiochus IV invaded ‘Greater’ Armenia and secured the submission of Artaxias

(corrected to Thocarii) as Tarn, Seleucid~Parthian
Studies (London, 1930), 13—14 does. This Arta-
banus is sometimes called Artabanus II, and if the
second ruler of the dynasty Arsaces Il had the name
Artabanus, he was obviously the first. We do not
know, however, and without cvidence it is better
to call the uncle of Phraates by the numeral one.
The passage in the prolegomenon to book 41 of
Trogus (ed. by O. Seel in Leipzig, 1955) has the
following: successores (of Arsaces 1) deinde eius
Artabanus et Tigranes cognomine Deus, a quo subacta
est Media et Mesopotamia, which is quite unreliable.

33 For his position as king see S. A. Pallis, “The
History of Babylon 538-93 B.c.” in Studia
Orientalia, loanni Pedersen septuagenario, ed. by F.

Hvidberg (Copenhagen, 1953), 289-90. He well
may have destroyed the city of Babylon, but
Hyspaosines is mentioned as ruler there in 127~
126 B.c. in a cuneiform tablet; cf. Fischer, op. cit. [n.
31}, 19, for references.

3¢ Le Rider, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 25}, 382-83, and
Fischer, op. cit. [n. 31], 58-59, for other references.
See also H. Klengel, “Babylon zur Zeit der Perser,
Griechen und der Parther,” Forschungen und
Berichte, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, 6 (1962),
40-53.

37 On this period of Armenian history see Ya.
A. Manadyan, Tigran Vtoroi i Rim (Erevan, 1943),
18-21, with references to Polybius and other
sources.
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ruled about seven years, and his coins are found in Susa, as well as elsewhere, an
indication that he recovered most of Iran, including Babylonia, for the Parthians.

With the accession of Phraates III, son of Sinatruces, sometime between 70 and 68,
for the actual date of death of his father is uncertain, the history of Parthia becomes
connected with Roman history, and the sources increase considerably. Also from the
time of Phraates, we may suggest that institutions are fixed and the next two and one
half centuries down to the fall of the Parthians are filled primarily with internal
struggles for supreme power, and with the external wars with the Romans. The
eastern frontiers seem to have been more or less stable, especially with the rise of the
Kushans and their creation of a centralized state; thus Roman-Parthian relations are
of paramount importance. It seems appropriate that before discussing this com-
paratively well-known phase of Parthian history we should examine the structure
and institutions of the Parthians as far as we can reconstruct them.

THE ORGANIZATION OF RULE

The position of the Parthian king in the eyes of his subjects probably changed as the
empire grew out of a small state with a background of nomadic traditions of rule. The
ideology of kingship would be composed of three traditions, or rather an amalgam of
the nomadic (development of Indo-Iranian concepts), Greek, and ancient Near
Eastern (primarily Achaemenid) traditions.*® It is, of course, difficult to disentangle
the three, but elements of all appear in Parthian royal ideology, as much as it can be
determined from coins (legends as well as crowns), from a few details in literary
sources, and from our knowledge of both earlier and later practices and beliefs in Iran,
or those of neighboring peoples. The nomadic, or what might also be called Indo-
Iranian, beliefs probably included the concept of the royal farn or ‘glory’ which was so
prominent among Iranian peoples everywhere. The belief in the investiture of the
chief of a tribe with a bow by a deity, as pictured on the earliest coins, has been
mentioned, and one may elucidate here briefly the idea of the royal ‘glory’ or
‘fortune.” Much has been written about the farn, its etymology and meaning, but here
we are only interested in any significance it had for the Parthian rulers.*” At the outset
one should note the existence of names with farn in them on the ostraca from Nisa
such as Prinhw, Prnbg and Mirprn, literally ‘the glory of Mithra.*® The farn is an
ancient concept, and in the Avesta we hear of the farn or ‘glory of the Aryan lands’
(Yadt, 19,57 and 64 foll.), whereas later we learn of the farn of the ‘king of kings’ or
the farr-e izadi or ‘divine farn’ as found in the Shahname, and this farn is the guide of the
king in his rule.*® When Taeger says that the Parthian kings had a dynastic cult
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without a noumenal or divine character, this is true if he is refuting the divinization of
the ruler, but it is not so if one considers the farn as a divine concept.>® The dynastic
cult, or the cult of ancestors, may be characterized as the same as the Hellenistic cult of
dead heroes, combined with an ancient and widespread cult of ancestors, to make a
royal cult, the implementation of which was coterminous with the state’s boundaries.
The Seleucid and Greco-Bactrian kings use of the epithet éos on coins apparently
was bound to the title or office of king, or to the institution of kingship, and was not a
personal divinization, and this was the same for the Arsacids.*! The Hellenistic ruler
cult was adopted by the Parthians, but probably not at the beginning of their rule,
when Central Asian or tribal notions of kingship were predominant. So we may
conjecture that Arsaces I convinced his friends that the royal farn had descended on
him and his family, which was destined to rule an even larger area than at the
commencement of his rule. Obviously power and success in conquest were elements
in the rise of the Parthians. In time, Achaemenid concepts of kingship joined the
ancient practices and beliefs together with the heritage of Hellenistic kingship of the
Seleucids. This may be seen in the adoption of the title *king of kings' by Mithradates
I and by his use of a distinctive crown or tiara instead of the usual diadem of the
Hellenistic rulers. Koshelenko has described the development of Parthian ruling
ideology on the basis of their coins, first with the simple name Arsaces without a title,
which he claims shows that Arsaces like Diodotus did not revolt against the Seleucids
but simply took over the right of coinage because of the absence of Seleucid
authority.>? Also the existence of an ever burning fire in the town of Asaak where
Arsaces [ was first proclaimed king, as attested by Isidore of Charax 11, suggests that
the act of proclaiming a king had a religious significance. One could also suggest that
the formation of a royal ideology began with Arsaces I, who must have had a strong
personality to have given his name as a title to all succeeding Parthian kings. This fact
in itself attests to the importance of a royal family or royal clan of the Arsacids in the
political ideology of the Parthians. The protocol of crowning of the king was
undoubtedly also developed over time, usually with the head of the Suren family in
the capacity of the one who put the crown on the king’s head.53

¢ 1t is interesting to see the same tripartite

division applied to architecture, based on religious
behefs, by G. A. Koshelenko, Kultura Parfii
(Moscow, 1966), 33,

47 The fundamental work on the word and its
ctymology isby H. W. Bailey, Zoroastrian Problems
in the Ninth-Century Books, 2nd ed. (Oxford,
1971), 1-78 and xvii-x!; ]. Greppin, “Xvaranah,”
JIES. 1 (1973), 232-41, with references to articles
by J. Duchesne-Guillemin and others. Cf. E. Imoto,

“Av. xvaranah,” Bulletin of the Society for Near
Eastern Studies in_fapan, 17 (1974), 75-86, English
summary p. 183, where the word is connected
with ‘eating.” On the charisma of the king see F.
Taeger, Charisma, 1 (Stuttgart, 1957), 304-431.

48 For references see Litvinskii, op. cit. [n. 9}, 2,
50.

+9 For a study of the concept in the Shahname see
Manuchehr Khudayir Mahabbt, Farr-e yazdan dar
ta'rikh-e adyan (Teheran, 1972), 1-42. For a

discussion of the concept of farn in lran and
neighboring concepts sce F. Dvornik, Early Chris-
tian and Byzanmtine Political Philosophy, 1 (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1966), 85. For Hellenistic influences
and a discussion of headgear, sce Ritter, op. cit. {ch.
6, n. 28], 27-30, 125.

% Tacger, op. cit., 1 [n. 47], 432. The concept of
Jarn was morc than a mere charismatic exaltation
of the king (p. 402) but was similar to Greek T0y7
and 86éa. Neither the Indo-European ramifica-
tions of the concept nor the religious implications
of kingship can be discussed here, for which see G.
Widengren, "The Sacral Kingship of Iran,” Numen,
Supplement 4 (Leiden, 1959), 424-55.

3V Taeger, op. cit., 329, 333, 432. Herakles, a
divinized hero, was made the ancestor of the
Seleucids. As Tacger aptly says, the Hellenistic
ruler cult had many opponents but hardly any
martyrs (p. 307). On the Hellenistic ruler cult sec

H. Dorrie, Der Kouigskult des Antiochos von
Konmnnagene, Abh. GWG, 60 (1964), 236 pp.

51G. A. Koshelenko, "Tsarskaya vlast i ee
obosnovanie v rannei Parfii,” in B. G. Gafurov, ed.,
Istoriya Iranskogo Gosudarstva i Kultury (Moscow,
1971), 213.

33 On the crowning of various kings, with
sources, see Ritter, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 28]}, 168. Trajan
crowned his own Arsacid candidate for the
Parthian throne in Ctesiphon, but this only indi-
cates the symbolic importance of the ceremony.
For the crowns see H. von Gall, “Beobachtungen
zum arsakidischen Diadem und zur parthischen
Bildkunst,” Istanbuler Mitieilungen, 19/20 (1969~
70). 299-318, and for the curious crown of
Phraates 11l see J. Sugiyama, “Some Problems of
Parthian Kings' Crowns,” Orient, 9 (Tokyo, 1973),
31-41.
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Much has been written about the institution of ‘double kingship’ in Iran, but it
seems that the association of the son (crown prince) or successor of the king with the
ruler to insure continuity has been mistaken for the institution of two kings, as in
ancient Sparta and elsewhere.’* In any case, there is no evidence for an institution of
two kings among the Parthians, even if etymologically the title of bidakhsh, which we
meet below, meant ‘second king,' which itself is uncertain.®> The formulae and
protocols of rule were highly developed under the Parthians, but so were they under
the Roman emperors. How much of the hyperbole of kingship, such as the comment
of Ammianus (XXIII, 6, 6) that the Parthians worshiped Arsaces as a god, can be
believed as real and how much of it is political propaganda is difficult to determine.
With Mithradates 11, however, we can see the evidence of such political —unomﬁmu:am
on his coins and with his title. It is unlikely that his reign marks a change in political
aaoamu\ different from the past; rather a significant progress in the continuing
evolution or development of an ongoing Parthian royal protocol and belief is
indicated. The usurpation of the title ‘king of kings' by the Armenian Tigranes Il is
only an indication of the realities of power and the importance of the developing
Parthian ideology in regard to kingship elsewhere in the Near East.

The aristocracy and its assumption of titles paralleled the ideology of kingship but
changes took place to a greater extent in this domain. Presumably the Parni, when
they moved into Parthia, were still in a form of society characteristic of steppe tribes
similar to the Indo-Iranian period. The division of that society into the classic
tripartite warriors, priests and the rest of the people, we may assume, had developed
towards a more differentiated class system of nobles of various grades, with common
folk also divided according to professions and beliefs. Likewise we may assume a
. continuation of the heritage of the tribe, clan and family organization of pastoral
societies. The mixture of old and new in the case of the Parthians produced a knightly
or feudal class, each member of which was called azat, which, as Perikhanian has
shown, should not be confused with the word meaning ‘free, although the two later
did fall together.3¢ The family of the king had a special position, especially the crown
prince or heir apparent, the vispuhr, but as mentioned, the royal family of the Arsacids
all participated in the heritage or patrimony of the ruler, and this special position, as
argued by Perikhanian, was called vaspuhrakanih (pp. 19-21). The proliferation and
differentiation of titles in the Parthian court cannot be dated any more than changes
in functions or the use of honorifics as well as titles. For example, the Parthian title
*patayriw, attested in Syriac, Sogdian and at Hatra, may well have been coined by the
Parthian kings to designate either a regent or the successor to the throne, but it may
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in a hierarchy or organization.>” As the Parthians expanded, they encountered all
kinds of principalities, city states, or other forms of rule which had evolved under
the Seleucids, or which had come into existence when Seleucid rule weakened or
collapsed. If we may take Armenia as a kind of ‘microcosm’ of the Parthian
‘macrocosm,’ then the remark that Armenia was a collection of royal domains.
military viceroyalties, separate principalities and temple lands may be applied with
even more cogency to the Arsacid kingdom.*® Furthermore, titles which appear in
the Parthian east may not have had any currency in the western part of the territories
ruled by the Arsacids. For example, the term kanarang or karadranga, which we shall
discuss in the chapter on the Kushans, is not found in the west. We may suppose that
the Parni aristocracy intermarried with both the local, settled Parthian aristocracy, as
well as with any Greek or Macedonian aristocracy. By the end of the second century
B.C. they were also undoubtedly mixed with local Iranian upper classes, not to
mention any Saka or other intruders. As Wolski has convincingly shown, after the
consolidation of the Parthian state on the basis of tribal support of the king, in its
expansion the ruler, following Hellenistic tradition, had to engage mercenaries to
further his ambitions.>® Until the first century B.C. the mixed Parthian aristocracy
and the mercenaries fought together for common booty and for the ruler, but later
internecine struggles between various pretenders to the throne supported by different
groups of the aristocracy were endemic. As the boundaries of the Parthian state
became fixed, especially in the west by the Roman Empire, revenues and booty based
on an expansionist policy greatly declined, and the influence of the ruler fell as that of
the aristocracy rose. For more than two centuries Parthia was on the defensive, for on
the whole the Romans were aggressors in the wars between them. One may describe a
change in Parthia in the first century B.C. as a transition from the old world of the
Hellenistic monarchies to a new ‘feudal’ age, which is the picture of the Parthian state
giveri by Classical sources. The Parthian aristocracy became wealthy and powerful as
the influence of the king sank. At the same time the traditions, protocol and nominal
allegiance to royalty were preserved and even fostered.®° Society became more fixed
in various classes and hierarchies.

The upper nobility, many of whom were relatives of the king, were given
provinces to govern, as were brothers or immediate members of the king’s family 6!
The relationship between these governors and a court nobility is unknown, and it is
unwise to project backwards information from the Sasanian period except to the

have been, on the other hand, an honorific designation rather than a fixed title

54 Cf. Frye, "Remarks” [ch. 7, n. 65], 78-82, for
further references.

53 Szemerényi “Iranica V.” [ch. 4, n. 63], 391.
The etymology, meaning ‘second ruler, is no
assurance of the existence of such an office; rather
one would expect this originally to be an
appellation given to a confidant or a close friend of
the king regardless of office.

56 A. Périkhanian, “Notes sur le lexique iranien
et arménien,” REA, 4 (1968), 5-30. The secondary
meaning of vdspuhrakan as princes who were not
sons of the king has only confused the matter. Note
also that a feminine form *visduxta ‘princess’ is
presumed for Parthian by Périkhanian.

57 For references see D. Harnack apud Altheim,
op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 49], 516-19. Gershevitch proposed

the form *palagriw, which is preferable to
Harnacks' *palgrab. His further suggestion that the
Parthian word is a calque on Greek 8td8oyos may
be true, but the latter was hardly a real title in
Hellenistic times. Other than the vispuhr, usually
written as BR BYT’, we find ‘princess’ visduxta
(BR BYTH) and the general designations “hfynd
‘prince,’ hurtwy ‘lord,’ as well as other words for the
rulers.

58 R. H. Hewsen, “Introduction to Armenian
Historical Geography,” REA, 13 (1979), 96. Much

in Armenia parallels Parthia, but one should not
assume that the situation in Armenia was a carbon
copy of Parthia.

%9 J. Wolski, “Le réle et Pimportance des
mercenaires dans I'état Parthe,” IA, 5 (1965), 107.

60 Cf. J. Wolski, “L'aristocratie parthe et les
commencements du féodalisme en Iran,” A4, 7
(1967), 13344, with further references.

6! Eg., Vologeses gave the governorship of
Media to one brother Pacorus and Armenia to
another brother Tiridates, acc. to Tacitus, Annals
(XV, 2). The Greek peyiordves corresponds to
the wuzurgan.
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period just before the end of Parthian rule. We may suppose, however, the existence
and power of the class of great nobility, the Sasanian wuzurgan, attached to court and
having a high position in society because of relationship to the king and presumably
owning extensive lands. The governors of large provinces, the h$trdrn or shahryaran,
were the equivalent of small kings, while the majority of the nobility were small
landowners, the azatan, or liberi of Latin sources, who brought foot soldiers with them
from their lands when called to support the king in war.

Much has been made of a senate or council of Parthian nobles and priests who
supposedly elected the king from the Arsacid family in the last two centuries of
Parthian rule. Wolski has shown that this is a mistaken assumption on the part of
Greek and Latin authors. Rather, the nomination of the ruler at times in the last two
centuries of Parthian rule followed a long existing institution and should not be
attributed to a new institution, a senate which arose as a result of the weakness of the
rulers and competing claims of various princes to the throne.®2 The privileges u:m_ the
ranks of the aristocracy were strictly arranged, but no notitia dignitatum has survived,
except in Armenian, for the later Arsacid court of that land.®> It is quite momm:&.n that
lists of military as well as civil positions existed for various provinces or lands in the
Parthian kingdom with coats of arms for each dignity, as in the case of the late Roman
Empire.5* We cannot reconstruct the order of ranks in the Parthian court from the
titles found in inscriptions, usually in the frontier areas such as Dura Europos or Hatra,
but several of the positions mentioned in the inscriptions may throw some light on
the Parthian nobility. We find a general word hwtwy ‘lord’ possibly used as a general
term of address for a member of the nobility. Those who were at court as friends and
even bodyguards of the king probably had special designations such as nhwdr, the
nohadares of Ammianus (14, 3), the “first’ or ‘top friends’ of the ruler.%> These seem to
have comprised a small top class of nobility, rather than the word being either a civil
or military title. Civil and military titles, usually held by the nobility, will be
mentioned below.

In Armenia later the peasants seem to have been distinguished from the town plebes,
and one may presume similar conditions in Parthian territories, but it is questionable
whether the lower classes were subdivided into any kind of semi-legal ranks similar to
the nobility.5® In cities, especially those which continued their Hellenistic status of a

61 ] Wolski, “Remarques critiques sur les
institutions des Arsacides,” Eos, 46 (Wroclaw,
1954), 60, and K. H. Ziegler, Die Beziehungen
zivischen Rom und dem Partherreich (Wiesbaden,
1964). 16.

¢3 M.-L. Chaumont, “L'ordre de préséances i la
cour des Arsacides d’Armeénie,” jA, 254 (1966),
471-97. Undoubtedly one could interpolate from
this list to a similar one in Iran under the Parthians,
called a gafinamak or ‘book of ranks,” but details are
lacking.

84 Cf. O. Seeck, ed., Notitia Dignitatum (Frank-
furt/M, 1962, reprint of 1876 original), XXII for
coats of arms, and 7780 for the dux Mesopotamiae.

65 Discussed with references by Harnack apud
Altheim, op. cit. [ch. 6, n. 49], 537—40. Note that

Benveniste, [ch. 5, n. 74], 20, emphasizes the
correspondence between Parthian jwwnwy and
Greek kvpios. The group of ‘friends’ of the
Hellenistic kings undoubtedly was paralleled in
Parthian times. On the early predecessors of the
‘friends’ see G. Widengren, Der Feudalismus, im
alten Iran (K6in/Opladen, 1969), 38—43.

66 pgrikhanian, op. cit. [n. 56], 13, where the
finakank' ‘peasants’ are distinguished from the
ramikk* ‘plebes’, but Widengren, Der Feudalismus,
123, and his “Die Begriffe ‘populorum orde’ und
‘ram’]" Festschrift Walter Baeike (Weimar, 1966),
384-87, claims that the ram were peasants on royal
domains and thus in a separate class, but his further
assertion (p. 387) that they possessed horses .w:m
followed the entourages of nobles is most question-

The Parthians on the Plateau 221

polis, differentiation according to professions did exist, but it does not seem to have
been a social class division asamong the nobility. When we turn to slaves and servants,
the sources are silent, but some inferences can be made from words found in
inscriptions, or in Armenian and later Middle Persian texts. The Armenian word
anfahrik, which seems to be Parthian in form, originally meant a foreigner, probably
taken in warfare, and it may have preserved this meaning throughout the Parthian
period, for in the Sasanian period it probably fell together with the common word for
any slave, bandag.%” The legal position of slaves varied in different areas, for the

" Parthians did not institute a uniform system wherever they ruled but aliowed local
differences to exist. The word pariftar (MP paristar), meaning a maid-servant, in the
Parthian period referred to a hierodule, dedicated to service in a temple, but the
extent of such ‘slavery’ is unknown either geographically or numerically.®8 The veak
or ‘house slave’ was universal but unfortunately nothing is known about them. The
vineyard ostraca from Nisa and parchments from Avroman tell us nothing about the
status of slaves or serfs in the dastkirt, the estates or patrimonies of the nobility.°
Slavery was widespread, especially in Babylenia, and while we hear of manumissions
which made slaves free (azaf), the number of slaves was always large.

The organization of the provinces was perhaps even more complicated than under
the Seleucids and Achaemenids. The size of the satrapy had declined, but not so far as
in the Sasanian period, when a satrapy was only a town with surrounding villages and
lands.”® The Parthians on the whole left the local lords and local administration
intact when they conquered lands. In their homeland, however, the Parthian kings
and nobility owned much land, as we see from the ostraca of Nisa, and royal estates
must have been large here. Whether Parthia had a special position, free from taxes as
Fars was at the beginning under the Achaemenids, is unknown but unlikely.
Likewise, along the road from Khurasan through Rhages and Hamadan, i.e. Media,
down to Seleucia, where Seleucid control had been centered, we may presume that

able. His elaboration of the concept ram, as the
corps of mounted peasants, is unconvincing in
“Recherches sur le féodalisme iranien,” OS, 5
(1956), 99.

87 Cf. A. G. Perikhanyan, "K voprosu o
rabovladenii i zemlevladenii v Irane parfyanskogo

meanings of dastkirt. For a summary of meanings
and references to previous articles, see Perikhan-
yan, op. cit. [n. 68], 458-60, where the religious
factor of dastkirt as a ‘trust’ or as a ‘creation,’ is
discussed. The Semitic mask for the Parthian word

vremeni,” VDI, no. 1 (1952), 13-27. On Armenia
see 5. T. Eremyan, “O rabstve i rabovladenii v
drevnei Armenii,” VDI, no. 1 (1950), 12-26. The
use of the word bandak and bandakifi ‘slavery’ in
Parthian could also mean something like ‘submis-
sion’ to a king or a lord. Usage changed over the
centuries.

88 See A. Perikhanyan, Sasanidskii Sudebnik
(Erevan, 1973), 534-35, with further references.
There were many kinds of dedications of ‘slaves’ to
temples, and this kind of slavery, of course, was not
ordinary slavery. Cf. P. Koschaker, Uber einige
griechische Rechtsurkunden aus den ostlichen Rand
gebieten des Hellenismus, Abh. der Sichsischen AW,
42 (Leipzig, 193t), 76.

% Much has been written about the different

is BN (comp. Aramaic BNH) which implies the
property of inheritance. See also G. Kh. Sarkisian,
“O dvukh znacheniyakh termina dastakerr v
rannykh Armyanskikh istochnikakh,” in Ellenisti-
cheskii Blizhnii Vostok, Vizantiya i Iran, Festschrift
for N. Pigulevskaya (Moscow, 1962), 97-101,
with much the same double meaning for the term
in Armenia as in Iran,

70 It is clear that the hStrp or PHT’ of the Nisa
ostraca, like the dyzpry or ‘commandant of a
fortress' were not titles of great officials or nobles.
See 1. M. Dyakonov and V. A, Livshits, Parthian
Economic Documents from Nisa, | (London, 1980),
passim. The fact that Classical sources continue to
use the word ‘satrap’ for governors and also for
almost any official, seems to indicate a generaliza-
tion of the term.
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the Parthian king took over the role of the Seleucid ruler and appropriated the
Seleucid crown lands for his own, so Media was probably ruled like Parthia. We are
told that the Parthian Empire consists of eighteen kingdoms, according to Pliny (VI,
112), eleven of which are ‘upper’ and seven of which are ‘lower,” here meaning those
on the plateau and seven in the plains of the ‘Fertile Crescent.” On the plateau, other
than Parthia and Media, there were probably several kingdoms subject to the
Parthians in Armenia, Hyrcania, Azerbaijan (Media Atropatene), and possibly one in
the mountains of Tabaristan. In the south we know of the kingdoms of Persis and
Elymais, but Kerman may have been another independent area, with Seistan at some
times under Parthian rule and in other periods independent or subject to rulers in
India. Although eleven ‘kingdoms’ on the plateau cannot be identified, it is possible
that Pliny is reporting accurate information. In the lowlands we know of the
kingdom of Characene in the land called Mesene (Aramaic: Mai$an) at the mouth of
the Persian Gulf. North of Mesene was the central part of the land between the two
rivers, ancient Babylonia, but called Beth Aramaye literally ‘house of the Aramaeans’
in Aramaic or Syriac and Astristan in Parthian. This rich province, like Parthia and
Media, was governed directly by the Parthian kings who maintained their winter
residence on the plains, while in the summer they moved to the plateau. The great
city of Seleucia had maintained a special status until Vologeses I built a competing city
Vologesia to outrival Seleucia, which will be mentioned below. The area to the
northeast of Seleucia, including the Diyala River basin and present Sulaimania, was
called Beth Garmai in Syriac, Garmikan in Middle Persian, and the capital was
Karkha de Beth Slok (in Syriac) modern Kirkuk.”! This kingdom existed down to
the coming of the Sasanians, when it was joined either to the central province of
Asiiristan or to the kingdom of Adiabene to the north.

Adiabene, or Hadhyab in Syriac and in Parthian, called Nodshirakan by the
Sasanians, from which Armenian Norshirakan is derived, was the land between the
Greater and Lesser Zab Rivers with Arbela as its capital.’? Little is known about
Adiabene in Parthian times except the conversion of a queen of the country and her
son [zates to Judaism, and later Izates was rewarded by Artabanus III for supporting
his claim to the Arsacid throne by the grant of some land to the northwest, including
Nisibis, to Adiabene.”? In this extension of the domain of Adiabene, to the west and

"' The Middle Persian form was reconstructed
by Marquart, op. cit. [ch. 3, n. 37], 21, and is
probably the gliryku, as well as the form ghnykc'n
in the Paikuli inscription of Narseh, and on a seal of
the British Museum; cf. W. B. Henning, “Notes on
the Inscription of Sapar,” in the Professor Jackson
Memorial VVoliume (Bombay, 1954), 50. In addition
to the sources given by Marquart see J. F. Fiey,
Assyrie Chrétienne, 3 (Beirut, 1968), 11-145.
Kirkuk probably was founded by Seleucus, the
town of Seleucia of Pliny (VI, 117), while the
people. called Garamaioi, arc noted by Prolemy (1,
12.5and VI, 1, 2).

2 n an wnscription from Hatra, the name is
written niwn$ry”, which J. T. Milik in “A propos
d'un atelier monétaire d'Adiabéne,” RN, 3 (1961),
51-82, has identified as Natunia, plus faro-kerta as

‘city made by the Natunians,  and later abbreviated
to Shahrqird a site on the route from Baghdad to
Mosul. This seems correct although the location of
the town near Kirkuk, thus strictly not in
Adiabene, is curious. The later deformation of the
name in MP, using the name Ardashir, founder of
the Sasanian dynasty, into Nod Ardashir(akan) isa
case of ‘folk etymology’ becoming official. Hen-
ning, “Mitteliranisch,” [ch. 6, n. 57], 45.

73 On this see J. Neusner, “The Conversion of
Adiabene to Judaism,” Journal of Biblical Literature,
83 (1964), 60-63, and his “Shorter Note,” in
Numen, 13 (1966), 144-50. On the historical
geography of this area in the Parthian and Sasanian
period see L. Dillemann, Haute Mésopotamie
orientale et pays adjacents (Paris, 1962), esp. 105-29.
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northwest, that land, called Beth Nuhadra in Syriac, with its center in the plain of
ancient Nineveh, capital of Assyria, was absorbed. Neither under the Parthians nor
under the Sasanians does this area of Beth Nuhadra, on the frontier of the Roman
Empire, seem to have had a local dynasty; rather it was a military province governed
by a Nohodar presumably a confidant of the king given a military command. In the
flat land to the west of it was the desert and the province called Beth Ar(a)baye in
Syriac (in Middle Persian Arbayastan and in Armenian, Arvastan) the chief town of
which changed; at one time it was Nisibis. But at the end of the Parthian period, the
kingdom and city of Hatra embraced the term Ar(a)baye. Hatra only expanded in the
last century of Parthian rule and fell to the Sasanians in the last year of Ardashir’s
reign.

Since the frontier fluctuated between the Romans and Parthians, the history of the
rise and fall of minor principalities or the complicated changes in their boundaries
cannot be followed. Other areas which in the Seleucid period were either provinces
or separate principalities, and which may have preserved some independence into the
Parthian period, were Sophene (Armenian Cop 'k ‘), Zabdicene (Syriac: Beth Zabdai;
Armenian: Zaudek "), Gorduene (Syriac: Beth Qardu; Armenian: Korduk®) and
others located in the mountain valleys to the north of Mesopotamia.”® Since they
were not integrated into the Parthian Empire but were usually under Armenian rule,
or independent, they need not be further considered since they have little relation to
the history of Iran except in the wars with Rome. Obviously there were many
changes not only in the administration of various provinces and principalities. The
revision of boundaries is difficult to follow, also on account of the changing fortunes
of war in the land between the two rivers.

As noted, the satraps were no longer the governors of huge lands such as Babylonia
in the Achaemenid period, and we may assume that the subdivisions of the former
large territories were not governed by officials called satraps, but the governors of
large provinces, in continuation of the Seleucid tradition, were called strategos in
Greek. In Parthian the equivalent term was probably hstrdry or shahrdar, with a
general meaning of ‘holder of the realm’ or ‘sovereign.” Under the governors were
satraps, as we see from the Nisa ostraca. There were many officials under the satrap,
especially accountants to care for the revenues, 'hmrkr, the hamarkar. The chief
collector of taxes was an important official called hrkpty, or 'rkpty and hrgwpt in
Parthian, an office formerly mistakenly interpreted as argbad or ‘fortress
commander.”” For the Parthian period we have no information about the position of
the chief tax collector in the hierarchy, but presumably it was not high and only

under the Sasanians does the office gain in importance.

7+ Names of Seleucid provinces, however, do
not tell us whether local princes ruled in them or
Seleucid governors. The area about Nisibis was
called Mygdonia, after the river, by the Greeks
but does not scem to have been an independent
principality, and the same is true of Apolloniatis on
the Diyala River, ncarby Sittacene, and others.
Information on native names and changes in
administration is extremely sparse.

7% Much has been written about the argbed; cf.
my remarks apud C. B. Welles, The Parchments and
Papyri, The Excavations at Dura-Europos (New
Haven, 1969), 111-12, to be corrected and.
superseded by the above; also Szemerényi, op. cif.
[ch. 4, n. 63], 366-75.
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When we turn to the army, our sources are also deficient, and the temptation to
turn to earlier Achaemenid or later Sasanian times to reconstruct the Parthian army
should be resisted, for the Achaemenid organization broke down with the ever
greater use of mercenaries, also a feature of the Seleucid kingdom. We may assume,
however, that some sort of decimal organization of the army continued under the
Parthians, and that there was an army commander, spdpty or spahbad, especially in
time of war, and that the cavalry, the 'sb’ry, was especially important, as we know
from Classical sources. In the frontier areas, such as Nisa, we find the military titles of
mrzwpn ‘margrave’ and dyzpty ‘fortress commander,’ the former probably the officer
in charge of the frontier troops, while the latter was the officer in charge of a fort, as
the name says.”® From Classical sources we learn that the cavalry tactics of attacking
and then feigning retreat, with the famous arrow shot, the ‘Parthian shot,’ turning in
the saddle while fleeing, made a great impression on the Romans. When Justin (XLI,
2) says that fifty thousand cavalry opposed Marc Antony, of which only four
hundred of them were free men (liberi), he means that the nobles only numbered so
many. Although it may have seemed to outsiders that the common soldiers were like
slaves, they were more like followers or even serfs of the nobility. The feudal nature
of Parthian society must have evolved throughout the course of history, but there is
no evidence of the peculiarly Western European form of vassalage, and all that went
with it. The Parthian form of ‘feudalism’ seems simpler, with the followers, or the
peasants in villages belonging to a lord, supplying troops when needed. Sources for
further speculation are lacking.

A loan document from Dura-Europos may throw some light on Parthian political
and military provincial organization. It gives the titles and honorifics of two officials,
one military and one civil, but it must be remembered that Dura was located on the
frontier, even though the document itself is not directly from the frontier area. A
certain Phraates, a eunuch, and hargbad or ‘tax collector,’ and ‘one of the people’ (at the
court of, or in the entourage of) Manesus, son of another Phraates, who was governor
of Mesopotamia, Parapotamia as well as Arabarkhos, or ‘ruler of the Arabs,” made a
Joan to another person. One of the witnesses was Metolbaessa, commander of the local
garrison. The governor held not only the civil office, but had another title which is
damaged in the parchment, which was restored as one who receives taxes, but this is
uncertain.”” In any case, both the commander of the garrison and the governor carry
honorifics, the former belonging to the (order of the) ‘first and chiefly-honored
friends and bodyguards’ (presumably of the king), while the governor belonged to

76 For the utles and bibliography, see the 77 M. 1. Rostovtzeff and C. B. Welles, A
glossary of P. Gignoux, Glossaire des Inscriptions  Parchment Contract of Loan from Dura-Europus

Peliievies et Parthes (London, 1972). The title  on the Euphrates,” Yale Classical Studies, 2 (New -

ptykiwspn ‘paygospan’ ot 'padhospan’ is uncertain, for  Haven, 1931), 51. The restored title mapadfmTs
in Sasanian times it seems to have meant a  ‘gatherer for one’s self; has not been found
‘governor-general’ of a number of provinces, or  elsewhere. If the word is not Greck, it might be a
the officer in charge of the armies of one of the four parallel to strategos, like PHT’, but | have no
quarters or frontiers of the empire. In Parthian  suggestion which would fill the gap in the
times it may have meant the same as ‘governor,’or  parchment. Cf. H. Bengtson, Die Strategie in der
more likely the same as marzban, ‘warden of the  Hellenist. Zeit 112 (1964), 279-280: wapamamov
marches,” but we cannot determine the jurisdiction (Enns-lin and Mlaker).

of the official.
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the (order of the) batesa and the azatan or nobility.”® Just what baresa means i
uncertain, but I would like to suggest that it does not mean the title byt ks (bidakhsh)
with many forms, but is rather related to the Middle Persian word p’thi’d}
(padehshay) *having rights by authority, a civil honorary order of nobility.”® The
bidakhsh is more military in character than civil. Much has been written about this
title found in many sources, and no matter what the etymology, the historical
importance of this title in Parthian times was not that of a ‘second king, or second in
line of succession, but rather the representative of the king, and since we find the title
mostly used on the western and northern frontiers of the Parthian domains, we may
conjecture that this official was originally the king’s representative at the courts of the
sub-kings or ‘vassal’ rulers. From later usage in Armenia and Georgia the term may
have already developed in Parthian times to a meaning of ‘warden of the marches,’ or
something similar to the mrzwpn (marzban), although the functions of both offices
were undoubtedly more than simply military commands.8® It is virtually impossible
to distinguish official designations from popular usage or synonyms in nomenclature,
as we have seen with the Parthian words for ‘prince, ‘lord, and others. A word such as
printr (framatar) ‘commander,” which was civil, however, rather than military, gives
no clue to his functions, but we may conjecture it was the equivalent of modern
Persian-Arabic ra’is, or ‘director’ of any civilian institution. As noted, the values or
meanings of titles changed over centuries, and what may have existed in early
Parthian times frequently was either a memory or altered in significance by the time
of the Sasanians. Certain constants can be recognized, however, and one may postulate
the continuous existence of a village chief under the Parthians as the basic office of
authority.! Above the village chief was a district or provincial chief of the rwdyst’g
(NP rosta) who was called a ‘satrap’ (h$trp or PHT"), while above the satrap was the
ruler of the htr, the shahrdar, the local potentate, corresponding to the Achaemenid
satrap and the Sasanian ostandar or head of a large province.82 When we come to the
Sasanian period more sources aid us, but for the Parthians these three divisions in the
hierarchy of civil jurisdiction were the most widespread, although, as usual,
exceptions probably did occur under the Parthians as at other times.

"8 Cf. Welles, op. cit. [n. 75], 115-16. My  side’ (see n. 76) may have been a synonym for
remarks in “Some carly Iranian titles,” Oriens, 15  arzban, but in Parthian times we have no sources,
(1962), 352-54, are still valid regarding parallels  and a reading backwards from the Sasanian period

and honorifics as well as offices in spite of attacks
by F. Altheim/R. Stiehl, Die Araber in der alten
Welr, 1 (1964-69), 635-38, or Szemerényi, op. cit.
[ch. 4, n. 63], 371. They mistakenly assumed
parallels to mean identities or synonyms, whereas
one, Mctolbaessa, holds a military office, while the
other, Manesus, is a civil official.

79 The Parthian form would be *pdyh# 'h- which
the Arabs settled around Dura might have
pronounced *badesa. The Greek form implies a
foreign word, and the uninflected plural would
indicate an (honorary) title rather than an office,
although it might mean ‘district officer,’ on which
see infra n. 82,

80 Likewise the ptykwspn or ‘guardian of the

may be misleading.

81 The Parthian word for 'village' is found only
in the Aramaic logogram QRYT' in the Nisa
ostraca, which has been interpreted as *dyz (+ pty)
ht. ‘lord of the citadel’ (dizbed), but it may have
been rather *wyspty or *visbed ‘village chief,’ even
though every village may have had a wall around
it like a citadel.

82 In some areas the chief of a district may have
held the title prhs” (padehsha), as Mar Qardaq who
was the padehsha of the district of Athur (Assyria)
in Sasanian times; cf. P. Bedjan, Acta Martyrum ei
Sanctorum, 2 (Leipzig, 1890), 445, line 2. Or this
word could be only a general designation of one in
authority.




226 Chapter VIII

The local potentates were on the whole Parthian princes, especially after

Mithradates II when members of the Arsacid family were installed as local rulers in

many areas. 83 The great families and rulers of the Parthians were traditionally seven,

the two most prominent of which were the Suren, who maintained estates in Seistan

and elsewhere in Iran, and the Karen family primarily in western Media with a center

in Nihavend.3* The other great families are not mentioned in any source of the

Parthian period but notices from Sasanian times may be referred to the early dynasty.

One family probably held the office of army commander of the Parthian forces for

several generations, such that it became known by the title sp’dpty (Aspabad), and

their chief seat apparently was in Khurasan and Gurgan. The later Sasanian families
may have existed in Parthian times, or they may have new names; we do not know.

One family, the Mihran, reputedly had its center at Rayy, but another name
Spandiyad is also connected with Rayy, while still another Varaz seems to be a new

noble family coming to the fore in Sasanian times. We may postulate the existence of
several, perhaps seven according to tradition, high noble families of the Parthians, but
we have no information about them.85 Undoubtedly there were protocols and a
hierarchy of rank among families at the court of the Parthian Arsacids, as we find in
Armenia, but again the details elude us, although, as noted, Tacitus (Annals, VI, 42)
says that the right of crowning the Arsacid king was a prerogative of a member of the
Suiren family, and there were surely other similar protocols.36 The king as the chief of
the nobles had the right of assignment of offices or fiefs, provided that traditions were
maintained. To return to the question of a senate of Parthian nobles who had the right
to banish or elect kings (Justin XLII, 4) (or as Strabo [XI, 515] says there were two
assemblies, one composed of relatives of the king [the nobility] and the other of Magi
and wise men), undoubtedly the great families had much influence in such meetings,
but if one or two assemblies existed, they were related to the tribal traditions of the
Parthians rather than to well-established governmental institutions.®” The feudal
relations between sovereign and nobles can only be inferred from later practices, but
we may suppose the existence of small courts copying the royal court, coats of arms,
and such accoutrements of what we know from Western ‘feudalism,’ under the
Parthians.

Cities seem to have flourished more in the Parthian era of history as compared with
the Seleucid or Sasanian periods, probably because of the expanding east-west trade
rather than any liberal policy of the Parthian government. Seleucia has been
excavated and the continuing Hellenistic institutions and traditions indicate that
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Parthian rule brought little change from Seleucid times. The example of the great
metropolis in the lowlands may have been unique, however, since the sources on
other towns are few and tell us little. The Parthians seem to have neglected the
lowlands, or at least southern Babylonia, during the pre-Christian period, since
archaeological surveys show a neglect of agricultural land there.#® Compared to the
Sasanian period, when land under cultivation and irrigation greatly increased while
urban life did not, for the Parthians, at least in Mesopotamia, the reverse seems to have
obtained. After the death of Mithradates II internecine struggles between Arsacid
contenders for the throne were not conducive to the flourishing of cities. Pliny (VI,
122) says that in his time the city of Seleucia on the Tigris was free (libera) and
retained its ‘Macedonian’ manners. Seleucia, as undoubtedly other cities too, revolted
against Parthian control from time to time, but the sharply delineated preferences of
the Hellenic ‘aristocracy’ as opposed to the native ‘masses’ have been perhaps too much
emphasized by modern scholars.89 Seleucia supported Gotarzes against his brother
Vardanes, resisting the siege of the latter for seven years after A.D. 36, according to
Tacitus (X1, 9). Although one can distinguish between three groups — the Parthians,
Greeks and natives — to consider the inner conflicts of the three as the key to urban
revolts may be too simplistic a surmise. Numismatic evidence suggests that the city
after A.D. 24 ceased to issue its own local bronze coinage. The old Seleucid
organization was maintained there and, on the whole, in other ‘polis’ cities, if one is to
Jjudge by the Greek letter of Artabanus I to the city of Susa; for a city council and
various magistrates governed the city undoubtedly continuing the old organizations,
although the influence of Parthian royal officials on the city must have been great.%°
Ctesiphon, a suburb of Seleucia, across the Tigris River on the east bank, was the
residence of the Parthian kings, according to Strabo (XVI, 743), although Pliny (VI,
122) claims the city was founded to draw the population away from Seleucia, an echo
of the founding of Seleucia itself vis-3-vis Babylon. Another city, Vologesocerta, was
founded by King Vologeses nearby, according to Pliny, although which king this was
is uncertain. Likewise the location of this city and its identification with the
Vologesias of Ptolemy, Ammianus, and others, is in dispute.”! The Parthian kings,

88 R. M. Adams and H. J. Nissen, The Uruk 90 E. Cumont, “Une lettre du roi Artaban 111,
Countryside: the Natural Setting of Urban Societies  CRAI (1932), 238-60, and Welles, Royal Corre-
(Chicago, 1972), 57, and H. Nissen “Stidbabylo-  spondence, [ch. 6, n. 68}, no. 75. For a discussion of
nien in parthischer und sassanidischer Zeit,”  the roles of the archons, the epistates and satrap, see

83 See esp. Tacitus, Annals (XI1, 14 and XV, 2),
where various Arsacid princes are mentioned as
installed in local kingdoms.

84 See J. Marquart, “Beitrige zur Geschichte
von lran” ZDMG, 49 (1893), 635-36, for
references, also Herzfeld, “Sakastan” [ch. 7, n. 28],
64-66, where his derivation of the Karen family
from a governor installed by Mithradates 1 is
highly conjectural.

85 |t is unclear whether the chief of a great
family would have been called a *nafapar in
Parthian whence Armenian nahapet, ‘chief of a

clan.” In Manichaean MP we find zndbyd ‘head of a
zan or tribe, which may have replaced an earlier
title of *nafapat. On the Latin term megistanes sce
the discussion in T. Mommsen Rémische Ge-
schichte, 5 (Berlin, 1885), 343, n. 2.

86 On Armenia see Chaumont, op. cit. [n. 63],
471-97. This gah namak, or notitia dignitaium, is
from a later period but is derived from Parthian
practices.

87 Cf. G. Widengren, op. cit,, [n, 65], 108-115,
with further references.

Baghdader Mitteilungen, 6 (1973}, 82.

89 Cf. C. C. Hopkins, ed., Topography and
Architecture of Seleucia on the Tigris (Ann Arbor,
1972), 160, where the dichotomy of natives
supporting rebels and Greek commercial oligarchy
favoring the Parthians, or the Romans if powerful,
is maintained. Cf. McDowell, Coins op cit., [n. 27],
226-27. It is possible that after the revolt masses of
non-Greceks settled in the city, as suggested by G. A.
Koshclenko, “Arkhitektura zhilishcha Greches-
kikh gorodov Parfii,” in Antichnyi Gorod (Mos-
cow, 1963), 181. Tacitus {Annals, VI, 42) men-
tions the senate of Seleucia and the conflict
between the aristocracy and the common folk of
the city.

G. A. Koshelenko, “Gorodskoi stroi polisov
zapadnoi Parfii,” VDI, 4 (1960), 79-80. Ecbatana
continued as a summer capital of the Parthians,
according to Strabo (XI, 522).

1 A. Maricg, “Vologésias, l'emporium de Ctesi-
phon,” Syria, 36 (1959), 271, maintained the
identity of the two, situated on the 'Royal Canal’
between the Tigris and Euphrates, while N.-L.
Chaumont, “Etudes d'histoire Parthe IIL Les villes
fondées par les Vologese,” Syria, 51 (1974), 81,
places Vologesia near later Kufa and Vologeso-
certa on the canal.
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however, were not founders of numerous cities as were the Sasanians, and the cities
which flourished on the trade routes such as the capital of Characene, Hatra and
Palmyra did so because of Roman demand for eastern spices and luxuries rather than
from Parthian support of them. They also flourished because of their relative
independence from the two great powers.

Whereas the history of the trading cities or ‘caravan’ cities has been treated as a
continuation of Hellenism by modern authors, the political ideology of the Parthians,
on the other hand, developed independently of the cities. Since the Parni came from
the steppes of Central Asia, we may assume that they had only oral traditions and no
written history. Likewise the inhabitants of the province of Parthia which they
conquered, unlike the Persians of Fars province, probably had few significant
traditions or memories of the Achaemenids. There is no evidence that the early
Parthians paid much attention to any political ideology, other than those of the
ancient Iranian or even Indo-Aryan or Indo-European tribes. With their conquest of
settled Iranians and of descendants of the Greeks and Macedonians of the Seleucid
Empire, two traditions were added to their own. The Greek or Seleucid tradition was
accepted by the Parthian rulers, as we can see from the title ‘philhellene’ on the coins of
most of the rulers from the beginning to the end of the Arsacids. From the coins, at
least, there is no evidence of an anti-Hellenic sentiment, and there was little reason for
this among the Parthians. The old Iranian or Achaemenid tradition is more difficult
to grasp, since evidence for the promotion of dynastic links with the past, great
dynasty is scanty. The Parthians, of course, fought against the Seleucids, but the
treatment of Demetrius Il by Mithradates [ indicates that the Parthians were not
simply partisans of Iran versus the enemy, Greece. As at Commagene, the Parthians
may well have created a mixed Persian-Greek fictitious genealogy, as Wolski
suggests, but this is only surmise.® Arrian (Parthika, frg. 1 in Syncellus) says that the
Arsacid family was descended from the Achaemenid Artaxerxes, probably the second
of the line, whose name before becoming ruler was Arsaces. From the title ‘king of
kings' on coins of Mithradates Il and from indications in Tacitus (Annals, V1, 31) and
others, the belief that they were the heirs of past Persian glory and empire was
probably promulgated by the Arsacids after the first century .c.%3

Perhaps too much has been made of the reappearance of the title ‘king of kings’ and
the appearance of Aramaic letters on the coins of Vologeses I to support the hypothesis
that the Parthians adopted an anti-Greek attitude by the first century of our era, witha
corresponding exaltation of Achaemenid traditions.”* The use of Aramaic at Nisa
instead of Greek is no real evidence for anti-Greek feeling, for from Avroman in
Kurdistan documents in both Greek and Aramaic were found and obviously in some
areas Greek was more used than Aramaic, or vice versa in other places. The Aramaic
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legends on Parthian coins have been misunderstood. They are not legends, for those
are in Greek, albeit debased, to the end of the dynasty. The Aramaic letters are rather
mint, or mint masters’ marks, and names appear on coins in Aramaic only in the last
century of Parthian rule, which should be attributed to the decline of knowledge of
Greek rather than a conscious anti-Greek policy on the part of the Arsacid rulers. The
question of the use of Aramaic, however, has many ramifications.

Under the Seleucids Greek was the official language and script of the state. Parallel
to it went Aramaic, which continued to be used as the principal means of written
communication in areas away from the main road from Mesopotamia to Bactria.
Thus in Parthia, Persis, Azerbaijan, Central Asia and the Caspian districts, Aramaic
continued to be used with little or no inroads by Greek. As time continued the usages
of Persis varied more and more from those of Sogdiana and elsewhere. Local scribes
began not only to use more Iranian words in their texts but also to introduce local
grammatical features. All the time the texts were read aloud in the local language by
the scribe, whose duty was to write messages for government officials, the local ruler
or for anyone who paid him to write for them. The ostraca from Nisa, dating into the
first century A.D., can be read as Aramaic with Iranian words and even endings, or
they may be read as Parthian, written in ideograms or logograms, but read aloud in
Parthian alone. For the inhabitants of Nisa were Parthians who spoke Parthian and
obviously did not speak Aramaic, not even a broken form of it. In Persis the Aramaic
legends on coins were read aloud as Persian, in Georgia and Armenia, similar
inscriptions were read. aloud in the local language. The fully developed Parthian
system of writing, however, which may be characterized as an Iranian text with
Aramaic ideograms in it, as contrasted with the earlier Parthian writing in Aramaic
with Iranian words and some endings, is only attested from the third century A.D., the
end of Parthian rule. The second century is blank, for we have no Iranian inscriptions
from this period. We do have Semitic inscriptions from this period, however, in
Hatra, Palmyra, and even from Characene and Elymais, but none from Iran. One may
conjecture either a gradual change from the first to the third century A.p., or possibly
a conscious effort to reform the writing at some date during this period. The separate
development of local scripts in Mesopotamia, in Georgia, Khwarazm and Sogdiana is
part of the overall decline of the use of Greek and the relative isolation of the
peripheral areas of the Iranian plateau. More evidence for these local developments
can be found in the Sasanian period when both religions and scripts proliferate, giving
more material for a reconstruction of the history of both scripts and languages. In any
case, there is no evidence for either an anti-Greek language/script or an anti-Aramaic
language/script movement; rather time took its course in both cases.

The view of religion under the Parthians is filled with contradictions, for again we
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have no written sources from this period of Iranian history and archaeological
evidence is equivocal. From this evidence, theoretically, one may distinguish between
Greek cults and influences, local beliefs and cults, and Zoroastrianism on the Iranian
plateau under the Parthians. In the east, Buddhism and various Hindu cults are
attested at various times and in various places, while in Mesopotamia Judaism and
various local religions, some of them descendants of ancient Babylonian religions,
existed. The farther east and Mesopotamia will be discussed in later chapters, while
here the emphasis will be on the religious situation in the heart of the Parthian
domains.

Continuing Greek influences, and possibly cults which were Greek in origin, are
attested by inscriptions and art remains. Herakles undoubtedly was a popular hero-
deity in Iran in Seleucid and Parthian times with some sort of a cult and followers.
The Greek inscriptions in a cave at Karaftu, about 20 km. west of Takab on the
Azerbaijan~Kurdistan border, with the apotropaic message, “here lives Herakles;
may no evil enter,” from the Seleucid period, plus another on the rock relief of
Herakles Kallinikos at Behistun from 149-148 B.c., plus several statues of the hero-
god, all attest his popularity in Iran.®® Throughout the Seleucid and Parthian periods
a process of amalgamation or syncretism continued, whereby local deities were
identified with Greek deities. Thus in Iran, Herakles probably was early identified
with Verethragna, later Bahram, Vahagn in Armenia, and also in Commagene on the
royal statues and inscriptions of Antiochus, the local ruler.?® On coins and in the arts,
evidence of the assimilation of Greek and Iranian deities indicates a widespread
acceptance of this syncretism, which is not unexpected since both peoples came from
the same Indo-European linguistic family. Likewise the fire cult of Iran was matched
by a Greek counterpart, and the word EZTIAZ on a rhyton from Nisa could refer
to a combined fire cult®” In Iran, of course, the fire cult was characteristic of the
Zoroastrian religion then as later, and when Isidore of Charax (par. 11) speaks of an
ever-burning fire in the city of Asaak where the first Arsacid king was crowned, we
have the prototype of later Sasanian practice, where in the royal fire temple a fire was
started at the beginning of the reign of a new king. Ancestor worship, or rites in
honor of the fravais or spirits of one’s ancestors, was a feature of the religion of the
Parthians, as later in Iran.

Popular beliefs differed from more formal religions, and worship of the elements,
as well as the stars and the sun, apparently was widespread.?® Likewise the

95 H. von Gall, "Die Kultriume in den Felsen  of the Parthians (Bombay, 1925), 21-22. On some
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identification of certain deities with planets or stars existed, but the significance of
astrology in popular belief is uncertain, for just what an ‘identification’ of the sun with
Mithra or Venus with Anahita meant is unclear. Anahita in Sogdiana was
distinguished from another female deity Nane or Nanaia as also in Armenia, but the
relation of these two deities to each other and to the old belief in a mother goddess are
both unknown.?? In any case, syncretism and the identification of deities with each
other, with a common cult or set of rituals, was widespread. Whether one cult was
more popular or more followed in one place than another, or whether one cult was
more patronized by the ruler or aristocracy than another, cannot be determined but is
likely. If we try to assemble the notices about the religion of the Parthians, many
popular practices are found, such as the remark of Josephus (Jewish Antiquities, XVIII,
344) that the Parthians carried small idols with them on voyages, or that trees were
worshipped in Mesopotamia in Parthian times.!®? Popular beliefs certainly may be
found, but what of an ‘official’ religion — of Zoroastrianism? Apparently no official
state religion existed, as later under the Sasanians, but the Parthians have suffered in
later sources as being poor Zoroastrians or even non-Zoroastrians.

Undoubtedly there were Magi who condemned the presence of statues in cult
places while others did not object; or some adhered to one set of rituals and others to
another.'! Likewise some indulged in time speculation (Zervanism) while others
did not, but again there is no evidence for formal sects or religions under the
Parthians. The extension of Iranian cults, especially one of fire with Magi, into
Anatolia is mentioned by Strabo (XV, 733) and others, but one may conjecture that
this was the legacy of Achaemenid domination. At the end of the Parthian period,
however, Zoroastrianism was developing into an organized religion in competition
with other religions such as Judaism, Christianity and possibly the one we know as
Mandaism. According to a late Middle Persian text, the Denkart, a Parthian king
Valakhsh (Vologeses) ordered a gathering of all oral texts of the Avesta, and any
teachings derived from it, presumably in order to codify the sacred texts of the
Zoroastrians, but which king of this name is intended cannot be determined.!%? At
least, this is an indication that the Parthians were not indifferent to the Zoroastrian
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religion, and continued to support its development. The names from the Nisa ostraca,
such as Sroshdat, Tirdat, Vahuman, and many others are clearly Zoroastrian, but
whether the large number of names with Mithra in them, such as Mihrfarn and
Mihrdat, point to the existence of a separate cult devoted to Mithra, the prototype of
Roman Mithraism, cannot be determined.!?3 Whether such Zoroastrian texts as the
Vendidad were composed in Parthian times cannot be determined although not
unlikely. In any case, Zoroastrian practices, such as next-of-kin marriages, exposure of
the dead, are attested for Parthian times, indicating a continuity from the past and a
link to the Sasanians.

At the same time, however, the later tradition that the Arsacids were lax in their
religious zeal seems correct, for in this manner the Parthians continued Achaemenid
tradition. With the rise of Christianity and other organized religions, however, the
Parthians had to combat conversions from Zoroastrianism which probably caused a
tightening of the organization and priesthood of Zoroastrianism. Jews, on the whole,
were on good terms with the Parthians, especially after the Roman occupation of
Palestine.!%* The episode of the two Jewish brothers Anileus and Asineus, as reported
by Josephus (Jewish Antiquities, XVIII, 9), who created a private army and domain in
Babylonia in the time of Artabanus III, indicates the importance of the Jewish
settlement there as well as the weakness of the central government.

We have mentioned the disposal of the dead by exposure, but this practice had not
become general among the Parthians as in the Sasanian period. In Merv and elsewhere
in Central Asia burials in large jars have been found by archaeologists but astodans or
ossuaries for the bones have also been found.!®3 The principle of non-pollution of the
soil is maintained in both cases, and different forms and styles of coffins have been
found in graves of the Parthian period in Mesopotamia as well as on the plateau. Thus
evidence for the Zoroastrian faith of the defunct should not be limited solely to bodies
exposed to vultures. Obviously in the pre-Sasanian period there was no prescribed
manner for the disposal of the dead, and only the general admonition not to pollute
the elements prevailed. The ancient Indo-European practice of cremation which we
find among the Greeks and other Indo-European peoples evidently had vanished
from the Iranian plateau by this time, since there is no evidence for ashes of the dead in
Parthian burials, although it is conceivable that some people followed the Greek
practice for one reason or another. In any case, the Zoroastrian abhorrence of
polluting the fire already held sway in Parthian times. We now know that much of
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the culture and practices of the Sasanians was Parthian in origin and the former have
received credit for innovation, when they really were building on the past of thei:
enemies whom they successfully sought to denigrate.

WARS WITH ROME

The Classical sources on Parthia naturally deal mostly with the wars between the
Romans and Parthians, although some information about internal affairs or dynastic
quarrels is recorded. The accounts are, of course, partisan and must be used with care.
but at least the general course of the struggles between the two powers and the
outcomes of such contests are usually reliable. On the whole, the Romans had the
upper hand, especially in the time of the empire when Parthian central authority had
been weakened and local rulers had asserted more authority than in the first two
centuries of Parthian rule. Phraates III saw the fall of Tigranes II the ‘Great’ of
Armenia and Mithradates of Pontus to superior Roman arms and the generalship of
Lucullus, but it was not until Pompey replaced Lucullus that the Romans were able to
impose a peace on the area. The Classical sources on the diplomacy and intrigues
between Tigranes the younger, son of Tigranes the Great of Armenia, and Phraates
have been well summarized by Debevoise, making repetition here unnecessary.!0
Tigranes and Phraates composed their differences after their ambassadors met
Pompey in Syria in 64 B.C., and it seems the boundary between the Armenian and
Parthian states was drawn between the northern border of Adiabene and Nisibis,
while Syria was annexed by Rome. Phraates was murdered in 57 B.C. by his sons
Mithradates and Orodes (wrwd), and the former apparently seized power only to be
ousted by his brother, who after much fighting succeeded in capturing and executing
Mithradates in 54 B.c. The following year the new Roman governor of Syria, Crassus,
with overweening arrogance, attacked the Parthian domains and lost his life as well as
his legions at the battle of Carrhae in May 53 B.c. With one stroke the position of the
two antagonists changed, for the well-nigh invincible Romans were stunned by the
great losses, and the Parthians became the champions of anti-Roman groups
everywhere in the Near East, especially the Jews and some peoples of Anatolia. We
are not concerned here with the change in Roman thinking about the east, but about
Parthian reaction to the victory. The Parthians, contrary to what one might except,
did not take advantage of the victory, for we hear only about raids into Syria with no
thought of immediate conquest. Time was secured for the Romans who proceeded to
consolidate their positioi in the east. It is from this period that the letters of Cicero,
appointed governor of Cilicia in 51 B.C., give insights into the changed attitude of the
Romans towards the Parthians. The Romans now realized they had a formidable foe,
able and willing to challenge Roman domination of the east, although their cavalry
tactics belied any intentions to permanently occupy settled areas. The need or desire to
make a treaty between the two hostile powers, however, does not seem to have
occurred to either side until the Roman civil war brought Pompey to seek an alliance
with Orodes, the Parthian king (Cassius Dio, XLI, 55), but nothing happened since
Julius Caesar triumphed over his rival. Caesar made extensive preparations for a war
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of revenge against the Parthians, but his murder ended such plans.!®” The conflict
between the Republicans and Marc Antony and Octavian changed the picture, for
Cassius, governor of Syria, took the side of the Republicans and sought support from
Orodes (Cassius Dio, XLVIII, 24) and according to several sources Parthians fought
against Octavian at the battle of Philippi in 42 B.c.'%% Antony took up the Smw of
mobilizing for an expedition against Parthia, but while he was in Egypt the Parthians
invaded Syria under Pacorus, son of Orodes, together with Labienus, the envoy of
Cassius who had remained at the Parthian court. After initial successes they divided
forces, Labienus moving into Asia Minor and Pacorus south into Palestine. Many
local rulers broke with Rome and joined the Parthians and in Jerusalem Antigonus,
nephew of Hyrcanus the high priest, was made king by the Parthians while Hyrcanus
was carried a prisoner to Parthia.!®® Roman power reached its lowest ebb in the east,
but soon the tide turned. :

Antony's general P. Ventidius Bassus in 39 B.C. defeated and killed Labienus, who
had taken the title imperator, and the following year Pacorus too met his death at the
hands of the same general.!''® Antony came to Syria to restore Roman authority and
in 37 B.C. Jerusalem fell; Antiogonus was killed and Herod was put in his place.
Elsewhere pro-Parthian rulers were punished, and the Romans regained their former
position. It is, of course, unknown whether Orodes had any dream or plan of re-
establishing the Achaemenid Empire, but this was the only opportunity given to the
Parthians in their history to extend their sway beyond the Euphrates to the
Mediterranean Sea. Undoubtedly many of the inhabitants of Syria and Asta Minor
welcomed the Parthians, but large numbers, perhaps the majority, wished to remain
under Roman protection. In any case, the Parthians failed, and Orodes renounced his
throne to his son Phraates IV, who then killed his father and brothers. Some Parthian
nobles fled to the Romans, including a prominent general called Monaeses (mnys)
whom Antony hoped to use as a friendly claimant to the Parthian throne, but
Phraates persuaded the deserter to return, and Antony seeing his chances diminished
proposed a peace with Phraates, seeking the return of the standards lost by Crassus at
Carrhae as well as war prisoners. Phraates refused, and Antony made preparations to
attack Parthia through Armenia.'!! The war between Antony and Phraates involved
Armenia and Median Atropatene, and in this direction the Romans advanced as far as
the capital called Phraaspa identified as modern Maragheh.!!? The king of Armenia,
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Artavazd, abandoned Antony and the ruler of Azerbaijan, also called Artavazd, who
had been quarrelling with Phraates IV, became reconciled with the Parthians against
the common foe. The result was a disastrous retreat of the Romans with great losses,
but after the departure of Antony, Phraates and Artavazd, king of Azerbaijan, again
quarreled, after which Artavazd then sought the support of the Romans. Plans were
made for a new invasion of Parthian domains by Antony but instead he only entered
Armenia and deposed the king in 34 B.C. and brought him and his family to
Alexandria as captives.

Antony entered the eastern game of marriage alliances to strengthen his position,
offering his young son Alexander to the daughter of the king of Azerbaijan, after
having first considered a marriage into the Armenian royal house. In general he
distributed territories to dynasts who would support him, such as Cappadocia to
Archelaus and Sophene to Polemo, according to Cassius Dio (XLIX, 32). The
intermarriages between the minor courts under Roman control paralleled those
under Parthian influence, and the picture resembles that of Europe in the nineteenth
century, when the royal houses were filled with intermarriages. In 33 B.C. Antony
and Artavazd of Azerbaijan defeated the Parthians, allied with Artaxias, the new ruler
of Armenia and a son of the deposed king. But after Antony had to withdraw all
Roman troops for his war with Octavian, his ally in turn was defeated and fled to the
Romans (Cassius Dio, LI, 16). Roman power and influence again sank in areas to the
east of the Euphrates River, but so volatile was the power structure in the east that
Phraates was not able to take advantage of the Roman civil war between Antony and
Octavian. Instead he was faced with a revolt led by a certain Tiridates who struck
tetradrachms at Seleucia calling himself both ‘friend of the Romans' and
‘philhellene!'3 Even though he may have hoped for Roman aid to maintain his
position, the victor at Actium did not support Tiridates, and he had to flee before the
forces of Phraates, and took refuge in Syria in 26 B.c. (Cassius Dio, LI, 18). Octavian,
now called Augustus, prepared for war, but then peace was made, and the Roman
standards lost by Crassus and Antony were returned in 20 B.c. by Phraates, and the
Romans celebrated this event by erecting a triumphal’arch in Rome.!14

Roman policy had vacillated between the creation of Roman provinces in the east
to the installation or recognition of client kingdoms, but Parthia favored the latter
course. Antony’s policy of supporting pro-Roman dynasts was followed by Augustus,
and he preferred intrigue and rewards and punishments with client dynasts rather
than military action to extend Roman frontiers. In Armenia, for example, a pro-
Roman party was probably encouraged to ask Augustus for a new king, and the
future emperor Tiberius escorted Tigranes, the younger brother of Artaxias, to
Armenia with Roman troops to install him on the throne. Fortunately for the
Romans, Artaxias was murdered and Tigranes Il was accepted by the Armenians and
Romans thus averting a civil war. In an inscription at Ankara Augustus says that he
made Armenia major into a province but ‘he preferred to hand it over to Tigranes to

113 Sellwood, op. cif. [ch. 7,n. 57], 167-68. See  64], 141, n. 58; he stresses the importance of this
also H. Dessau, Prosoprographia Imperii Romani  act for the Romans. On the treaty between the
(Berlin, 1897-98), T 175. Romans and Parthians see Ziegler, op. cit. [n. 62],

14 References in Debevoise, op. cirt. [ch. 7, n.  45-51.
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rule.1'S About the same time the son of Artavazd of Azerbaijan, called Ariobarzanes,
succeeded to the throne in that kingdom at the whim of Augustus according to his
inscription (para. 27), but in reality Roman influence had little to do with this
succession. Archelaus of Cappadocia was a Roman client, and after the settlement of
the Armenian succession he, probably because of his cooperation with the Romans,
received Armenia Minor, the land around Melitene (Malatya) from Augustus.
Archelaus’ wife was probably a princess of the Median royal family, an indication of
the dynastic connections in this time. Armenia, although in the eyes of Augustus a
client state, in reality was to prove a headache for the Romans, since pro-Parthian
sentiments were strong, and the Parthians remained as influential as the Romans in
influencing Armenian affairs.

Augustus had sent a slave girl called Musa to the Parthian king, who managed to
influence Phraates so much that he raised her from concubine to queen, and she
secured the right of succession for her young son, born while she was a concubine, and
the sending of other sons of Phraates to Rome for education, althaugh the Romans
considered them as hostages.!!® The Augustan peace gave a great impetus to
merchants, and commerce flourished across the Euphrates, the boundary between the
two states. The small trading states, such as Palmyra and Hatra, perhaps profited more
than the two central great powers, but prosperity was manifest everywhere. The
death of Tigranes Il of Armenia some years before 6 B.C. almost interrupted the peace,
for the Armenians raised the son of this Tigranes with the same name, and his sister-
wife Erato to the throne without the approval, tacit or direct, of the Romans.
Augustus, however, accepted the fact, but about 6 B.C. he apparently tried to impose
another king on Armenia called Artavazd, possibly a brother of Tigranes III (Tacitus,
Annals, 11, 4). This move failed, since the pretender died, and Tigranes then did send
gifts to Augustus to conciliate him (Cassius Dio, LV, 9), and the Romans accepted
him. After Tigranes III died fighting ‘barbarians’ about A.p. 2 (Cassius Dio, L'V, 10a),
his sister Erato could not hold the throne. If we follow the Res Gestae (para. 27), after
the death of Tigranes III Augustus gave Armenia to Ariobarzanes, king of Media
Atropatene (Azerbaijan), and after his death to his son Artavazd. He continues that
when Artavazd was murdered after about two years of rule in A.D. 6 he sent Tigranes
1V, a grandson of Herod the Great of Judaea by his son Alexander, to Armenia. Thus
we see that the intervention of Augustus into the internal affairs of the small
kingdoms of this area respected dynastic ties among them, as it generally ignored the
wishes of the people. Augustus seemed to have followed a policy of strengthening the
related dynasties, even though he may have thought he was dividing them. At the
same time, unsuccessful rulers who fled to Roman protection were well received by
Augustus, and in his Res Gestae (para. 32) he mentions Artaxares of Adiabene, as well
as Artavazd of Media and others, who took refuge as suppliants of the Roman
emperor. A similar policy was followed by the Parthians, although we do not have
the sources in this regard.

'S T. Mommsen, Res Gestac Divi Augusti 118 Ziegler,op. cit. {n. 62],52,and Debevoise, op.

(Berlin, 1883). par. 27. Tiridates 1l should really be ¢t [ch. 7, n. 64], 144, for sources.
111, but Tiridates the *Great’ is usually called I, so we
use 1 here.
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Phraates IV died, possibly poisoned, in 2 B.c. and was succeeded by his widow
Musa who married her son Phraataces, and issued a joint coinage, the only such
example in Parthian history. The Parthians did not support Phraataces, however, and
in A.D. 4 he fled to Syria where he vanishes from the scene.!'” He was followed by
Orodes III who struck tetradrachms alone and had a very short reign and was
assassinated. The Parthian nobles sent envoys to Rome to obtain another son of
Phraates [V, who had been sent there, to be their ruler, and Vonones the eldest was
sent home in A.D. 8. His Roman ways did not appeal to the Parthians, and a claimant
to the throne, Artabanus from Hyrcania, led a revolt against Vonones, who at first
was successful and struck coins with the legend ‘conqueror of Artabanus, but
Artabanus prevailed and drove Vonones out of the land. Vonones fled to Armenia
where Tigranes IV had been deposed, and the throne was vacant. For little more than
a year Vonones occupied the throne of Armenia, until Artabanus threatened an
invasion and Vonones left for Roman exile in A.D. 16 (Tacitus, Annals, II, 1-4). The
Romans, however, were not ready to abandon Armenia to Orodes son of Artabanus,
s0 the new emperor Tiberius sent his adopted son Germanicus in A.p. 18 with an
army to install Zeno, son of Polemo king of Pontus, as king of Armenia, with the new
name Artaxias, and from 18 to 24 peace prevailed in Armenia, as well as between
Rome and Parthia which gave Artabanus the opportunity to consolidate his rule.!1#

Our sources give little information about internal affairs in Parthia, but the colnage
of Artabanus may reflect a turning point in Parthian history, for the epithet
‘philhellcne’ which had appeared on the issues of previous kings was omitted on some
issues, presumably late tetradrachms. This could signify an emphasis on an Iranian
reaction to the Romanized Vonones whom Artabanus defeated, but it would be
wrong to conclude solely from the coins that Artabanus followed an anti-Hellenic
movement, since later coins return to the epithet which persisted down to the end of
the dynasty. Artabanus, however, was from a collateral branch of the Arsacid family
and thus represents a change from a pro-Roman to an independent Iranian policy for
the Parthians. Josephus (Antiquities, XVIII, 48) says Artabanus was king of Media,
while Tacitus (Annals, 11, 3) says he grew up among the Dahi, to the east of the
Caspian Sea where his family had marriage connections. Kahrstedt goes to great
lengths to prove that Artabanus was not king of Atropatene but of Hyrcania.!!®
Certainly Artabanus, according to our sources, took refuge and secured support in the
east when pressed by Vonones and later rebels, but he also could have held kingship in

"'7 Acc. to the Res Gestae (par. 32), he took  years in the period A.p. 15-18 and perhaps fled to
refuge with the Romans. See also Josephus, Jewish ~ Parthia where he reappears at the head of a
Antiquities, XVIII, 42, where he attributes the  Parthian army to avenge the murder of his
uprising of Parthians to revulsion over the  brother.See P. Asdourian, Die politischen Beziehun-
mother—son marriage. That Musa allowed herself  gen ziwischen Armenien und Rom (Venice, 1911),
to be deified is suggested by a ring from Anatolia 81, This is uncertain, however, and conjectural.

where she is identified as Thea Urania, perhaps to 19 U. Kahrstedt, Artabanos 111 und seine Erben
be identified with Anahita in Iran. CE. R. Zahn,  (Bern, 1950), 12-16. In his arguments for Hyr-
“Ein kleines historisches Monument,” Anarolian  cania as the homeland of Artabanus he is

Studies presented to Wi, Ramsay, ed. by W. H.  convincing but not so in including Carmania or

Buckler (Manchester, 1923), 454-55, greater Kerman as the other area of support for
'%8 The history of Armenia is confused in this  Artabanus as a dual kingdom.

period. Orodes may have ruled Armenia for a few
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Atropatene for a short period, since the local dynasty seems to have either died out or
was replaced. In any case, Artabanus after defeating Vonones put his eldest son on the
throne of Atropatene, which bound it closer to Parthia. The period from the accession
of Artabanus to the end of Parthian rule is one of conflict followed by conciliation
and then new hostilities with Rome. As many modern scholars, as well as ancient
authors, have remarked, the Romans now considered the Parthians worthy
opponents, and treaties between the two parties in 20 B.C., in A.D. 1 between Caius
Caesar, grandson of Augustus, and Phraataces, in A.D. 18 or 19 between Artabanus
and Germanicus, nephew of Tiberius, and in A.D. 37 between Artabanus and L.
Vitellius, Roman governor of Syria, all testify to the political equality of the two
opponents.'2® Most of the reign of Artabanus was spent in restoring prestige and
authority to the central government, and on the whole he was successful.

In Armenia, however, at the death of Zeno-Artaxias in 34, Artabanus installed his
son Arsaces as king, and Tiberius sent a counter-claimant Tiridates, of the family of
Phraates. Tiridates shortly died, and the Romans turned to Mithradates, brother of
Pharasmanes, king of Iberia (Georgia), persuading him to seize the Armenian throne
after the murder of Arsaces. Mithradates was successful and defeated the Parthian
force led by another son of Artabanus, Orodes, who was killed. Mithradates then
ruled Armenia amidst constant intrigues and warfare until 47. Artabanus at this time
lost his influence, and a revolt of nobles caused Artabanus to flee to the east, as he had
done in the time of Vonones (Tacitus, Annals, VI, 36). Again the Romans sent a
pretender to the Parthian throne, Tiridates grandson of Phraates IV, across the
Euphrates where he was crowned king. But Artabanus was able to return and
Tiridates fled to Roman territory, and the peace of a.D. 37 was the result. This did not
end internal problems for Artabanus, and the rest of his reign was troubled by the
unrest of the nobility such that on one occasion Artabanus had to take refuge with
lzates 11 of Adiabene, a client king. At the death of Artabanus, central power and
authority had been shattered, and constant bickering for the throne followed him.
The weakness of central authority which even an energetic ruler like Artabanus could
not overcome became the hallmark of later Parthian history. The flights of Artabanus
to Hyrcania and his restorations cannot have contributed to the stability of the state,
and territory, or at least jurisdiction over some areas, was lost in the east as well as the
west. The district of Herat may have been lost to Gondophares in the reign of
Artabanus, for his coins predominate among the Parthian coins overstruck by
Gondophares.!2! At the same time that Parthian central authority suffered, Parthian
princes were installed as client rulers in various areas and thereby Parthian influence
was spread through intermarriage more than conquest. But the client princes had
equal claim to the Parthian throne, and civil wars became endemic.

!20 On the treaties cf. Ziegler, op. cit. [n. 62], 48—
64, Most of the provisions of the agreements
stressed the return to a status quo after hostilities,
and the Euphrates border of the Romans remained
constant, whereas Armenia continued to be an area
of discord.

12V Kahrstedt, op. cit. [n. 119], 34-35. All of
Kahrstedt's surmises, given as history, need not be
accepted; for example, the identification of Abda-

gases, who revolted against Artabanus and sup-
ported Tiridates, with the Indo-Parthian ruler of
the same name is most unlikely. Also his statement
that under Vologeses 1 Persis was lost by the
Parthians makes little sense; Persis continued as a
client state to the end of the dynasty, even though
in some periods Parthian influence was stronger
than in others. The striking of coins is no sure sign
of absolute independence.
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At the death of Artabanus, presumably his son Vardanes succeeded him, although
his descent is uncertain as is that of his rival Vologeses 1. Coins fail us, primarily
because the city of Seleucia, with dated tetradrachms, had revolted in the last years of
Artabanus, and we do not know when Vardanes or Gotarzes ruled there.!?2 Civil
war, interspersed with truces, lasted until 47, when Vardanes was murdered, and
Gotarzes became sole ruler. Some of the Parthian nobles, headed by a member of the
Karen family, opposed Gotarzes and turned to Rome, asking that Mithradates (called
Meherdates, the current pronunciation, by Tacitus), son of Vonones and grandson of
Phraates, be sent to be king. He was defeated and captured by Gotarzes, however, and
the outside threat ended. On the death of Gotarzes in 51 by disease or accident, he was
succeeded by Vonones, who had been ruler of Atropatene, according to Tacitus
(Annals, XI1, 14, 7), but who ruled a very short time and was followed by his son,
Vologeses 1. His brother Pacorus became king of Atropatene, and he determined to
put another brother Tiridates on the throne of Armenia, which had become vacant by
the murder of Mithradates in 52. Vologeses was successful, but Rome was aroused,
and the new emperor Nero, who succeeded Claudius in 54, sent an experienced
general Co. Corbulo to retrieve Roman prestige; for the ebb and flow of Roman-—
Parthian relations, especially in regard to Armenia, mostly concerned a matter of
honor for the respective parties rather than actual gain or loss of territory, since
neither side was able to incorporate Armenia as an integral part of their own domains.
The struggle on the frontiers of the Roman and Parthian empires was to continue
through Byzantine and Sasanian times to the coming of Islam, a period of more than
half a millennium, and the two arms of the ‘Fertile Crescent,’ Syria and Iraq, although
united in language and culture, were to develop different traditions, one looking to
the west and the other to the east. In Classical sources we find references to the desire
of the Iranians, first Parthians then Sasanians, to reach the Mediterranean and restore
the empire of the Achaemenids, even though any memory of the Achaemenids was
becoming hazy for the Iranians.

The war between Vologeses and Corbulo was complicated for the Parthians by
revolts in the east, according to Tacitus (Annals, X1II, 7 and 37) by a son of Vardanes
and the Hyrcanians. This latter revolt was serious, and ambassadors from the
Hyrcanians came to Corbulo, and the revolt seems to have resulted in a kind of
independence for that eastern region from direct Parthian control (XV, 2). In 58
Corbulo, however, drove Tiridates from Armenia, although hostilities did not end,
for Tiridates continued to struggle, supported by his brothers Vologeses of Parthia
and Pacorus of Atropatene. The Romans, however, installed Tigranes, great-grandson
of Archelaus of Commagene, as their king of Armenia, and Tigranes in 61 launched
his own invasion of Adiabene which provoked a countermove by the Parthians.
After much fighting, a peace was arranged in 63, and the conflict came to an end with

the understanding that Tiridates would be recognized as king of Armenia, but that he
would receive a crown from Nero in Rome, an indication of a nominal Roman

122 josephus, Antiquities, XX, 3, 4, implies that
Vardanes immediately succeeded Artabanus, his
father, while Tacitus, Annals, XI, 8, suggests that
Gotarzes succceded Artabanus on the throne. If
Vologeses, from Atropatene, was a brother of

Gotarzes, as Josephus says, then the struggle
between Vardanes and Gotarzes could have been
an attempt of the Arsacid ruler of Atropatene to
take over the central power.
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hegemony over Armenia, but in reality it meant little. The trip om{ﬁlnmmnmw to Won.:n
and the celebrations which took place there in 66 were recorded by Dio Cassius
(LX1I) and Tacitus (X VI, 23), and they heralded a peace between H.rn woa.usm wm..a
Parthians which lasted for half a century.!?> Rome had failed to impose its <<.~:,
perhaps not understanding fully the importance of local loyalties to the intermarried
royal houses of the principalities in this part of the Near East. Perhaps wwaw: m:m.%_%
lines and difficult logistics made Roman attempts either to make >:=.2:m a province
of their empire or a client state with a Roman-appointed ruler unfeasible, .c:r in any
case, Corbulo was the agent of the change in Roman policy. The marriage ties w».
Parthian and Armenian nobility certainly did not help the Roman cause in >:‘:Q.ﬁv
or in other frontier states. The later Roman answer to Parthian inter-family
connections in the east, the conferring of Roman titles of general, senator or nosmc_ on
local dynasts, also failed to win support, and the Arsacid ?d:& connections in the
courts of Armenia, Adiabene and others were to prove more 1mportant.

From notices in Tacitus and Cassius Dio about Hyrcanian embassies to the Romans,
modern authors have deduced the existence of a Roman client state in the nwﬁ.ﬂ»
More likely is simply the opposition of local inhabitants to demands of the Parthian
king and his refusal to recognize the rights of Hyrcania similar to >:ommnn:m or
Armenia. Without information, it is surely excessive to call Hyrcania a Roman client
state because the Hyrcanians sought Roman help. Based on geographical data from
Ptolemy and elsewhere, Schur (op. cif., 64-79) constructs a history of two voinn.mb
states in eastern Iran, Aria and Hyrcania, which expanded and contracted according
to Parthian involvement with Rome. All is conjecture and must be so regarded. The
Parthians themselves sought Roman aid against an invasion of the Alans from north
of the Caucasus in 75 but it was refused by Vespasian which soured the Roman—
Parthian friendship. 25 It is not possible to discuss Roman designs for the conquest of
the Albanians, and the desire to open a land route to India over the Caspian ﬂw.nocm.v
Hyrcania, if the Romans really had such extensive plans, but the Parthians in this
period were hardly as isolated and reduced to a small area of rule assome scholars ru<.n
proposed.! 26 Vologeses rather increased his authority and prestige noa.wu..& to Em
predecessors; he founded a city Vologesia as a rival to ma_ncﬁu.uza was BRRMH& in
promoting trade.!?” He has been characterized as an u:s-I.n:n:_n king <<.ro
promoted an Iranian cultural reaction solely on the basis of >~_m3w~n letters appearing
upon a few of the coins he struck, which is hardly strong aﬁ&n.:nn ».m:‘ a 8<n3v._ of
policy, since his coins continue with the legend ‘philhellene. Likewise the possible
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attribution to this king of the collecting of the fragments of the Avesta in the later
Middle Persian book the Denkart also does not mean such a change. The Romans
evidently had a great respect for Vologeses, since they expanded the system of roads
and fortifications in Syria under the Flavian emperors who succeeded Nero.!28

The end of the reign of Vologeses, however, is unclear, for the coins seem to
incidate a conflict with a Pacorus, whose relationship to Vologeses is unknown, but
the latter’s coins end about 78 or 79, while coins of Pacorus begin about the same
time.'2? An unresolved numismatic problem is the existence of coins with the name
Vologeses but with a completely different bust and crown than the usual issues
of Vologeses. Some numismatists have postulated another Vologeses, a rebel against
Vologeses 1, while others have attributed the coins to a later king with the name
Vologeses.!3% A later Byzantine source, Zonaras (XI, 18 or 578 C), mentions a
Parthian king Artabanus as ruling Parthia at the time of the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius
in 79, but he is mentioned nowhere else, although coins have been attributed to him.
One incident mentioned by the sources is that of the pseudo-Nero, a Roman who
claimed to be the murdered emperor, but who had to take refuge with the Parthians.
This did not serve to improve relations between the two powers, and continued
fortification of Roman border territory, the limes, did not augur well for future
peaceful relations between the two. The balance between the powers was to be upset
by Trajan who became Roman emperor in 98.

In Parthia Pacorus had a long reign not free from trouble, however, of which we
have no information, but the long series of coins indicate a long rule, perhaps to 105,
although the end date of his rule is unknown. Internal affairs in the Parthian domains
are veiled in this period, but at the time of Trajan's accession in 98, hints in Classical
sources indicate internal instability and perhaps even civil war there. A certain
Chosroes (hiwsrw), perhaps a brother-in-law of Pacorus, issued coins and at the same
time so did Vologeses II, whose relationship with Pacorus is unknown.!*! We may
only say that the reigns of Chosroes (also called Osroes on coins) and Vologeses were
contemporaneous. The pedigrees and the reigns of later Parthian kings are uncertain,
and the entire second century is a ‘dark period’ of Parthian history since there are no
inscriptions, the coins are highly stylized, and the Romans only showed an interest
when they invaded Parthian domains. This is why we cannot tell whether there were
two rulers called Vologeses in this period, based solely on coins.

In the time of Trajan, we hear of a Parthian general Sinatruces, son of Mithradates
and father of a Vologeses who received a portion of Armenia to rule from the
Romans, according to Cassius Dio (LXVIII, 30), but whether this Sanatruces is to be

123 For details of this period see W. Schur, Die
Orientpolitik des Kaisers Nero, Klio Beiheft, 15
(Wiesbaden, 1923), 29-32. Schur does not sub-
scribe to the theory that Tigranes was put aside by
the Romans because he could not command
support among the Armenians, but this seems to
have been the case, for the Roman or Augustan
policy of imposing a Roman vassal in Armenia was
a failure. Cf. Ziegler, op. cit. [n. 62], 75-77;
Kahrstedt, op. cir. [n. 119], 83, and others.

124 Schur, op. cit. [n. 123], 37-38; cf. Josephus,
Wars, V11, 245.

125 Ziegler, op.-cit. [n. 62], 80.

126 Schur, op. cit. [n. 123], 80-85. Romans did
reach the shores of the Caspian as a Latin
inscription of the XII legio Fulminata from the
time of Domitian {81-96) indicates. See K. Trever,
Ocherki po istorii i kulture Kavkazskoi Albanii
(Moscow, 1959), 342—46. The significance of this
inscription, however, should not be inflated, m.:.
conquests of Domitian so far cast are unknown in
literary sources.

127 A, Mariq, “Vologésias, l'emporium de Ctési-
phon,” Syria, 36 (1959), 271. See n. 91.

128 Ziegler, op. cit. [n. 62], 80, for references.

129 Sellwood, op. cit. [ch. 7, n. 57], 220-26,
proposes two kings of the same name, Vologeses |
(51-78) and Vologeses I (77-80), on the basis of
different coin types, but this is hardly enough to
prove a sccond ruler at that time.

130 1hid., 226-28; Debevoise, op. cit. [ch. 7, n.
64], 214, n. 3.

"3 In relying on numismatics it should be
emphasized that only Parthian tetradrachms,
which were minted at Seleucia alone, give a date

and frequently the personal name of the king. The
drachms, which are much more numerous, are
highly stylized and with several exceptions give no
personal names. Furthermore, local kings in
Atropatene and elsewhere on the Iranian plateau
may have struck coins in Parthian style, so
numismatics must be used with care. For 3 new
method of identification on the coins see D. G,
Sellwood “A Die-Engraver Sequence for Later
Parthian Drachms,” NC, 7 series, 7 (1967), 13-28.
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identified with a ruler of the same name in Edessa, c. 91-109 and whether this
Vologeses later became Vologeses 11 (or 111 of Parthia is mere conjecture. Names of
Arsacid princes do occur in the Classical sources, but it is not possible to make a
genealogical table of the Arsacids in this period.

The war of Trajan against the Parthians has been studied by many scholars, notably
by J. Guey followed by Lepper whose reconstructions generally have been
accepted.'32 We are not here concerned with the causes of Rome’s aggression,
whether economic to control trade routes to the east, or a personal desire of Trajan for
fame and glory, or, as suggested only by Lepper, as an attempt to stabilize the frontier
by advances into enemy country from the limes which Trajan had continued to build,
following the Flavian emperors. Certainly Rome was the aggressor, even though
Armenian affairs became a pretext. For Chosroes encouraged one son of Pacorus,
Parthamasiris, to replace his brother or half-brother called Axidares in Armenia
which happened, but since the latter had the support of Rome, Trajan arrived in the
east in 114 to begin a war against the Armenians in which he was successful such that
Armenia was proclaimed a Roman province. Trajan organized better the limes
system, and in 116 he invaded Adiabene and put its king Mebarsapes to flight. The
land of Adiabene was annexed as well as the entire basin of the Tigris—Euphrates as
Maricq has brilliantly shown.!33 The Romans, however, were far too extended, even
if there was no unified Parthia opposing them, and revolts broke out in 116, and
Trajan was obliged to retreat from Ctesiphon which he had captured in 117. He failed
in his attempt to capture Hatra, the caravan city in the desert of Mesopotamia, and
shortly afterward he died of illness. We are not here concerned with Roman history,
but the farthest advance of the Romans, to the Persian Gulf, under Trajan must have
made a strong impression on the Parthians. Some scholars, such as Maricq, have
argued that Trajan intended to advance the boundaries of the Roman Empire to the
Zagros mountains in the east, a natural barrier. This view, however, conflicts with the
activity of Trajan in building roads and forts along the limes of the Syrian desert and
upper Mesopotamia, and Lepper’s view that Trajan in reality followed a policy of
penetration beyond the limes to secure the real borders of the empire, behind the limes,
seems more accurate. Trade with the east was surely important, but any plan to
incorporate all the land to the Persian Gulf must have seemed unrealistic to many
Romans, as it did to Hadrian, successor of Trajan. Perhaps the most important result of
the peace of Hadrian was the abandonment of the Trajanic policy of annexation of
client states in the east as provinces of the Roman Empire, and a return to the policy of
client kingdoms. This gave an opportunity for small trading city-states such as Hatra,
Mesene and Palmyra to flourish.

132§ Guey, “Essai sur la guerre parthique de 133 A, Maricq, “La province d'Assyrie’ créé par

Trajan,” Bibliothéque d'Istros, 2 (Bucharest, 1937),
160 pp., and F. A. Lepper, Trajan’s Parthian War
(Oxford, 1948), 224 pp., with further references.
Lepper systematically analyzes especially the chro-
nology of Trajan’s campaigns. E. J. Keall, "Osroes:
Rebel King or Royal Delegate?” Cornucopiae, 3
(Toronto, 1975), 17-32, argues that Chosroes
never acted in concert with Trajan but always in
defense of his suzerain Vologeses.

Trajan,” Syria, 36 (1959), 257. Whether most
Romans thought they could hold the three new
provinces of Armenia, Mesopotamia and Assyria
(Babylonia) with the client state Mesene, at the
head of the Persian Gulf, is conjectural. Trajan
must have considered his conquests as permanent,
while his trip to the Persian Gulf had something of
the bravado of Alexander the Great.
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As noted, the second century is a dark century in Parthian history, and the reigns ol
Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Vologeses II reveal no activity on the Parthian frontier
The mention of Bactrian and Hyrcanian envoys in the time of Antoninus indicates
the continued independence of Hyrcania from the Parthian central authority while
the Bactrians are surely the Kushans.!34 Vologeses III (or IV; c. 147-191) may have
taken advantage of the accession of Marcus Aurelius to break the long peace and the
fixed frontiers of the Euphrates between the two states, but the apparent reason for the
war was his attempt to dislodge a Roman client ruler in Armenia who had been
installed by Antoninus about 140.135 The Parthians were successful in putting a new
king on the throne of Armenia, called Pacorus, and in annihilating a Roman army led
by the governor of Cappadocia, Severianus. The Romans, however, retaliated, and a
strong army soon took the Armenian capital of Artaxata in 163 and replaced Pacorus
with a prince, Sohaemus, of the royal family of Edessa and a Roman senator as well.
To the south another army in 164-165 advanced as far as Seleucia which was
destroyed by the Roman general Avidius Cassius, while Ctesiphon, the capital, was
taken and plundered. Sickness, however, caused a retreat of the Romans, and peace
was reestablished in about 166. Under the peace treaty, which is not mentioned by
our sources, the old boundaries were rectified a little in favor of the Romans, by
making the town of Nisibis and the Khabur River with the Singara mountains (Jibal
Sinjar) the boundaries of Roman territory. Armenia’s Sohaemus was recognized as
king. Peace remained between the two states even when the opportunity to support
Avidius Cassius in his revolt against Marcus Aurelius in 175 was presented to
Vologeses. The quick fall of Cassius and the intervention of the Roman emperor in
the east to regulate affairs with local rulers, and with ambassadors from Vologeses,
strengthened the peace which lasted through the reign of Commodus (180-192).

In Parthia Vologeses III seems to have had a rival called Chosroes who is known
only by his coins, and he cannot have reigned long even over only a part of Parthia
towards the end of the rule of Vologeses.!3® The latter was succeeded by another
Vologeses whose relationship to his namesake is unknown. The next to last Vologeses
supported Pescennius Niger as claimant to the Roman throne in 193, but the victor
was Septimius Severus. The Parthians and their allies, however, in the period of
Roman civil war, had taken some territory and towns and refused to return them to
Roman rule.!37 Thus Severus crossed the Euphrates in 196 and had some success, but
in 196 he was recalled to Gaul by a revolt. Nonetheless, the Romans maintained their
eastern boundary of the Khabur and Singara mountains. The absence of Severus
emboldened the Parthians to attack, and much territory in Mesopotamia came into
their hands. Severus, having settled affairs in the west, returned and invaded the
Parthian domains, capturing and sacking Ctesiphon in 198, and Vologeses fled from
the city. Again it was not the Parthians but rather the devastated countryside which

134 Envoys came in the time of Hadrian,
according to the Scriptores Historiae Augustae,
Hadrian, 21, 14, and in the time of Antoninus
(Aurclius Victor, De Caesaribus, Epitome 15, 4).

135 For sources see M.-L. Chaumont, Recherches
sur Phistoire &' Arménie (Paris, 1969), 15-16. Arme-
nian history in this period is also dark.

136 Sellwood, Coinage of Parthia [ch. 7, n. 57],
281. No mention of this Chosroes is found in any
literary source.

V37 By allies, the rulers of Adiabene and
Osrhoene (to the west of Nisibis) are meant. Cf.
Cassius Dio (LXXV, 1).
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caused a Roman retreat, this time up the Tigris River. A long siege of Hatra in 199
failed, and Severus had to return to Syria and apparently peace was made, based on the
status quo before the war, although sources again do not tell us about a peace treaty.

Vologeses died about 207 and was succeeded by his son of the same name, but
sometime later Artabanus, another son, contested the throne; the civil war was
incited by Caracalla according to Cassius Dio (LXXVIII, 2a). Caracalla looked for
fame in conquest of the east, and in 214 he found 3 pretext in two exiles who had
taken refuge with the Parthians, but Vologeses, pressed by internal problems,
surrendered the fugitives to Caracalla. The latter, however, was determined to find an
excuse for invasion, so when Artabanus m&:on_ the upper hand in Parthia in 216 the
Roman emperor asked for the hand of the daughter of Artabanus in marriage which
was refused by the Parthian king. Caracalla then invaded Adiabene, and Artabanus
fled to the east but soon returned to the attack. Caracalla was assassinated, however, in
217, and he was succeeded by Macrinus who sought peace. Artabanus rejected the
overture for peace by the Romans and advanced toward Nisibis where an indecisive
battle was fought, after which peace was made by the payment of an indemnity by the
Romans to the Parthians. The end of the Parthian Empire, however, was in sight, and
only the final dates of the two Parthian rulers, Vologeses and Artabanus, are in doubt
because of coins which indicate that the former continued to rule until 228 while
Artabanus continued to 227.!38 The Parthians were to fall to a new dynasty from
Persis, the Sasanians.

HELLENISM AND THE IRANIAN REVIVAL

The Parthians have long suffered denigration from their successors, the Sasanians, as
well as from their enemies, the Romans, and modern scholars usually have followed
the ancient sources to give bad publicity for the Parthians as destroyers of the Hellenic
heritage of the Seleucids. This reputation is undeserved, for the Parthians were neither
enemies and destroyers of Hellenism nor traitors to the Iranian heritage of the
Achaemenids and non-Zoroastrians, as has been asserted. For almost half a
millennium the Parthians dominated the history of the Iranian plateau, and they
finally were recognized as worthy opponents and equals in warfare and diplomacy by
the Romans.!3 A review of the cultural achievements of the Parthians is in order.

To begin with Hellenism, it must be re-emphasized that the epithet ‘philhellene’
remained on most of the coins struck by the Parthian rulers to the end of the dynasty,
and there is no evidence of either a prolonged or effective policy of attack on Hellenic
culture of any of the Arsacid kings. The tradition of independence of those cities
called polis was also continued from Seleucid times through most of the Parthian rule.
The two most striking examples, of which we have source material, are Seleucia and
Susa, both of which issued their own coinage and maintained their own institutions
from Seleucid to Parthian rule. The Greek influence in both, quite naturally, became

138 See B. Simonetta, “Vologese V, Artabano V
¢ Artavasde,” Numismatica, 19-20 (Perugia, 1953—
54), 1-4. Sellwood, op. cit. [ch. 7, n. 57], dates the
coins of Vologeses to 228 but Artabanus only to
224, while he correctly denies the existence of the

son of Artabanus called Artavazd(es) (on the coins
read ‘ntbnw for ‘rmwzd) who, according to
Simonetta, ruled after 227 for a short time.

139 See the convincing arguments of Ziegler, op.
cit. {n. 62], 140, ef passim.
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weaker, as the Hellenic population became absorbed by local people, but Hellenic
features nonetheless persisted in these two cities. In December of the year 21 A.D.
King Artabanus III wrote a letter to the city of Susa relating to the election of a certain
Hestiaios, and, as has been remarked, the letter which is preserved on an inscription is
to a Greek polis, of which the constitution is Greek, and the administration of the city
is Greek.'*? Even though an Arsacid era beginning 247 B.C. was introduced by the
Parthians, the Seleucid calendar remained more popular and, just as the native name
Susa was used for the city, so also the Seleucid designation Seleucia on the Eulaius
River remained in use until the end of the Parthian rule, all evidence of the tolerance
for and even support of Hellenism by the Parthian rulers. Shortly after Artabanus, c.
45, the kings of Elymais took the city, and they issued coins in their form of the
Aramaic alphabet and a dialect of the Aramaic language. The rulers of Elymais
remained in control of Susa until the end of the Parthian dynasty. An inscription of
the last Artabanus, in the Parthian language and alphabet and dated to 215, found in
the excavations, attests a return of the city to Arsacid allegiance.'*! Seleucia on the
Tigris did revolt against the Parthians, but it was destroyed by the Romans. In both
cities royal and local coinage existed, and it seems as though the Parthians were just as
much, if not more, champions of Greek culture as the Romans. In any case, as far as we
can see, Hellenism was not proscribed under the Parthians.

One subject which has not been touched is commerce and trade, but we have no
information from Parthia proper about such matters; rather the small states of the
‘Fertile Crescent’ and even the Kushans in the east supply us with some information
even though sparse. The Parthians were not great traders or merchants, but they did
not by any means follow an anti-commercial policy but rather the contrary. One
factor in the decline of Parthia in its last two centuries can be seen in the debasement of
the coinage beginning with Artabanus IlI. Compared to earlier coins not only do the
style and quality of the coins suffer, but in the tetradrachms the amount of silver
declines.'*? Whether this is the result of the loss of silver mines or, more likely
economic crises affecting especially the mint of Seleucia, we do not know. The
population and cultivated land of the Susa plain in Parthian times was about three
times that of the Achaemenid period according to an archaeological survey.'43 In the
Parthian period land under irrigation and cultivation was increased over earlier times
but not so much as the maximum use under the Sasanians. Again our sources fail us.
The Roman wars undoubtedly adversely affected trade and commerce in the Parthian
realm, but central weakness was more important than other factors contributing to
the fall of the Parthians.

The art of the Parthians has been discussed many times, and it is now generally
agreed that just as the Parthians did not impose themselves on local rulers and cultures,
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50 in the arts they allowed local schools to flourish. The Arsacid kings were not only
‘philhellene’ in policy towards Hellenized conquered peoples, but also in the arts, but
this early dependence changed in the last two centuries of Parthian rule and we find a
‘Parthian’ style developing. In painting and sculpture the concept of ‘frontality’
dominated Parthian art after the beginning of our era. Without discussing many
questions about the origins of this style and other features of Parthian art, it should be
noted that Parthian art and architecture, such as is preserved, both are ‘popular’ in the
sense that both Achaemenid and Sasanian art are not.!** Rather in them the
overwhelming stamp of the rulers is obvious. The Parthian age was not an ‘imperial
age’ as both Achaemenid and Sasanian, but Parthian remains reflect rather the many
currents of culture among the populace. The more that archaeologists uncover from
Parthian sites, the more significant appears the importance of the Parthian period as a
prelude to Sasanian art, culture and institutions. The opposition of Hellenistic to the
‘Oriental’ art of the Parthians has been overly stressed, in my opinion, as has been the
dichotomy between ‘East and West’ represented by Parthians and Romans. This is not
to deny the fundamental differences between ‘theoretical’ Hellenistic and Roman art
as opposed to ‘theoretical’ Parthian art, between representation of nature or realism as
opposed to expressionism and stylized art, so ably sketched by Avi-Yonah.'*3 The
situation, however, was complex, and the influences of so many peoples such as
Armenians, Nabataeans, Mesopotamians and others make the cultural and artistic
panorama of the Near East at this time more complicated than the ‘Hellenistic-
Oriental’ division. Perhaps one should look at the last century and a haif of Parthian
rule and from the meager sources show the change from an earlier ‘Hellenistic’
dominated age to one of Parthian autonomy in the realm of culture and institutions.

In art the Hellenistic heritage had changed in the first century of our era from a
syncretic Hellenistic~Iranian koiné to the Greco-Buddhist or Gandharan art in the east
under the Kushans, and in western Iran to a Parthian art with total ‘frontality,
portrayal of the ‘Parthian gallop’ with horsemen in paintings or sculptures, the
Parthian costumes and the use of ayvans in architecture and domed vaults, all
hallmarks of later Parthian culture. In writing, Greek had lost its predominance, and

Aramaic had been replaced by Parthian, a change symbolic of the change from early
to late Parthian times.!*®
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We have no Parthian literary remains from the Parthian period, but the existence
of a large poetic or minstrel oral literature has been cogently proposed.'*” The
Iranian national epic as preserved in the Shahname of Firdosi is primarily of eastern
Iranian origin and incorporates Parthian heroes such as King Gotarzes in the tales
which have survived. Yet the epic is not concerned with the wars between the
Parthians and the Romans, but with older struggles of the rulers of the east and the
struggle between Iran and Turan, the latter an uncertain people and place in the east,
but more mythical than real, later identified with the land of the Turks. The traces of
Parthian culture and society in later literature such as the Middle Persian text the
Draxt 1 Asarig ‘Assyrian (Babylonian) tree, and the Yadegar 1 Zareran ‘Memorial of
Zarir,’ and the New Persian poem, Vis i Ramim, are what one would expect, a heroic,
chivalric society which could be called ‘feudal’ in a general sense. This is also the
society and culture depicted in Firdosi’s epic, and the heritage is clearly from Parthian
times. This society and culture has little influence from Hellenism other than possible
borrowings of stories or motifs, of Herakles to Rustam for example, while the Iranian
character of the epic is paramount. Thus by the end of the Parthian period the Iranian
revival had absorbed Hellenistic elements but existed in its own right in domains of
art and culture, not to mention government, religion and society. The history of the
Parthians, however, cannot be divorced from that of their powerful eastern
neighbors, the Kushans, with their great king Kanishka, or from the history of the
small states in western Iran and Babylonia where archaeology has revealed much of
Parthian influences, and to these we must now turn.
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