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ARTAXIAS II AND THE MURDER OF THE ROMANS
IN GREATER ARMENIA!

In 30 BC, by the order of the king of Armenia Artaxias II, all Romans in the kingdom were
killed. However, this crime had virtually no effect on the reign of the new king of Armenia.
A significant Roman presence in Armenia during this period is confirmed neither
by material sources nor by numismatic evidence. More rational may be the hypothesis
about Roman merchants who fell victim to the Armenian sword, but their presence
in Greater Armenia is just an assumption. In our view, there were simply not enough
Roman citizens for a massacre in Armenia. Most likely, if there were victims (and this
cannot be denied, since it was Artaxias who seized his father's kingdom), then they were

Roman soldiers who might not have had time to leave the kingdom to help Antony. Given
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the means of communication available in this era, this would not be surprising.
But the king of Armenia simply did not have the opportunity to carry out a massacre
similar to that perpetrated by Mithridates in Asia. In our view, the story of a murder
of Roman citizens by the order of Artaxias II, which, for objective reasons, could
not have been a mass event, can be attributed to Roman propaganda, which was
preparing the ground for a possible forceful removal of the king of Armenia. However,
the refusal of Augustus to take active steps in the East in the 20s BC apparently
weakened the intensity of the spread of rumors about a massacre of Romans. The method
of overthrowing Artaxias II no longer required the popularization of stories about
the murder of Roman citizens, which probably did not go beyond Italy and found virtually
no reflection in the sources. At the same time, Augustus himself probably believed that
propaganda had formed such a negative image of Artaxias II in the Roman eyes that
the possibility of turning Greater Armenia into a Roman province could be openly

discussed.

Keywords: Artaxias II, Tigranes III, Greater Armenia, Rome, Augustus, Cassius Dio,

Res gestae divi Augusti, propaganda.

The struggle between Mark Antony and Octavian led to notable upheavals
across both the Roman possessions in Asia and the allied states of the East.
One such event was the re-accession of Artaxias (Artaxes, Artashes) II
as king of Armenia in 30 BC and the expulsion of Artavasdes (king of Media
Atropatene and a Roman ally) from Greater Armenia. The legitimate son
of Artavasdes II, king of Armenia, Artaxias II tried to take the throne
of Greater Armenia in 34 BC, after Antony had captured his father and divided
thekingdom between the son of Cleopatra VIl and the king of Media Atropatene.
Artaxias II could not retain his dominion in confrontation with Atropatene
and the Roman legions for a long time, and was soon forced to flee to Parthia.
The situation changed radically in 31 BC, when Antony summoned all Roman
troops from Greater Armenia to fight Octavian?. In 30 BC Artaxias I1, probably
with the help of Parthia, regained his father's throne®. The re-accession
of the king of Armenia was accompanied by an unprecedented act the likes
of which Rome had not encountered in the East for many years. By order

2 Dio XLIX, 44, 4
3Tac. Ann.1I, 3, 3
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of the king, all Romans in the kingdom were killed*: dv éy® Tod¢ puév dAlovg
£€40®, 600 6¢ o1 povev dvopaoti pvnodnoopat: v pev yop lotdanv @
MnS@ KoTapLYOVTL HETd THY ATTAV TPOC ADTOV KOV Amédmke, Td & ApTdén
TOVG GOEAPOVG Kaimep aiToavTl OVK Emepyey, OTL TOVG DTOAELPOEVTAG €V TH)
Appevig Popaiovg drektover’. (I shall omit most of these cases and mention
only two. Of his own accord he restored lotape to the Median king, who
had found an asylum with him after his defeat; but he refused the request
of Artaxes that his brothers be sent to him, because this prince had put
to death the Romans left behind in Armenia®).

However, this crime had virtually no effect on the reign of the new
king of Armenia. The alleged murderer of Romans reigned for ten years
without any Roman interference, and even in his overthrow Rome took
only an indirect part. Augustus only refused to extradite the relatives
of Artaxias II, who had been removed from Armenia by Antony’.
But the Romans did not have to fulfill this demand in any case, since
the ruler of Greater Armenia was an open ally of Parthia. In fact, there was
no Roman reaction to the murder of Roman citizens.

Absolute, as faras we know, majority of modernresearchers unconditionally
accept the message of Cassius Dio (Baumgartner 1896, 1326; Asdourian 1911,
67; Debevoise 1938, 135; Grosso 1957, 242; Pani 1972, 10; Timpe 1975, 163;
Volkmann 1979, 617; Sullivan, 1990, 290; Chaumont 1992, 181; Garsoian

4Dio LI, 16. 2

> The verb «amokteivm» can be translated both as «to kill» (it is this meaning that most
dictionary entries indicate in the first place) and «to execute». Cassius Dio himself
repeatedly used this verb (more than 300 times) both in the meaning of «to kill»
and «to execute». Modern translations offer «to kill» (German translations, French
translations and an Italian translation) or «to execute» (Russian translation), or «to put
to death» (English translation). However, in our case, the choice of the meaning of the key
verb is not so important. In the case of «to kill» it can be a small number, and in the case
of «to execute» — a large one; but in the quotation above, the key is the very fact that
Artaxias II killed/executed the «...Romans left behind in Armenia» — that is, all Roman
citizens that remained in Greater Armenia became victims of the king of Armenia. This
is probably why modern scholars often amplify the message of Cassius Dio by using
the words «massacre», «slaughter» (Reinhold 1988, 82; Patterson 2015, 93; Kovacs 2016,
27).

¢ Translation from E. Cary (Dio Cassius 1917).
" Dio LI, 16, 2
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1997, 61; Sicker 2000, 156; Luther 2003, 17, n. 33; Panov 2008, 11; Vardanyan
2018, 39; Luther 2018, 188.), without questioning the killing of Roman citizens,
which, according to Th. Mommsen, put the ruler of Greater Armenia on a par
with such an enemy of the Republic as Mithridates VI Eupator (Mommsen
1921, 369), king of Pontus. The inaction of the Romans in the 20s BC
is traditionally explained in literature by Augustus’s unwillingness to worsen
relations with Parthia (Mommsen 1921, 371; Asdourian 1911, 67, Chaumont
1979, 74; Scullard 2011, 209)%. However, the Romans did not in fact shy away
from direct intervention in Parthian affairs in the 20s BC (Debevoise 1938,
136-137). In our view, the lack of response to the murder of the Romans
in Greater Armenia had other reasons.

It should be noted that this event is mentioned only in the work of Cassius
Dio and once only, even though the sources repeatedly describe events
directly related to Artaxias II, namely, his overthrow and the accession
of Tigranes III in 20 BC. However, our sources offer no direct indication
of a connection between the change of power in Greater Armenia
and the killing of the Romans.

At the beginning of Augustus’s journey to the eastern possessions
of Rome in the late 20s BC, it became known that a conspiracy against
Artaxias II had arisen in Armenia, and the conspirators turned to the Romans
with a request to put on the throne of Armenia Tigranes III, who was held
in Rome as a hostage. Augustus summoned his stepson Tiberius from Italy
with troops and Tigranes, and sent them to Armenia. Even before the arrival
of the Roman troops, the conspirators killed Artaxias II and the accession
of Tigranes IIl was peaceful®’. Thus, in the overthrow of the Armenian
monarch, Rome was not the initiator. The Romans obviously had not
planned a coup, since Augustus did not bring with him either his protégé
or the necessary troops (Sherwin-White 1984, 323; Panov 2008, 116). It can
still be assumed that rumors about the planned trip of the princeps provoked
a conspiracy, but direct Roman participation in it seems unlikely. Under
these conditions, the actions of the Romans did not need to be justified,

8 You can also find a statement that the overthrow of Artaxias II in 20 BC was a reaction
to the murder of the Romans ten years earlier (Chaumont 1979, 74; Pani 1972, 17).

°Dio LIV, 9, 4-5; Vell. Pat. 11, 94, 4; Suet. Tib. 9, 1; Tac. Ann. II, 3, 4
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since they answered a request from the Armenians themselves, but the lack
of references to a retribution against Artaxias for the murder of Roman
citizens still looks strange, especially if we recall that the voluntary issuance
of Roman legion badges by the Parthians at the same time was presented
by Augustus as a brilliant victory and almost as a subjugation of Parthia.
However, there are no direct references to the massacre in question
in the Res Gestae Divi Augusti, the official propaganda account of the reign
of the Roman emperor. Augustus’s assertion that he could have made Greater

Armenia a province'

seems to have required some kind of argumentation,
and in this case bringing up the Roman massacre by Artaxias II
would be appropriate. But this event is absent from the text. Nothing is said
about the murder of the Romans and a retribution by Velleius Paterculus,
who twice mentions the Armenian mission of Tiberius'. There is no report
on the massacre in the Annals of Cornelius Tacitus, who at the same time
relates in detail the overthrow of Artaxias I1'?. Neither Flavius Josephus'® nor
Suetonius™, who repeatedly refer to the events in Armenia, know anything
about the murder of the Romans. There is no hint of the crime of Artaxias
in the writings of Strabo, who left a detailed description of the position
of Greater Armenia”® and knew about the mission of Tiberius!®. Roman poets
do not use the massacre story, including Horace, who mentions the events
in Armenia'. Cassius Dio, who tells about the accession of Tigranes III,
does not return to the crime of Artaxias'®.

But it is not only the silence of the sources that makes it possible
to doubt the reliability of the report on the massacre of Romans in Armenia.

0RGDA. 27,2

' Vell. Pat. 11, 94, 4; 122. 1
2 Tac. Ann. 2, 3,4

13 Jos. Ant. 15, 105

14 Suet. Tib. 9, 1

15 Strabo. XI, 15

16 Strabo. X VI, 1, 54

" Hor. Epist. I. 12. 26-28
¥ Dio LIV, 9, 4-5
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It is equally important to determine the real possibilities for committing such
a crime.

The source clearly states that the murder of the Romans took place after
the withdrawal of the Roman garrisons from Greater Armenia. Consequently,
it was mainly Roman citizens of peaceful professions that could have come
under attack. But how could they have ended up in the kingdom of Armenia?
The occupation of Armenia lasted only three years. During this period,
Roman merchants, tax-farmers, or artisans simply would not have had
time to settle in the region. Roman civil administrators could not have
been victims either, since formally Armenia did not become a Roman
province (Smykov 2018, 114), but was ruled by a king, the son of Anthony
and Cleopatra. The granting of Roman citizenship to local residents did not
have time to become a widespread phenomenon. A significant presence
of Romans in Armenia during this period is confirmed neither by material
sources nor by numismatic evidence. More rational may be the hypothesis
about Roman merchants who fell victim to the Armenian sword (Reinhold
1988, 82; Levick 1999, 13; Patterson 2015, 93), but their presence in Greater
Armenia is just an assumption. In our view, there were simply not enough
Roman citizens for a massacre in Armenia. Most likely, if there were victims
(and this cannot be denied, since it was Artaxias who captured his father's
kingdom), then they were Roman soldiers who might not have had time
to leave the kingdom to help Antony (Timpe 1975, 163). Given the means
of communication available in this era, this would not be surprising.
But the king of Armenia simply did not have the opportunity to carry out
a massacre similar to that by Mithridates in Asia.

How then can one explain the passage in Cassius Dio? Most likely,
we are dealing with preparatory work by Roman propaganda, which
did not prove useful and therefore did not pass on into later sources.
If we assume that the overthrow of Artaxias was on the agenda in the early
years of Octavian's reign, then strong reasons were needed to justify active
actions by the Romans. The same Roman propaganda presented Artaxias
as a victim of Anthony's policy, as shown by Tacitus”®. The overthrow

1 Tac. Ann. 11, 3, 3
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of a murderer of Romans, a «new Mithridates», would have been quite
justifiable. Within the framework of this hypothesis, it is possible to consider
the transfer of control over Lesser Armenia to Artavasdes of Media Atropatene,
the exiled king of Greater Armenia®, as a constant tangible threat to the new
king of Armenia (Syme 1939, 301; Magie 1950, 443; Timpe 1975, 168,
n. 59; Sherwin-White 1984, 325; Gruen 2005, 159). However, the overthrow
of Artaxias II did not take place, and the story of the murder of the Romans
remained unused. In the end, the method of accession of Tigranes III
did not require justification for the Roman actions.

However, in our view, an echo of the story of the «massacre in Armeniay
is nevertheless, albeit indirectly, reflected in the Res Gestae, where much
of Chapter 27*' is devoted to Greater Armenia. The most interesting to us
is the beginning of paragraph two: «Armeniam maiorem interfecto rege
eius Artaxe, c[ulm possem facere prouinciam malui maiorum nostrorum
exemplo regn[u]m id Tigrani, régis Artauasdis filio, nepoti autem Tigranis
regis, per T[i(berium) NeJronem trade[r]e, qui tum mihi priv[ig]nus erat».
((2) Greater Armenia I might have made a province after its king, Artaxes
had been killed, but I preferred, following the model set by our ancestors,
to hand over that kingdom to Tigranes, son of King Artavasdes and grandson
of King Tigranes; Tiberius Nero, who was then my stepson, carried this out?).

It seems to us that the key point in this passage is the bringing up
of apossibility of creating a Roman province (c[u]m possem facere prouinciam)
in place of the kingdom of Greater Armenia. It is obvious that this passage
about a province that did not happen carries some weight, because the Res
Gestae does not always mention even the actual creation of a new Roman
province (Makhlayuk 2019, 660), and the transformation of the Ptolemaic

kingdom into a Roman province takes up one line of text?.

2 Dio L1V, 9,2
2'RGDA. 27,2
22 Translation quoted after P.A. Brunt and J.M. Moore (Res Gestae Divi Augusti 1967).

# Probably, in the case of Egypt, Augustus deliberately refrained from a detailed
description, as he tried to avoid mentioning his enemy in the civil war (see Makhlayuk
2017, 179), and no less so the last queen of the Ptolemaic dynasty.
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In modern studies, the argumentation known to us that is put forward
to explain the phrase about the possibility of creating a province is connected
exclusively with the explanation of Augustus’s refusal to annex Armenia*
or with peculiarities in the use of terminology (Richardson 2008, 142).
However, as far as we know, no one has tried to explain the key message
of the phrase, that it was after the death of Artaxias II that Augustus could
make Armenia a province?. The reference to the assassination of the ruler
of Greater Armenia clearly indicates that this possibility is directly related
to the figure of the king of Armenia, and not to the kingdom as a whole.

However, directly linking the death of Artaxias with the possible
provincial future of Greater Armenia is not consistent with the known
circumstances of the crisis in the kingdom in 20 BC. The Roman troops,
as already mentioned, did not overthrow or kill the king of Armenia; they
only supported the request of the Armenian nobility to pass the Armenian
throne to the Roman hostage Tigranes I1I. Artaxias was deposed and killed
by his own relatives. Even if the actions of the Armenian opposition were
agreed with the Romans or their allies, such as Archelaus (Pani 1972, 20-
22), the king of Cappadocia, the Romans obviously had not planned the coup
itself and, most likely, had not expected it, since Augustus arrived in the East
without sufficient troops and without Tigranes III, who had to be sent to Rome
for (Sherwin-White 1984, 323; Levick 1999, 13.). As a result, Tiberius with
the legions came to Greater Armenia not to seize the kingdom, but to crown
Tigranes 111, the legitimate claimant to the throne of Artaxias. The actions
of Tiberius could not have been anything but a show of strength and support

24 As reasons, researchers cite the peacefulness of the princeps and his unwillingness
to expand the borders of the state (Gagé 1935, 132; Syme 1939, 301; Malavolta 2009,
114); some speak of a veiled establishment of control over Armenia (Brunt 1963, 174;
Brunt, Moore 1967, 72; Brunt 1990, 299; 435; Zugravu 2004, 263); some accuse the author
of distorting the facts, since he had no real opportunity to create a province (Sullivan
1990, 291; Ridley 2003, 205; Cooley 2009, 230-231); others indicate that Augustus behaved
differently than described in the Res Gestae (Pani 1972, 61), or that it was physically
impossible to create a province (Panov 2008, 117).

2 M.L. Chaumont argued that it was the campaign of Tiberius that could become the basis
for turning Armenia into a province (Chaumont 1979, 187-188). However, this contradicts
the text of the Res Gestae, in which the description of the campaign of Tiberius comes after
the reference to the possibility of creating a new province.
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to the Roman protégé (Levick 1999, 14; Ridley 2003, 206). Under these
circumstances, when a pretender to the throne of Armenia, specially brought
from Rome, was in tow, the liquidation of Greater Armenia would hardly
have been logical. In other words, the circumstances of the overthrow
and death of Artaxias II gave Rome no reason to turn the kingdom into
a province?.

It can be presumed that, since the time of Pompey's Syrian venture,
the transformation of a kingdom into a province did not require detailed
argumentation, and Augustus, following the already noted pattern
in the Res Gestae in talking about provinces, did not have to mention at all
the reasons for the possibility of creating a Roman possession in place
of Greater Armenia. However, on the one hand, the Armenian question
was not as unambiguous as the Egyptian one, which really did not need
any explanation, and on the other hand, Greater Armenia had been too
much of a headache for Rome for decades (Rich 2009, 158), as confirmed
by the detailed description of the Armenian affairs in the Res Gestae,
to not mention the reasons for a possible creation of a province in these lands
if Augustus himself brought up such a scenario.

In our view, the expression «...after its king, Artaxes had been
killed» should be taken not as an indication of the time of the event,
but as a justification for the possibility of turning the kingdom into a province.
Consequently, it was the figure of the king of Armenia? that could be
the basis for the creation of a province. In other words, some criminal actions
of this particular ruler of Greater Armenia must have made it possible
to absorb it into the Roman state. Artaxias II was indeed seen in Rome
as a protégé of the Parthians, but for Asian kingdoms balancing between
the two powers was not uncommon, without becoming the reason for a loss
of statehood. In addition, Artaxias did not demonstrate his pro-Parthian
orientation in any way, and his accession could have aroused sympathy

in Rome, since his father was presented as a victim of Antony's adventurous

26 P. Brunt probably thinks otherwise (Brunt 1990, 461-462).

" The fact that Augustus calls the king of Armenia by his first name cannot be only part
of the technique, when plenty of exotic proper names are used in the Res Gestae to enhance
the propaganda effect (see Ramage 1987, 57).
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policy condemned by Augustus®®. And Augustus himself, who maintained
contacts with Artavasdes 11%°, did not accuse Artaxias of using Parthian aid
in his accession and did not deny his right to the throne. Obviously, the crime
of the king of Greater Armenia known to the Roman reader lay not only
in his «pro-Parthiany position. In our sources, one can find only one direct
explanation for the negative image of Artaxias II in the Roman eyes —
the killing of Romans attributed to him. By referring specifically to Artaxias,
Augustus showed that a king on whose orders Roman citizens were killed
could be enough of a reason for turning a kingdom into a Roman province.

There is no doubt about the compositional unity of the first two
paragraphs of Chapter 27. The first paragraph talks about the creation
of the province of Egypt, the second — about the possibility of creating
a province in Greater Armenia. In the first case, the reader of the Res
Gestae did not need an explanation, since the abolition of the kingdom
of Cleopatra was a direct consequence of the confrontation between
Octavian and Anthony. However, in the second case, it was necessary
not only to explain the refusal to create a province in Armenia, which
Augustus did referring to tradition, but also to site the facts that would
explain the possibility of annexation. Otherwise, undesirable associations
with Anthony could arise, who, if one were to accept Octavian's propaganda,
virtually abolished the kingdom of Armenia based on personal rather than
state interests. Simply stating the death of a local monarch was obviously
not enough, since there was (or could be) no will to pass the kingdom
to Rome; so, a different explanation was required. Such an explanation
was the bringing up of King Artaxias, whose image, as already mentioned,
was supposed to elicit a negative reaction from Romans.

If our assumption is correct, then what prevented Augustus from directly
stating the reason for the negative attitude towards Artaxias II — that is,
publicly calling the king a murderer of Romans? Most likely, the answer
lies in the circumstances of the death of Artaxias, who died not at the hands
of the Romans, but as a result of a domestic conspiracy. The king in fact

2 Tac. Ann. I, 3,3;DioL, 1,4
» Dio XLIX, 41, 5
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escaped Roman retribution; hence, mentioning the death of Romans whose
killer was not punished would have obviously reduced the propaganda effect
of this chapter of the Res Gestae.

Certainly, we do not know how justified were Augustus’s expectations
for the existence of a negative attitude towards the king of Armenia in Rome.
They most likely were not so, given the silence of the vast majority of our
sources. However, this should not surprise us — very often propagandists
end up seeing less the real state of affairs than the ideal model they have build
through their own propaganda.

The peculiarities of the Greek translation of the Res Gestae, at first
glance, create an opportunity for even more radical conclusions, but it should
be admitted that the specifics of the document allow only for cautious
assumptions to be made. This is due to the fact that we cannot say with
certainty that all the differences between the Latin and Greek texts
can be explained solely by the original intent of the translator, rather than
by the technical circumstances of the inscription’s creation®.

The Greek version offers an almost accurate translation of paragraph
27.2, but does not mention the name of Artaxias. Despite the poor state
of preservation of this part of the Greek version of the Res Gestae, it is obvious
that the name of the king of Armenia cannot be fit in the lacunae (Botteri
2018, 56.). This was already recognized by Th. Mommsen, who noted in his
edition that the name of the king is absent in the Greek version®. If we are
not dealing with the inattention of the carver or the technical details of how
the inscription was made, then the disappearance of the name of the king

30 Although literature tends to claim that differences in translation are carefully considered
(see Vanotti 1975, 325; Wigtil 1982, 636; Rochette 1997, 11; Badami 2013, 9, 14; Centanni
2013, 348; Cornwell 2017, 89; Cooley 2019, 270; Makhlayuk 2019, 658).

31 n studies devoted to the Greek translation of the Res Gestae, almost no attention has been
paid to the absence of the name of the king of Armenia. While Th. Mommsen pointed
out the absence of the name in the analysis of the Greek text but did not note this fact
in the enumeration of the differences between the Latin and Greek versions (Mommsen
1883, 109), in the recent edition of the Res Gestae by J. Scheid the absence of the name
of Artaxias does not come up at all (Scheid 2007, xxxii). In the latest translation from Greek
into Dutch, the name of the king of Armenia appears in the text without any explanation
(Hunink 2019, 258), although in the commentary the translator states the wish to show
the differences between the Greek and Latin versions (Hunink 2019, 261.
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from the text for the Hellenized population may indicate that mentioning him
seemed unnecessary?. Consequently, for a resident of Asia Minor, the name
of the Armenian ruler was not supposed to be associated with crimes that
would have given grounds for the transformation of an independent kingdom
into a Roman province. This suggests that the story of the massacre
of the Romans did not spread in the East and remained exclusively a feature
of Roman propaganda in Italy.

It is important to note that the disappearance of the name of Artaxias led
to a change in the meaning of this section of the Res Gestae, to the effect that
the kingdom could be turned into a province not because of any anti-Roman
actions of Artaxias II, but simply because of the king’s death. Obviously,
the text thus became more confusing, but this did not stop the translator.
In addition, this, oddly enough, corresponded with the peculiarities
of the Greek translation, which presented the power of Augustus as virtually
monarchical (Vanotti 1975, 324; Wigtil 1982, 636; Rochette 1997, 12-14;
Makhlayuk 2019, 658), in contrast to the Latin original. The Greeks probably
expected explanations for foreign policy actions of the Roman princeps even
less than did the Romans™®.

Thus, the story of the murder of Romans by the order of Artaxias I1, which,
for objective reasons, could not have been large-scale, can be attributed
to Roman propaganda, which was preparing the ground for a possible
forceful removal of the king of Armenia. However, the refusal of Augustus
to take active steps in the East in the 20s BC apparently weakened
the intensity of the spread of rumors about the alleged crime. The method
of overthrowing Artaxias II no longer required the popularization of stories
about the murder of Roman citizens, which probably did not go beyond Italy
and found virtually no reflection in the sources. At the same time, Augustus

32 There are many examples where omissions in translation served to simplify and adapt
the text for the inhabitants of Asia Minor (see Wigtil 1982, 634).

3 The absence of Artaxias's name can hardly be connected with the translator's desire
to deliberately hide from the Greek-speaking reader this particular king of Greater
Armenia. Although there is no doubt about the existence of links between the rulers
of Galatia and the Artaxiad dynasty, it is unlikely that for the inhabitants of the already
Roman province of Galatia these links were of such importance that this led to a distortion
of Augustus’s text.
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himself probably believed that propaganda had formed such a negative
image of Artaxias II in the Roman eyes that the possibility of turning
Greater Armenia into a Roman province could be openly discussed.
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APTAKCIH 11 TA BBUBCTBO PUMJISIH ¥V BEJIUKI BIPMEHI{

V' 30 p. 00 n. e. 3a naxazom sipmencvkoeo yapa Apmaxcis Il éci pumasnu 6 yapcmesi 6yau

6oumi. OOnax yeil 3104un NPAKMUYHO He 6NAUNYE HA NPAGLIHHA HO6020 yaps Bipmenii
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ma ne cnpudunug 8i0nogionol peakyii 3 6oky pumisan. Ipu ybomy 3nauna npucymmuicmeo
pumaan y Bipmenii 6 yeil nepiod ne niomeepoicyemocs ani MamepianrbHuMu 0xicepeiami,
ani Hymismamuynumu oanumu. binvw payionanwsnoio mosice 6ymu 2inomesa npo pumcoKux
Kynyie, AKi cmaiu Jdcepmeamu GipMeHCbKo20 Mmeud, ale iXua npucymuicme y Benukii
Bipmenii € nuwe npunywennam. Ha Oymky asmopa, Modcha ckasamu, wo puMcbKux
epomaosn ons posnpas y Bipmenii npocmo ne eucmauano. Oueguono, AKwo dlcepmeu
i Oynu (a ye ne moosicna 3anepedysamu, OCKilbKu Apmaxciii came cujioio 3axonue yapcmeo
8020 6ambvKa), Mo ceped PUMCLKUX BOIHI6, AKI MO2NU He 6CMUSHYMU 3ATUUUMU
yapemeo, koau Gyau GiOKauKani na oonomozy Auwmonito. 3 mooiwninu 3acobamu 363Ky
ye ne Oyno 6 ousnum. Tomy modcna cmeepodicysamu, wo 6 yaps Bipmenii npocmo
He 6yn0 Modcaueocmi erawmysamu pizanuny, nodibny mitl, wo oyna 3a wacie Mimpioama
6 Asii. Aemop yeadicac, wjo po3nogiosb npo 66uscmeo pumisin 3a nakazom Apmaxcis 11,
AKe 3 00 €EKMUSHUX NPUYUH He MO2TIO OYMU MACOBUM, MOHCIUBO 8I0HECMU OO Chepu pUMCLKOT
nponazanou, AKA 20Myeaid IPyHm Oiisl MOMICIUBO20 CUNO6020 YCYHeHH: yaps Bipmenil,
oonax eiomosa Aszycma 6i0 akmusnux 0ili ha Cxo00i 6 20-x pp. I cm. 00 u. e., ouesuono,
nociaduna iHmeHcusHicmb NOWUPenHs Yymok npo 6ouscmeo pumian. Cnocio nosanenns
Apmaxcia II edxce ne eumacas nonyiapusayii po3nogioeii npo 66UBCMEA PUMCLKUX
2pomaos, siki, UMOGIpHO, He uxoouau 3a mexci Imanii i npakmuyno ne gidobpadicaiucs
6 Oocepenax. Ilpu ybomy cam Aszycm, imogipno, esasxcas, wo nponazanoa copmysaia
HAcmineKu He2amusne cmasienns pumisan 00 Apmaxkcia II, wo ye 0o3eonsno 2osopumu

npo modcaugicme nepemeopenns Beauxoi Bipmenii na pumcoky nposinyito.
Kurouosi cioBa: Aprakciii II, Turpan III, Beauxa Bipmenisi, Pum, Asrycr, Kacciii
Hion, Res gestae divi Augusti, nponaranaa.
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