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Abstract of the thesis Procopius and the Persian Wars’ by Geoffrey Greatrex (Exeter.
College), submitted for the Degree of D. Phil., Hilary Ternm 1994.

This thesis takes as its focus book 1 of Procopius’ Persian Wars in an attempt to
investigate both the events it describes and the way in which they are reported.

A two-fold approach has therefore been employed, on the one hand dealing with the
actual events, and on the other with Procopius’ handling of them compared to that of
other sources. While the first chapter thus considers Procopius himself and the genre
of ‘classicising” history, the second provides the fifth-century background to the events.
Subsequent chapters generally consider the events in question first, before going on to
examine Procopius’ account in detail.

The third chapter investigates Procopius’ information on Sasanian history and the
Hephthalite Huns. which is remarkably detailed. The following chapter considers his
account of the war waged against the Persians under the Emperor Anastasius (502-506),
and concludes that he is offering a very partial account. Chapters five and six consider
the centrepiece of Persian Wars 1. the campaigns of 530 and 531, including Belisarus’
victory at Dara and defeat at Callinicum. Close comparison with the chronicler John
Malalas is undertaken in the case of the latter battle.

Chapter seven analyses Procopius’ excursus into southem Arabian affairs, where he
seems to have had access 1o good geographical and historical information. Chapter eight
considers the final events reported in Persian Wars 1, which, it is argued, were added at
a later stage; his account of the Nika riot in Constantinople is omitted from
consideration, but his final detailed excursus on internal Persian history and his report
on the coup at Dara are examined.

A conclusion is offered at the end, emphasising the general accuracy of Procopius,

particularly concerning events of his own day, and seeking to account for his

selectiveness in the deployment of information.
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PREFACE

In her important book on Procopius. Averil Cameron expressed the view that ‘to assess
the evidential value of Procopius’ work we need if possible to examine the credentials
of every individual passage’; and it is with the latter task that this thesis is concerned.
Further justification for such a detailed analysis may be found in the lack of any such
treatment previously: the only substantial commentary is that of B. Rubin, which
nonetheless offers only 20 columns of Pauly to Wars 1. Other than this there is only a
nineteenth century Russian commentary on Wars 1, and the exiguous - and often
inaccurate - remarks of Veh in his translation of 1970.' Given the mass of Procopius’
works that survives, only a small proportion can be dealt with in the space of one thesis;
and while it had been hoped that both books of the Persian Wars could be covered here,
the wealth of matenial relating to Wars I has meant that this study has had to confine
itself to this work. The opening book of the Wars is a suitable place at which to start
an examination of Procopius’ evidence, however, and there is no reason to suppose that
it was not Procopius himself who divided his work on the Persian wars into two books.?

A two-fold approach has been employed to analyse Procopius’ account. For in order
to understand his technique for reporting events, it is necessary first to examine those
events themselves. Most chapters therefore consist of an analysis of the events with
which Procopius is concerned. followed by a more detailed comparison of his account
with those of other surviving sources. And just as the Persian Wars is a composite work,
incorporating maternal on internal Persian history, the Hephthalite Huns, and southern
Arabia, so of necessity the range of this thesis is also broad. Its chief focus lies in the

eastern frontier of the Roman empire, and the two wars which were fought there early

! A. Cameron, Procopius and the Sixth Century, London 1985, p.136 (henceforth Cameron). Rubin's
commentary - ‘Prokop von Kaisareia’, RE XXIII.1 (1957). cols.273-599 (also published separately,
henceforth PvK); Veh’s - Prokop - Perserkriege (text, tr. and comm.), Munich 1970 (henceforth Veh). The
Russian work is by G. Destunis, Prokopija Kesaristavo Istorija (second edition), St Petersburg, 1880-1891.

2 In Photius’ day, Bibliotheca, ed. and tr. R. Henry, Paris 1959-1977, vol.1. cod.63. the division into
eight books was clearly in place. That a division between Persian Wars 1 and II was evident already in the
sixth century is implied by Evagrius’ separate synopses of these books at IV.12-13 and 25-29 (Ecclesiastical
History, ed. J. Bidez and L. Parmentier, London 1898). Cf. also Proc.'s reference at Wars VIILvi.12 to
book IV of Herodotus. I am grateful to Mr N.G. Wilson for his advice on this point.
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in the sixth century; in the case of the second of these Procopius was an eye-witness to
the events, and his account assumes paramount importance.

In line with the two-fold strategy explained above, two preliminary chapters are
required. The first of these concerns the writer, the genre of history he was writing
(‘classicising history’), and the sources with whom his account is compared. The second
considers relations between Rome and Persia in the fifth century, in order that the
events of the following century may be seen in their appropriate context. This procedure
follows that of Procopius, who explains his motives for writing history at Li, and provides
a few details on the fifth century at Lii. Later chapters also generally follow Procopius’
ordering of material, which can lead to a certain disjointedness. While it is intended that
this work be read alongside Procopius’ work, an effort has been made throughout to
explain what exactly is under discussion, so that it may be understandable without the

need constantly to refer to the text.
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CHAPTER ONE: PROCOPIUS

(a) Procopius and Persian Wars 1

Procopius, ‘a writer who must be accounted the most excellent Greek historian since
Polybius’, was born in Caesarea, Palestine, early in the sixth century. Prior to his
appointment as the assessor of the dux Mesopotamiae Belisarius in 527 it is uncertain
what sort of training he received - whether legal or literary, or perhaps both." It is clear
at any rate that he accompanied Belisarius on his campaigns until 540 and possibly up
to 542. Thenceforth he is believed to have set to work composing his Wars and
Anecdota, which were both completed by 550-551. The latter of these was never
published in his lifetime, and contrasts with much that is said in the Wars; no corrections,
however. are made to what is stated in Wars I, although there is further clanfication of
some points (such as the downfall of John the Cappadocian). The former work, the
Wars or Bella, provided an account of the campaigns fought under Justinian up to this
time - against Persians (books I-II), Vandals (III-IV) and Goths (V-VII). Procopius
continued to write, moreover, and Wars VIII and the De Aedificiis both followed around
the year 554. The final book of the Wars took the history of Justinian's wars up to that
year, while the de Aedificiis. which may have been commissioned by the Emperor,
detailed the lavish building programme initiated by him. Most probably he died not long
afterwards, and should not be identified with the prefect of Constantinople in 562-563.

When Procopius started to compose his Wars is unclear, although it is a not unlikely

hypothesis that he began to take notes on events soon after his appointment to

! The post of assessor and the possibility of a legal background will be considered below. On his
possible connection with the Gaza school and Procopius 1 in the Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire
(henceforth PLRE) volIll. ed. J. Martindale, Cambridge 1992. cf. G. Greatrex. ‘The family of Procopius
of Caesarea’ (forthcoming). The quotation comes from J. Bury. Hisiory of the Later Roman Empire vol.2
(henceforth HLRE 1II), London 1923, p.419.

2 For the most recent account of Proc.’s career, cf. PLRE III. s.v. Procopius 2, which favours not
identifying him with the city prefect, Procopius 3. also Cameron, ch.1. On the (much disputed) question
of the dating of Proc.’s works, cf. now G. Greatrex, ‘The Dates of Procopius’ Works', BMGS 18 (1994),
supporting the traditional view contra R. Scott, ‘Justinian's Coinage and Easter Reforms and the date of
the Secret History’, BMGS 11 (1987). pp.215-221 and M. Whitby, ‘The Sangarius bridge and Procopius’.
JHS 105 (1985), pp.129-148. Cf. also Cameron. pp.134-135 and Rubin. PvK ¢0l.358. on the question of
the actual title of the Bella.

Proc.’s works will be referred to as Wars or Bella. de Aed. and .4necd.. ed. J. Haury, rev. G. Wirth,
Leipzig 1962-4 (four volumes): tr. H. Dewing, Cambridge Mass.. 1914-40 (seven volumes).
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Belisarius’ staff; such a view helps to explain the wealth of detail in the central sections
of Persian Wars 1 (xii-xxii), particularly in his description of the battle of Dara (xui-xiv),
at which Procopius was present in person. At some point, however, a decision was made
to embark on a full-scale history of the wars waged by the Emperor Justinian (1.1),
divided up geographically. The unusualness of this choice, not often noted, should be
underlined. His fifth century ‘classicising’ predecessors, such as Priscus and Malchus,
seem to have preferred the more traditional technique of narrating events in
chronological order, although Olympiodorus’ work was more composite. The only
obvious precedent was the second-century writer Appian, to whom Procopius never
refers. In the final book of the Wars, however, the geographical division was abandoned,
to be replaced by a chronological structure (VIILi.1-2, cp. Anecd. i.1).”

This geographical division is of some importance, in that it is sometimes possible to
observe Procopius’ difficulties in arranging his material: in the case of Wars I there are
the two chapters concerning events at the capital (xxiv-xxv), which were most probably
added on at a later stage. The opening of Wars 111 (the Vandalic Wars), moreover, refers
to the conclusion of the Mnéiko¢ mole po ¢, which is more naturally taken to refer to the
war which ends at Lxxii; for at the end of Wars Il the war against Khusro is continuing,
interrupted only by a precarious truce, and the last section concerns John the
Cappadocian in any case (ILxxx.49-54). Two phases of composition can reasonably then
be postulated, the latter probably falling around the year 546.*

As has been explained in the preface, it is intended in this chapter to discuss the
background to Procopius’ work. First his sources will be examined (section (b)), and
then the other accounts with which he is to be compared (section (c)). His place in the
context of ‘classicising’ historiography will then be considered (section (d)); the chapter

concludes with an examination of Procopius’ own introduction to his work (section (e)).

® For the suggestion that I xii-xxii represent early sketches, cf. Bury, HLRE 11, p.420 n.2. Cameron sees
Proc.’s treatment as annalistic, playing down the geographical division, pp.134-135; on the ‘classicising’
historians, c¢f. R.C. Blockley, The Fragmentary Classicising Historians of the Later Roman Empure
(henceforth FCH), vol.1, Liverpool 1981, pp.30-32 (on Olympiodorus) and 52, 73 and 80-81 on Malchus
and Priscus. Appian is among the sources apparently used by Evagrius (V.24).

‘ Vi ch.8 nn.1 and 27 also on the dating of xxiii-xxvi. For a useful discussion of the dating of the
composition of the wars, cf. J. Haury, ‘Procopiana’ (part 1) in Programm des Konglichen Realgymnastums
Augsburg, 1890/1, pp.4-7.



(b) Procopius’ sources

Compared to a historian such as Evagrius, who usefully provides a complete list of the
various sources available to him (V.24), it is extremely difficult to ascertain whence
Procopius derived his information. Since, however, unlike Evagrius he was writing what
is generally referred to as ‘classicising’ history, it was conventional not to indicate any
sources used, in the manner of Thucydides.® On the positive side, there is little doubt
that for the two main campaigns recounted in Wars I - of 530 and 531 - the historian
himself was present, as also at the abortive attempt to construct a fort at Minduos (xuii.1-
8). It is probable too that he was present in Constantinople during the Nika nots,
although this has not been universally accepted. This still leaves three major areas,
however. First, and most importantly, there is the information on events previous to his
own day, about which Gibbon declared that ‘Procopius is a fabulous writer (for the
events which precede his own memory)’ - an unduly harsh verdict. Second, there is his
material on Persian affairs, much of which refers to a period before his own day; and
lastly there are the passages which refer to events in Justinian’s reign, at which Procopius
could not have been present - such as the battle outside Satala in 530 (xv) or the
embassies to southern Arabia (xx). A table is offered below to illustrated these

categories.’

5 On classicising history, and this characteristic of it, cf. Blockley, FCH vol.1, pp.69 and 90-91; also
Cameron. p.136 and below section (d). On Evagrius and his sources, cf. P. Allen, Evagrius Scholasticus,
the Church Historian, Louvain 1981, pp.6-10; among them Proc. is perhaps the most prominent.
Thucydides, Historiae, ed. H.S. Jones, rev. J.E. Powell, Oxford 1942.

¢ pI_RE 111, s.v. Procopius 2, accepts his presence at Constantinople during the Nika riots, contra, N.J.
Austin, ‘Autobiographv and History: Some Later Roman Historians and their Veracity’ in History and
Historians in Late Antiquaty, edd. B. Croke, and A. Emmett, Sydney 1983.

E. Gibbon, Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (second edition), ed. J. Bury, London 1897-1902, vol.3,
p-479, for the quotation.
References to Proc. without a book number at the front refer to book I of the Persian Wars.



-
Earlier history Persian affairs Events witnessed - | Contemporary ]
by Proc. events
l—
11 111-vi X111-X1v x1.1-30; x1n1; xv
VI-1X x1.31-39 XVi-XViil Xix-XX (save Xix.29-
X xviir.51-56 XXIV 36)
xix.29-36 xxin XXi-XX11
XXV-XXV1
A

In the case of the first category, uncertainty must prevail as to whence Procopius
acquired his information. It is significant that Agathias was unable to find any reference
to the adoption of Theodosius II by the Persian king Yadzgerd before Procopius
(IVxxvi.3-4; Proc. 1i.1-10); nor does any other source report the withdrawal of the
Egyptian frontier to the north by Diocletian (xix.29-36). On the other hand, both Priscus
and Olympiodorus. the latter of whom came from Egypt. refer to events in Egypt in the
fifth century; and since the former of these at least was used by Evagrius (V.24), it is
likely that Procopius made use of such works which no longer survive, at least for his
information on Diocletian. In the case of the preface to the Vandalic Wars 1t 1s generally
held that he made extensive use of Priscus’ work.’

The most important part of the Persian Wars dealing with the period prior to
Procopius’ own day 1s that concerning the Persian War fought under Anastasius (vii-ix).
In this case there are numerous other accounts with which his version may be compared;
it is also possible to gauge how selective he has been in this case, for in other works,
such as Wars Il and De Aedificiis, he recounts further episodes from the war, omitted
from the narrative in Wars 1. A close comparison of Procopius’ version with other
surviving accounts reveals a marked geographical concentration on the city of Amida as
well as a tendency to play down the Roman effort in the war. Such is the similanty

between his account and that of Zachaniah Rhetor concerning the siege of Amida that

7 On Proc.’s use of Priscus for the opening of Wars 111. cf. Cameron. pp.208-209, stressing that he was
not his only source, and noting that Eustathius may have been an intermediary source. Cf. also Blockley,
FCH vol.1, p.115, and J. Haury in his preface o Wars I, pp.vii-xix. on Priscus.

On the difficulty of recovering Proc.’s sources at the start of Wars I, cf. Cameron, p.153. Agathias,
Historiae, ed. R. Kevdell. Berlin 1967.
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a common source might be conjectured: the chronicler Eustathius of Epiphaneia. He
wrote a history in two books, the latter of which ended soon after the capture of Amida
in 503. as well as a separate work concerning the siege of the city; although he was held
in high esteem by both Evagrius and Malalas, scarcely any of his work survives.?

A hink between the first and second categories distinguished above may be found in
the use of oral informants, a practice that also had its root in Thucydides (1.22.3). While
previous written sources had no doubt dealt with Persian history - such as Priscus’
account of the embassy of Constantinus to Peroz in 464-5 (frg.41.3) - the fact that
Procopius continues to recount Persian affairs in detail up to the 540s implies the use
of at least some oral sources. An obvious candidate as the provider of this information
is the younger Kavadh, grandson of king Kavadh, who fled to the Byzantine court around
the year 541 (xxii.23); Procopius’ material on Persian history dries up almost entirely
after this. Another comparable supplier of material may be found in Gourgenes' son
Peranius, who fled to Constantinople during Justin’s reign (xii.11-14). Both he and
Kavadh went on to command units of the Roman army in Italy, where Procopius was
also serving as an aide to Belisarius. Given then that both the historian and the exiles
were sefving at a high level in the Itahan campaigns, there is every reason to suppose
that they will have known one another, and that Procopius could have acquired material
for his work from them.?

There is at any rate no need to suppose that Procopius himself was acquainted with
the Persian language: interpreters were available, and are referred to in his works.
Agathias was to make extensive use of one, Sergius, for his excursus on Sasanian history.
And as has recently been well demonstrated, the frontier was no barrier to information:
the common language, Synac, spoken on both sides of the Roman-Persian border,
provided an obvious vehicle for news on Sasanian affairs, whether or not Procopius

himself knew the language. Details on local matters, such as on the holy man Jacob

® Vi (c) below on Zachariah; ch.4 (c) for a comparison of Proc. and the other sources regarding the
Anastasian War.
On Eustathius, cf. PLRE 11, s.v. Eustathius 10 and E. Jeffreys, ch.7 p.180, in E. Jeffreys (ed.), Stud:es
in John Malalas. Sydney 1990: also P. Allen, *An early epitomator of Josephus: Eustathius of Epiphaneia’.
BZ 81 (1988). pp.1-3; Evagrius 1.19 for his work on the siege of Amida.

® Cf. PLRE 111, s.v. Cavades on Kavadh and v.. ch.8 n.9; also PLRE III. s.v. Peranius. Reference to
fragments in Priscus. Olympiodorus, Eunapius and Malchus are to the edition of R.C. Blockley, FCH vol.2,
Liverpool 1983.
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near Amida (vii.5-11) or the attempt of John to seize Dara (xxvi), could certainly be
acquired from the inhabitants of these places.'®

The final matter requiring investigation among potential sources of Procopius is that
of ‘official” or ‘court” documents. That there were archives stored not only in the
imperial capital but also at the headquarters of the comes Orientis at Antioch is certain.
Procopius’ contemporary Malalas appears to have made extensive use of the latter. while
Menander Protector, writing later in the sixth century, probably used the
Constantinopolitan archives to record the terms of the Romano-Persian treaty of 561/2.
But did Procopius have recourse to such archives ? No categorical answer may be
offered; for, unlike Menander or Evagrius, he nowhere quotes any official documents
verbatim. Given that it was at Constantinople that he worked on his Wars, 1t is prima
facie likely that he took advantage of the records stored there. That being said, in the
case of Wars 1 only a few episodes can with any probability be linked to official archives.
Among these would be the embassy of Eusebius to the Hephthalites (11i.8-22), since such
ambassadors seem to have deposited accounts of their missions in the capital; hkewise,
the digression on southern Arabia (xix-xx) probably stems from the account of an
ambassador, perhaps Julian himself. The mysterious ‘History of the Armenians’,
evidently a written account of some sort, may also have been situated in

Constantinople.”

(c) Other sources

Within this heading a two-fold division may be made: on the one hand sources

contemporary with Procopius, and on the other subsequent accounts, which may derive

10 Cf. Cameron, p.153. opposing the view of Rubin, PvK, c01.326, on his knowledge of Persian. Rubin
builds a better case for a knowledge of Syriac. cols.326-327. On cross-frontier communications, cf. the
important new study of A.D. Lee, Information and Frontiers: Roman Foreign Relations in Late .4ntiquity
(henceforth Lee), Cambridge 1993. pp.49-66, cp. Cameron, p.155.

On interpreters, cf. Lee, p.51 and n.7. Cameron, p.156, on the use of local sources.

It Cameron, p.156, on Proc. using ‘official’ sources for the list of army commanders at viii.1-5. On the
archives in Constantinople, see now Lee, pp.35-40, noting the practice of ambassadors 1o deposit their
accounts. On those of the comes Orentis. cf. B. Croke and E. Jeffreys in Studres in Malalas. pp.9-11, 208.
On the ‘History of the Armenians’. v.z. ch.3 nn.97-98.
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their information at least in part from him. In the former category there are the
important Syriac works of ‘Joshua the Stylite* and ‘Zachariah Rhetor’, bishop of Mitylene;
the Chronographia of Malalas is also a vital source for the early years of Justinian’s reign,
while the Chronicle of Marcellinus comes provides useful. if brief, pieces of information.
In addition. John Lydus’ De Magistratibus, published only a little after Wars 1-VIL
provides some incidental details. In the latter category come the Chronicon Paschale and
the ninth-century chronicle of Theophanes, as well as still later Byzantine chronicles,
such as those of Zonaras and Cedrenus. Falling between these two categories are
traditions independent of Procopius, such as the Armenian ‘Epic Histories’ and the
Iranian Khvaddaynamagh; this Persian royal tradition. surviving only in much later works

(and Agathias). nonetheless reflects earlier accounts, which owe nothing to Procopius.
(1) Contemporary sources

‘Joshua the Stylite’ provides a remarkably detailed account of the Persian war fought
under Anastasius, written from an Edessene perspective. Although the work was most
likely not composed by Joshua, but rather just copied by a monk of this name, there is
no doubt that it was written very soon after the truce which concluded the war in 506.
The author gives a year by year description of events in Mesopotamia from the 490s to
the end of the war. and regards the Persians as the instruments of God’s punishment of
the region. He is clearly well informed about military and political affairs, deriving his
information ‘from meeting with men who served as envoys to the two rulers (Anastasius
and Kavadh)’, as well as eye-witnesses and written texts (§25). The work is preserved
in the chronicle of Pseudo-Dionysius of Tell-Mahré, and appears to be independent of

all the other surviving sources on the war.”

2 On ‘Joshua' (henceforth referred 10 as Joshua). cf. W. Wright. A Short History of Syriac Lierature,
London 1884, p.78. who regards him as the best source on the Anastasian war; also W. Witakowski, The
Syriac Chronicle of Pseudo-Dyonisius of Tel-Mahre: a study in the History of Historiography, Uppsala 1987,
pp-34-36 and A. Palmer, “‘Who wrote the chronicle of Joshua the Stylite ¥, Agypten und Altes Testament
20 (1990) - Lingua Restituta Orientalis - Festgabe fiir Julius Assfalg. edd. R. Schulz and M. Gorg. pp.273-279,
on the confusing debate as to the author of the work. Palmer concludes. p.279, that it was the steward
of a hospice. Stratonicus, mentioned at §42 in The Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite, ed. and tr. W. Wright,
Cambridge 1882 (to be used in conjunction with C.C. Torrey. ‘Notes on the "Chronicle of Joshua the
Stylite™, Hebrew Union College Annual 23.1 (1950/51). pp.439-450). Cf. also Lee. p.110. on Joshua's
reliability.
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‘Pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor’, bishop of Mitylene is a vital source, though yet more complex
than Joshua. It seems that Zachariah, writing under Anastasius, composed (in Greek)
only books III-VI of the work which now bears his name; these cover the years 451-491,
and were much used by Evagrius. But it is with books VII-XII (covering the period 491-
569) that we shall be concerned, which seem to have been compiled in 569: at X114
there is a reference to the year 561, while at XIL.7 to 555 and at L1 and 1.3 to 569. A
number of authorial references to events under Anastasius and Justinian, however, point
to use of earlier sources: at VILS there is a reference to a certain Gadono in the
Anastasian War, known to the author, and he also claims to be acquainted with
Domnicus, who fled from Italy to Constantinople during the Gothic war (IX.18)."
Evidently therefore the Syriac writer who compiled the work in 569 had access not
only to Zachariah but also to other sources, which he used for the later books; among
these may have been the second book of John of Ephesus’ Ecclesiastical History.
Eustathius of Epiphaneia is a likely source for the remarkable detail concerning the siege
of Amida; and if Procopius too had used Eustathius, then the similarity between his
account and that of Zachariah becomes comprehensible. Since the compiler appears to

have made use of earlier sources, his account merits careful consideration.

Joshua may have made use of Greek sources, e.g. Candidus the Isaurian or Eustathius, cf£ N.
Pigulewskaja, ‘Theophanes’ Chronographia and the Syrian Chronicles’, Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen
Byzantinischen Gesellschaft 16 (1967), p.57.

13 On Pseudo-Zachariah (henceforth Zach.), cf. E. Honigmann, ‘Patristic Studies’, Stud; ¢ Testi 172
(1953), XXI, pp.194-204, M.A. Kugener, ‘La compilation historique de Pseudo-Zacharie le théteur’, ROC
5 (1900), pp.201-204 and S.P. Brock, ‘Syriac historical writing: a survey of the main sources’ in Studies in
Syriac Christianity, Aldershot 1992, I, pp-4-S; also the introduction of the translation by Hamilton and
Brooks, The Syriac Chronicle known as that of Zachariah of Mitylene, London 1899, pp.4-5 and P. Allen,
Evagrius, pp.8-9, for Bvagrius’ use of him. Note also the translation by Brooks, Historia Ecclesiastica
Zachariae Rhetori vulgo adscripta [CSCO sex.3. tom.5], Louvain 1924 and the inferior one of K. Ahrens and
G. Kriiger, Die sogennante Kirchengeschichte des Zacharias Rhetor, Leipzig 1899.

¥ Cf PLRE 11, sv. Zacharias (the Rhetor) 4 on his life. Kugener, ‘La compilation’, considered that
the chapters on the Anastasian war were written by a monk of Amida, and that Michael Syrus later
attributed the whole work to Zach., not knowing who indeed who was its author, pp.202-203. C£ also P.
Allen, ‘Zachariah Scholasticus and the Historia Ecclesiastica of Bvagrius Scholasticus’, Journal of
Theological Studies n.5.31 (1980), pp.471-473 and the introduction to the translation of Hamilton and
Brooks, pp.4-7 for a discussion of the compiler’s sources.
Haury, Bella 1, pp.xix-xx, suggests that Eustathius was the source in common of Zach. and Proc. for the
siege of Amida, cf Allen, ‘An early epitomator’, p.3. Note also Allen, ‘Zachariah Scholasticus’, p.472 on
the library of Mare, bishop of Amida, which was probably available to the compiler.
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The Chronographia of Jobn Malalas has been the subject of close study In recent vears;
as a result of this, the reputation of the work has risen considerably. John was born
probably in the reign of Zeno, and from the fact that he is termed rhetor by Evagrius (a
term similar to the Syriac ‘mil’ - Malalas) it is supposed that he had some legal or
rhetorical training. From the wealth of information he provides on the city of Antioch
in particular, as well as the detailed information on military and foreign affairs relating
to the East, access to the records of the comes Orientis has also been inferred. The
debate as 1o the positioning of the end of the first edition of the chronicle need not be
considered here: most likely 1t should be situated in 532, soon after which Malalas
moved to Constantinople.”

While Malalas has little to say concerning the Anastasian War, he offers a very
detailed account of the campaign of 531, culminating in the battle at Callinicum, which
has frequently been contrasted favourably with Procopius’ version of events. While his
information on the events leading up to the battle are invaluable, it should be stressed
that his account may be just as partisan as that of Procopius: among his informants was
probably the magister officiorurn Hermogenes, who will have had his own perspective on
the causes of the Roman defeat. Thus even if Malalas is reflecting official reports which
passed through the office of the comes Orientis, this is no guarantee that his version is

any more trustworthy.’

The Chronicle (and Additamentum) of Marcellinus comes. The Chronicle was initially
published in 518, but was later extended by the author up to 534; a further continuation
to 548 also survives. Marcellinus served as the carncellarius of the future Emperor

Justinian during the reign of Justin, and it has long been observed that his account

¥ On Malalas, cf. Jeffreys, Studies in Malalas; on his life, the debate over the first edifion and the use
of the archives of the comes Orientis, cf. B. Croke, ‘Malalas, the man and his work’ in this volume, pp.3-4,
17-22 and 9-11. The text of Malalas (henceforth Mal.) used is that of B. Niebuhr, Bonn 1831, cf. also the
translation (with comments) by E. and M. Jeffreys and B. Croke, Melbourne 1986.

'* On Malalas’ sources, cf. ch.7 by E. Jeffreys in Studies in Malalas, esp. pp.209-210 on his use of
Hermogenes and on the 531 campaign. Also of importance is his information on diplomatic affairs - both
between Rome and Persia, p.210 and cf. R. Scott, ‘Diplomacy in the sixth century: the evidence of John
Malalas’, in Byzantine Diplomacy edd. J. Shepard and S. Franklin, Aldershot 1992, pp-159-165 (henceforth
‘Diplomacy in the sixth century’) - and on southern Arabia, cf. Jeffreys. op. cit., p-200.

Below, ch.6(e) on the S31 campaign: nn.3 and 92 for assessments of the acounts of Proc. and Mal.
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reflects an official perspective. This is particularly evident in the case of the Nika riot
of January 532, which had occurred so shortly before Marcellinus published his extension
of the work. Although his chronology is not always accurate, such as his placing of the

fall of Amida in 502 (rather than January 503). he can on occasion help to compensate

for Procopius’ failure to date events explicitly."”

The de Magistratibus of John Lydus, a ‘disgruntled civil servant and antiquarian’, contains
a few relevant pieces of information, though mainly on the Nika riot and the activities
of John the Cappdocian. He also was commissioned by Justinian to write a work on his

first Persian War, which has vanished entirely.*
(i) Later sources

The importance of sources subsequent to the sixth century naturally lies in their access
to contemporary sources no longer extant. Sometimes these sources can be pinpointed
accurately, but often not.

The Chronicle of Malalas proved to be a most popular work, and later chroniclers in
the Byzantine period made extensive use of it. Thus John of Nikiu, writing in the late
seventh century, appears to have depended on Malalas considerably, incorporating many
sections of the work into his own text; the Chronicon Paschale, dating from earlier in the
century, also relied heavily on Malalas for the period with which we are concerned. But,

as in the case of the Nika not., the work on occasion preserves material lost from our

'7 On Marcellinus, cf. B. Croke’s D. Phil. thesis (soon to be published), The Chronicle’ of Marcellinus.
Oxford 1978; p.35 on his position as cancellarius (cf. also PLRE I1, s.v. Marcellinus 9), p-327 for his error
on the fall of Amida. On his official stance, cf. R. Scott, ‘Malalas and his contemporaries’ (ch.4) in Studres
in Malalas, p.76. The text of Marcellinus (ed. Th. Mommsen) is in MGH A4 X1, Berlin 1894, pp.60-104.

** On John Lydus, cf. M. Maas, John Lydus and the Roman Past: Antiquarianism and politics in the age
of Justinian, London 1992, p.1 for the quotation; also PLRE II. s.v. Ioannes Lydus 75 for his career. Scott
in Studies in Malalas, pp.72-75, notes similarities between his outlook and that of Malalas,

On his work on the Persian war, cf. De Magistratibus Populi Romani, ed. R. Wuensch, Leipzig 1903,
111.28 on this (all references to Lydus will be to de Mag unless otherwise indicated). All references
henceforth to John Lydus refer to this work, unless otherwise indicated.
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edition of Malalas."

Theophanes made use of a range of sources, including Procopius and Malalas, as well
as others which no longer survive. He provides a few unique items of information
concerning the Anastasian War and the Nika riot, generally acquired from Malalas, and
often gives more precise dates for events than the text of Malalas now available.
Subsequent chroniclers seldom have anything to add to Theophanes and Malalas; among
them may be noted the fourteenth century writer Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, who
composed an ecclesiastical history from the time of Christ to 911, of which the portion
up to 610 survives, and who evidently relied much on Evagrius and earlier church
historians, but also had access to all of Procopius’ works.?

A tradition of chronographies also emerged in Syriac, where later sources such as
Michael the Syrian, Gregory Bar Hebraeus, Pseudo-Dionysius of Tell Mahré and the
Chronicon ad a.c. 1234 pertinens can preserve details from sixth century sources, now lost
or fragmentary. Hence the loss of the second book of John of Ephesus’ Ecclesiastical
History is compensated for slightly by these later works, which also make much use of
Zacharniah. The siege of Amida proved to be a particularly popular story, and accounts
of it - generally differing little from that in Zachariah - can be found in many Syriac
chronicles.?

Consideration must also be given to the Iranian tradition, which is of particular

importance when dealing with Procopius’ information on Persian affairs. The principal

' On John of Nikiu, cf. pp.ii-iv of the translation of R.H. Charles, London 1916.

On the Chronicon Paschale (henceforth CP), cf. the helpful translation and commentary of M. and M.
Whitby, Chronicon Paschale 284-628 AD, Liverpool 1989 (henceforth CPW), pp.ix-xiv on the work and xv-
xxii on its sources (esp. xviii-xix on the fifth-sixth centuries, cp. note B, pp.112-113 on the Nika riot); the
edition used is that of L. Dindorf, Bonn 1832,

2 On Theophanes, cf the useful entry of A. Kazhdan in the Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium
(henceforth ODB) vol.3, p.2063, reviewing the various views as to his sources. On Xanthopulus (as he will
henceforth be referred to), cf. G. Gentz, Die Kirchengeschichte der Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus und
ihre Quellen, Berlin 1966 and ODB, vol.3, p.2207 (A.-M. Talbot). References to Theophanes will be given
by Anno Mundi (A-M.); the texts used are those of C. de Boor, Leipzig 1883 (vol.1) and J. Classen, Bonn
1839. Xanthopulus - in PG 145-147, ed. J.-P. Migne.

? On the Syriac chronicles and their sources, cf. e.g. Witakowski, The Syriac Chronicle of Pseudo-
Dionystus, chs. 3 and 4 (on Pseudo-Dionysius): also Pigulewskaja. ‘Theophanes’ Chronographia’, pp.58-60
(on the use of John of Ephesus) and Brock, ‘Syriac historical writing’, pp.5-6 on John and 7-21 on later
chronicles. Cf. also now The Seventh Century in the West-Syrian Chronicles, 1. and annot. A. Palmer,
Liverpool 1993, ppxxviii-xxxii and 95-104 (on Pseudo-Dionysius and the 1234 chronicle, though for a
slightly later period).
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Sasanian traditions were recorded in the Royal Annals, preserved in the Pahlavi
Khvadaynamagh during the reign of Yadzgerd III (632-651). Both the original version
of this and the translation of it into Arabic by Ibn Moqaffa in the eighth century are lost.
An early version of the annals survives in Agathias’ excursus on Sasanian history.
however, which can be compared fruitfully with the much later Arabic and Persian
texts.” While an analysis of the numerous strands of the Khvaddynamagh is a task far
beyond the scope of the thesis, a few points may be noted here. First, the presence of
multiple versions of events in the Khvaddynamagh is extremely likely, and helps to
explain the diversity of accounts to be found in Noldeke’s translation of Taban (d.923),
Geschichte der Perser und Araber zur Zeit der Sassaniden (Leiden 1879). It has been
observed further that the eleventh century Iranian epic of Firdausi, the Shahnameh, and
the Arabic work of al-Tha‘alibi (d.1038) differ quite considerably from the royal
tradition; thus the Khvaddyndmagh was not the sole preserver of Sasanian history into
later times.”

In a few instances Procopius is in close agreement with at least one of the versions
preserved in Tabari, such as over the last battle of Peroz against the Hephthalites in 484
(iv). But since this battle attracts the attention of so many sources, such as Y.azar
Parpec‘i and Joshua as well as the numerous Iranian traditions, no connection to the

Royal Annals need be inferred for Procopius.”

22 Cf. A. Cameron, ‘Agathias on the Sassanians’, DOP 23-24 (1969-70) henceforth, ‘Sassanians’, pp.111-
113 on this and T. Noldeke, tr. L. Bogdanov, The Iranian National Epic or The Shahnamah. Bombay 1930,
§13 p.24.

2 On the Sasanian tradition, cf. Noldeke. Iranian National Epic, esp. §14, p.25 and §27, p.63, on the
divergence of the Shahnameh and al-Tha'alibi. In general see the introduction to Noldeke, Geschichte der
Araber zur Zeit der Sassaniden (henceforth Tabarr), Christensen, L’Iran sous les Sassanides (second edition).
Copenhagen 1944 (henceforth Christensen or L'Iran), pp.59-74 (where he also discusses the various works
apart from the Khvaddynamagh);, also wdem, Le régne du roi Kawadh et le communisme Mazdakite
(henceforth, Le régne), Copenhagen 1925, pp.22-25 and E. Yarshater, ‘Iranian National History', Cambridge
History of Iran (henceforth CHIr) vol. 3.1, Cambridge 1983, pp.359-364.

2 Below, ch.3 (a), on this battle. On Lazar of. The History of Lazar Parpect. tr. RW. Thomson,
Atlanta, 1991, pp.6-8 and 18-31. his work terminates in 485. after which there is a lacuna in the Armenian
sources for most of the sixth century.
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(d) Procopius and “classicising’ historiography

‘Now war and royal power are agreed to be the greatest of all things in the world": such
are the words which Procopius attributes to the Roman senator Origenes (xxiv.26). They
also help to explain the scope of Procopius’ work, which concentrates chiefly on the first
of these ‘greatest things’. He explains this at the very beginning of the Wars, declaring
his intention to describe Justinian’'s wars against foreign peoples in the east and west
(i.1). A glance through book I of the Persian Wars reveals that Justinian’s wars - in this
case those in the east - indeed form the core of the work: a detailed account of the
campaigns of 530 and 531 is offered, as well as of the negotiations which brought
Justinian’s first Persian War to a close (xiii-xvili; xxi-xxii). But Procopius does not limit
himself to events of his own day. His account starts over a hundred years before
Justinian ascended the throne, in A.D. 408, when Theodosius II became Emperor (i1.1).
The chapters which follow keep to the theme of ‘war and royal power’, but also concern
events before Justinian’s reign. First, the struggles of the Persians against their eastern
neighbours, the Hephthalite Huns, are considered (iti-iv), and then the eventful reign of
the Sasanian king Kavadh I (488-496/7; 498/9-531). Second, an account of the Persian
war waged under Anastasius (502-506) is offered (vii-ix).

Nor does this exhaust all the material to be found in book I. Geographical and
ethnographical excursuses are also offered, such as on the Caspian Gates (x.1-9) and
southern Arabia (xix). At a later stage, moreover, the contents of the book became still
more varied, when chapters were added, not just on Persian history (xxii), but also on
the Nika riots and the career of John the Cappadocian (xxiv-xxv). The last chapter in
the book concerns a coup in Dara, which took place in 537 (xxvi).®

What grounds did Procopius have for covering these events in particular ? A two-fold
answer may be offered here. On the one hand, as he tells us himself, he was well placed
to recount Justinian’s wars, having witnessed so many of them personally in his capacity

as the assessor of the leading general of the day, Belisarius (i.3). He was appointed to

2 On the later dating of xxiii-xxv, cf. ch.8 on.1 and 27. Since xdv-xxv were not only added later, but
also concern events far removed from the Persian frontier, they have not been examined in this thesis; the
Nika riot was dealt with in detail by Bury., ‘The Nika riot’. JHS 17 (1897), pp.97-119; on John the
Cappadocian. cf. Cameron. pp.69-71.
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this post in 527, when Belisarius became dux of Mesopotamia at Dara (x11.24).

As will be noted below, such a position was ideal for a historian. But while there 1s
no doubt as to when Procopius was appointed to this office, it is less clear what exactly
the functions of the assessor were, and what qualifications were required to become one.
A brief consideration of the office is in order. The post is rendered in Greek by two
terms: here Procopius refers to himself as a EvpBoviog (i.3), while at ITLxiv.3 he styles
himself rov avrov [sc. Belioapiov] mapeSpov. Yet although this seems to have been a
post usually assigned to lawyers, Procopius’ services to Belisarius do not obviously point
to a legal background; rather, he appears to have fulfilled the role of an adjutant or staff
officer, with responsibility for administrative matters, such as supplies.”

Now both the Codex Theodosianus and Codex Justinianus refer to assessores, who
emerge as the right-hand men of duces, such as in Justinian’s reorganisation of Africa.
They are also referred to as consiliarii (= mapedpot), and were evidently in the habit of
trying to continue their legal career while simultaneously serving in the provincial
government. In Justinian’s day then assessores were generally former lawyers; but from
an oration of Libanius (Or XXXII1.4-5) it appears that it was not necessary to have legal
training to hold the position.”’” The question as to whether Procopius had trained as
a lawyer is thus not solved by his appointment as an assessor. The weight of evidence,
however, tends to support the view that he had some legal training: Menander’s

excerptor refers to him as a iknyopo¢ (frg.14.2), and the term pnrwp often used of him

% Cf. Wars V1iv.1-4 on his mission from Rome to collect supplies, and PLRE 111, s.v. Procopius 2, for
Proc.’s services to Belisarius. For a case similar to Proc., cf. Justinian, termed the ovpBovio¢ and
mapedpog of Stilicho, who had previously been an advocate in Rome (Zosimus, Historre Nouvelle, ed. and
tr. F. Paschoud, vol.3.1, Paris 1986, V.xxx.4-5) and PLRE II, s.v. Iustinianus 2.

Y 4ssessores in Africa - Codex Justinianus (henceforth C.J.). ed. P. Krueger, eleventh edition, Berlin
1954, 1.27.2.21-36; C.J. 1.51 for restrictions on their powers, esp. 1.51.14 (A.D. 529), cp. Novel 60.2 (537)
in Corpus Juris Civilis vol.3, edd. R. Schoell and W. Kroll (sixth edition) Berlin 1954. Also Codex
Theodosianus (henceforth C.7h.), ed. Th. Mommsen. third edition, Berlin 1962, 6.15.1 on the status of
assessores, who receive the rank of vicarius upon 1etirement. An example of a consiliarius in a literary text
is Caecilius in Ammianus XXVIIL.6.21.

For a full discussion of the post, cf. H.F. Hitzig, Dic Assessoren der Romischen Magistrate und Richter.
Miinchen 1893, pp.168-170, who cites the Libanius passage, as well as the case of Justinian, and lists other
known assessores. Cf. also O. Seeck, RE 1 (1893). s.v. ‘adsessor’, cols.423-426 and Evans, Procopius, p.137
and n.43. Libanius, Opera Omnia, ed. R. Foerster, vol.3, Leipzig. 1906. )
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is used to designate advocates (Anecd. xx.17).8

It 1s worthy of note how the occupant of this position was in an enviable position for
acquiring information for history writing. Hence it is surely significant that not only was
Procopius an assessor, but also most probably his forerunner Priscus: he accompanied
the general Maximinus on his mission to the Huns in 449, then to Isauria, to Damascus
and also to the Thebaid. It has been suggested further that Olympiodorus derived much
of his information on Stilicho from his assessor Justinian.”

Mention of these two fifth-century predecessors of Procopius leads into the second
part of the answer to the question posed above - why Procopius covered the events he
did. For the wider context in which the Wars were written must be also considered, and
the whole genre of ‘classicising’ history, as it is now known. The ‘classicising’ historians
flourished between the fifth century and the early seventh, but in very few cases are their
works preserved in their entirety. In the case of the fifth century ‘classicising’ historians
particularly, what remains of their works is due primarily to their inclusion in the
(surviving) Excerpta compiled in the tenth century at the behest of the Emperor
Constantine Porphyrogenitus.

The fifth century ‘classicising’ historians Priscus and Olympiodorus have been
encountered already; the somewhat earlier Eunapius should also be mentioned, as well
as Malchus of Philadelphia, writing under Anastasius.”® In the sixth century, Procopius’
work seems to have stimulated interest in ‘classicising’ history: Agathias took up where
Procopius left off, and his work was in turn continued by Menander Protector. Finally,

at the end of the tradition comes Theophylact Simocatta, writing early in the seventh

2 f PLRE III, s.v. Procopius 2, ad initium on the matter as to whether he was a diknyopog; also
Evans, Procopius, p.32, Bury, HLRE 1, p.419 n.2, Cameron, p.8, Stein II, p.711 and n.1, all favour the view
that Proc. was a lawyer, contra Haury. Zur Beurteilung, pp.19-20.

® On Priscus, cf. PLRE 11, sv. Priscus 1 and Maximinus 11; on Olympiodorus, cf J.F. Matthews,
‘Olympiodorus of Thebes and the history of the West’, JRS 60 (1970), p.90, cp. Blockley, FCH vol.1, p.34.
Note also that the historians John of Epiphania and Evagrius were both assessores of the Patriarch Gregory
of Antioch; the latter certainly had a legal training, cf. PLRE 111, s.v. Evagrius and Ioannes 162.

% Cf. Blockley, FCH vol.1, p.97, for this point, noting too that the particular book of Excerpta in which
the materialis to be found determines the theme of the fragment - whether (for instance) moralising. from
the Excerpta de Sententiss, or diplomatic, from the Excerpta de Insidis.

3t On Eunapius, cf. Blockley, FCH vol.1, ch.1. On Malchus, ch.4, and cf. also P. Heather, Goths and
Romans 332-489, Oxford 1992, 234-237; Blockley, FCH vol.1, p.72 for the view that he was writing under
Anastasius. On Olympiodorus and Priscus, cf. chs.2-3, op. cut.
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century and dealing with the reign of the Emperor Maurice (582-602).%

The term ‘classicising’ historians alludes partly to the tendency among these writers
not to concern themselves with ecclesiastical affairs, despite their increasing importance
in the period in which they were writing. Instead, they gave prominence to military and
diplomatic affairs. embellishing their accounts with speeches and ethnographical
digressions, in the manner of the classical historians; and by their avoidance of technical
terms as well, they might hope to make their work resemble that of Thucydides or
Herodotus to a great extent.™

But like all labels, that of ‘classicising historians’ must be treated with caution.
Differences of approach certainly existed among the writers to whom this label applied.
and some sought to emulate their classical predecessors more than others. A few
examples may be put forward to illustrate this point. On the matter of chronology, it 1s
generally held that while the classical historians, in particular Thucydides, strove to date
events carefully, this was not the case with their ‘classicising’ imitators. Upon closer
examination, however, the attitude of ‘classicising’ historians can be seen to vary
markedly: on the one hand, Eunapius (frg.1) clearly eschewed chronological precision
deliberaiely, while on the other, it appears that Malchus’ History dealt with events under
the Emperors Leo (457-474) and Zeno (474-491) on a year by year basis.” Again,
while the general tendency among ‘classicising’ historians was 1o ensure that everything
was described in the same grand manner, Menander provides the actual text of the treaty
agreed between Rome and Persia in 561, rather than reworking 1t himself.* And
although “classicising” historians are accused of failing to offer explanations for events,

Theophylact enters into a substantial digression to explain the war which broke out

2 On Agathias, cf. A. Cameron, Agathias, Oxford 1970, pp.30-33. On Menander, Blockley, The History
of Menander the Guardsman, Liverpool 1985, pp.2-3; all references 1o fragments of Menander will be 10
this edition. On Theophylact, M. Whitby, The Emperor Maurice and his Historian, Oxford 1988 (henceforth
Maurice), pp.28-33. Little has survived of other late sixth century classicising historians, such as John of
Epiphania and Theophanes Byzantinus, on whom cf. Whitby. Maurice, pp.222-227 and 243.

3 Cf. Blockley, FCH vol.1, pp.87-92; also p.69 (on Priscus). He rightly stresses that avoidance of
ecclesiastical affairs does not imply that the writers were not themselves Christian, p.88.

 Blockley, FCH vol.1, pp.72-73, on Malchus’ work.

3 Menander, frg.6.1, on which cf. Blockley, Menander, p.17; on the usual grand style of classicising
historians, Blockley. FCH. vol.1. pp.90-91.
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between Rome and Persia under Justin I1.%

Thus while the category of ‘classicising’ historiography is important to an
understanding of Procopius’ work. it incorporates many different strands. Finally, before
considering the preface to the Wars, it is worthwhile briefly to note how strong the
influence of the two major classical historians - Thucydides and Herodotus - was on
Procopius. The theme of Persian Wars in particular gave him a link with Herodotus,
and it is not surprising therefore to find close verbal echoes of him throughout book I,
particularly when dealing with Persian affairs. His debt to Thucydides may be seen, for
instance, in his notice concerning the close of the campaigning season of 530, and the

opening of that of the following year, a procedure which he employed more extensively

in the Gothic Wars.>
(e) Ii

The opening chapter of the Wars has occasioned considerable debate. The obvious debt
of the author to Herodotus and Thucydides has been the focus of attention, and the
preface termed a ‘farrago’ of the two. It is not the brief of this work, however, to give
detailed consideration to Procopius’ literary debts.*®

The opening section of the chapter owes more to Thucydides than Herodotus. For
while Herodotus (I.1) states that he is recording the past in order that great deeds not
be forgotten, it is Thucydides (1.22.4) who adds that the events described might prove

useful in future times; the opening words, moreover, are also a direct reminiscence of

% Blockley, FCH vol.1, p.69, for the lack of analysis of causes; Theophylact Simocatta, Historiae, ed.
C. de Boor, rev. P. Wirth, Stuttgart 1962, IILix, on the causes of Justin II's war. Note also Whitby,
Maurice, pp.41-42, who stresses divergences within the class of ‘classicising’ historians.

3 Echoes of Herodotus in Persian history - v... esp. ch.8 nn.15-16 on xxiii.9: on the dating of the
campaigning season, cf. xvi.10-xvii.1, ch.6 n.68. Cf. also Cameron, pp.36-45, esp. 38-39, on the influence
of Herodotus and Thucydides.

%8 R. Scott, ‘The Classical Tradition in Byzantine historiography' in Byzantium and the Classical
Tradition, edd. M. Mullett and R. Scott, Birmingham 1981, pp.61-74 at p.73 for his notion that Proc. is
‘poking fun at his classical models’ by referring so far back to Ihadic times.

Works on the preface - Studien zu den Proomien in der griechischen und byzantinischen
Geschichtschreibung (vol. 2), H. Lieberich. Miinchen 1900, pp.1-8; C. Padzemnik, Justinian's Men. the
political and cultural milieu of Procopius, John Lydus and their contemporaries, Oxford M. Phil thesis, 1992,

pp.22-25.
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Thucydides’ @ovkv8idn ¢ ‘Abnvaio ¢ Evwéypanpe Tov ToAe pov ... (1.1.1).¥ Later classical
historians elaborated on these sentiments: Diodorus (1.i.3) also invoked the utility of
history, as did Polybius (1.i.2).*

The tone of this first section is obviously optimistic; its composition was placed by
Haury in 546, who contrasts it with the disillusioned tone of the Anecdota. On the other
hand, a link between this preface and the Anecdota may be suggested in connection with
Procopius’ statement at i.5 that he will include the poyfnpa of even those closest to him
in his account. For while there is some criticism of certain generals in the Wars, any
shortcomings of Belisarius receive little treatment in the work; but in the Anecdota, on
the other hand, Procopius specifically states at the end of his preface that he will now
proceed to catalogue the poyfmpa of Belisarius, and then of Justinian and Theodora
(1.10). It might thus be proposed that this reference in the Wars to the poyfnpa has the
Anecdota in mind, and is likely therefore to have been written in or shortly before 550."

Although it has been argued that Procopius is less successful than Thucydides in his
assertion concerning the superiority of his own times, he enjoys a certain advantage over
his illustrious predecessor in regard to his participation in the events described. For
Thucydides studiously notes how careful he has been in obtaining material from
informants (1.22.2-3), whereas Procopius merely states how well placed he was to acquire
information; unfortunately he provides no indication about his procedures when he had
not witnessed an event himself. His claim to be setting forth the truth - éinfeia (i.5) -
is again nothing new, and was taken up again by Agathias (prooem.20), who also stresses

how his work will not be panegyrical.**

% Lieberich, p.1, for a detailed comparison of the Herodotus and Thucydides passages. The parallel
with Thucydides renders Haury's view (Zur Beurteidung, p.26) that Kanoapev ¢ indicates that Proc. was
writing in Caesarea (and not Constantinople) rather unconvincing. since Thucydides too was not writing
his work at Athens, having been expelled in 424 (though he lates returned). Rather, the Kavoaper¢
should be taken - like Thucydides' A@7vaio¢ - as indicating the birthplace of the author, cf. Cameron, p.5.
PLRE 111, sv. Procopius 2, also supposes him to have been writing in Constantinople.

“ padzemnik. p.23 n.29. for these parallels; Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca Historica, edd. F. Vogel, and
C.T. Fischer. 1888-1978, Polybius, Historiae, edd. J. de Foucault and P. Pédech, Paris 1961-. Herodotus,

Historiae (third edition), ed. C. Hude, Oxford 1927.

“* | jeberich, p.6, notes earlier precedents for the insistence by historians that they will not show undue
partiality 1o their friends. e.g. Polybius I.xiv.4-5.

2 Cp. also Diodorus Siculus, Lii.7. who favourably contrasts history with poetry (and law), as noted
by Rubin, PvK col.361.
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Concerning Procopius’ discussion of Homeric archers (i.6-11) scholarly opinion 1s
divided: should it be seen as an entertaining reworking of a classical fopos or as a serious
expression of the author’s admiration for the Roman cavalry of his own day 7 A
definite resolution of this problem is clearly impossible, although Procopius’ sincerty
concerning the skill of the Roman archers is not in doubt. The reference to Iliadic
bowmen becomes less odd if several factors are borne in mind. First, the practice of
archery did need to be defended: not only is it condemned in the fliad, but it is also a
particularly Persian weapon in Herodotus (e.g. VIL226). Furthermore, horse archers
were a relatively recent introduction into the Roman army, and no doubt not to the
liking of some traditionalists. Hence Procopius sought to deflect these critics by
attacking a well known work hostile to archers.”

Of more interest than his review of Homeric bowmen is Procopius’ detailed
description of the mounted archers of his own times (i.12-16). Unfortunately there are
no surviving representations of the Roman cavalrymen here descnbed, although
depictions of Persian horse archers are of some help. The equipment and style of
fighting of the Roman armies of the sixth century differed markedly from those of
previous (and subsequent) periods: the prominence accorded to archery is perhaps the
most major change, since heavy cavalry had become a feature of the Roman army from
the fourth century. The horse-archer here described possesses the long-range
effectiveness of Hunnic warriors, but can fight efficiently at close quarters as well; the
cavalry was of course rather lighter than the clibanarii or cataphracti of previous

centuries, but this had the corresponding advantage of according greater

8 For the former view, cf. Scott, ‘The Classical tradition’, p.73, and Padzemik, p.24. For the latter,
cf Lieberich, p.2, G.T. Dennis, Maurice’s Strategikon, Philadelphia 1988, pp.ix-x, and A.D.H. Bivar,
‘Cavalry equipment and tactics on the Euphrates frontier’, DOP 26 (1972), p.286.

“ Proc. may also have come actoss works specifically concerned with Homeric archers, such as that
of Neoteles. noted by Porphyrius, Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum ad lliadem pertinentium reliquias.
ed. H. Schrader, fasc.1, Leipzig 1880, p.123, cf C. Wendel in RE' XV1 (1935), col.2477, s.v. ‘Neoteles’,

Neoteles' dates are uncertain. '
On the recent development of horse archers, cf. J.W. Eadie, ‘The development of Roman mailed

cavalry’, JRS 57 (1967). p.166.
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manoeuvrability.*

The equipment described by Procopius is in general agreement with the Strategikon
assigned to Maurice, although Avar influence had clearly led to developments in the
intervening half century between the two works.* The strength of the Roman armour
is attested by the relative frequency of wounds to the few areas which remained
unprotected, such as the eyes and neck; it appears likely that the armour referred to
here is mail, though other types were certainly in use.” Some dispute has been
occasioned by the mention of an éomi¢ at 1.13: it is clear, however, that what is being

described is a type of shield, strapped to the upper arm, which served to defend the face

and neck. An example of such an item is pictured on a Sasanian bowl.**

Procopius’ account of the Roman cavalrymen focuses particularly on the dexterity of

the niders and the power of their shots; their prominent role in the wars under Justinian

* On the cavalryman described by Proc..1.12-15, cf. Dennis, Maurice’s Strategikon, pp.ix-x, J.F. Haldon,
‘Some Aspects of Byzantine Military Technology from the Sixth to the Tenth Centuries’, BMGS 1 (1975)
(henceforth Haldon), pp.12-25, and Bivar, ‘Cavalry Equipment’, R. Grosse, Romische Militirgeschichte von
Gallienus biz zum Beginn der byzantinischen Themenverfassung, Berlin 1920 (henceforth Grosse), pp.314-315
(who sees the preface as having an apologetic element as well as a panegyrical). The prominence of the
bow is generally attributed to Hun influence. cf Bivar, p.282. For a representation of Khusro II firing a
bow, cf. plates 17 and 23 in Bivar’s article; Haldon, p.19, notes the absence of any armour for the horse,
which the heavier cataphracts had possessed. Agathias offers a much briefer description of Roman cavalry
equipment at Il.viii.1. The stirrup, it should be noted, had yet to be developed in Europe - Bivar, p.286
and A. Cutler and E. McGeer in ODB vol.3, p.1958.

‘ On the Strategikon, its author and its date of composition (probably the 590s), cf. Dennis, Maurice's
Strategikon, pp.xv-xviii; also Whitby, Maurice. p.13.

¥ T.G. Kolias, Byzantinische Waffen, Vienna 1988, p.221, makes the point regarding the strength of the
Roman armour; Trajan (Wars V1.v.24-7) sustained such a wound (io the forehead). Das Strategikon des
Maurikios, ed. G.T. Dennis, tr. E. Gamillscheg, Vienna 1981, 1.2 (pp.76-78), on the hooded coats of mail
worn by the cavalry, which it states extended down to the ankles - surely referring to a heavier type of
cavalry than that here depicted. Haldon, p.13, specifies three types of armour in use in the sixth century -
scale (and its sub-types), laminated and mail. On the mail armour and for a synthesis of the various
sources on the sixth century horse-archers, cf. idem, pp.18-19, p.21 on the influence of the Avars. The
Iept Srparmyiac in Three Byzantine Military Treatises, ed. and tr. G.T. Dennis, Washington 1985, has little
to add regarding cavalry equipment, though it also recommends armour for the horses in the front line
at §17.

On the quiver carried, cf. Haldon, p.21 and n.52.

‘¢ Haldon and Kolias disagree, but largely over semantics - as to whether such an object can be termed
an &omwi¢, cf. Haldon, p.18 and n.33 and Kolias, p.122 and n.179 for his (unconvincing) counter-argument.
Cf. the sensible description of J.C. Coulston, ‘Roman, Parthian and Sassanid tactical developments’,
Defence of the Roman and Byzantine East (henceforth DRBE), edd. P. Freeman and D. Kennedy, Oxford
1986, p.67. For the Sasanian illustration, cf. the picture of Khusro II in Bivar, ‘Cavalry Equipment’, plate
23, where some sort of small circular shield can be detected behind Khusro’s head (Pl. 6.1, p.64 in

Coulston).
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testifies to their effectiveness in the field of battle. Against the Goths, on the one hand,
they were remarkably deadly: hence Belisarius laughs in scorn at the advancing ranks of
Goths at the opening of the siege of Rome (Wars V.xxii.2-7). In the battle which
marked the demise of the Vandalic kingdom in Africa, the infantry was not even present;
but in the East, on the other hand, the Persians possessed horse-archers of their own.
This 1s clarified at xviii.32-33 at the battle of Callinicum (531), during which most of the
day was taken up in an exchange of missiles: Procopius here asserts that the Persians
fired more frequently than the Romans, but with less force. The Strategikon also notes
that the Persians employ archery - both their infantry and their cavalry - as well as
distinguishing a Roman and a Persian method of shooting.” Much stress was laid upon
effective archery in the sixth century, as is evident from the military manuals of the time
- not only the Strategikon (1.1), but also Urbicius’ short work from the start of the
century as well as the anonymous Ilept To€eia¢. The last of these distinguishes three
methods of firing: some draw the string with the middle three fingers, others with just
two, while others still employ the thumb and forefinger. It considers this last method
to be the most powerful, although all three should be learnt by soldiers, in order that
they can vary the fingers they use.”

The usefulness of the horse-archer in being able to fire off his missiles i pursuit and
flight is also noted by the Ilept Tofeta¢ (I.1). Drawing the string back to the ear was
the most powerful method of firing known: three gradations of power were generally
distinguished. The first of these was that mentioned at 1.11, and involved only drawing

the string back to the breast; more effective was to pull it back to the neck, and the most

* 1.1 (p.74, ed. Dennis) on training the Roman soldiers to shoot rapidly on foot in the Roman or
Persian manner and n.2 (p.11. tr. Dennis) for the distinction between the two; that this difference is not
a contrivance of Roman writers is proved by representations of Persian bowmen in Sassanian art. The
‘Roman’ or Hunnic manner of shooting was only re-introduced by the Muslims, cf. Bivar, ‘Cavalry
Equipment’, pp.284-285 and n.52 on evidence in Sasanian art.

The Strategikon too, it should be noted, remarks on the Persian ability to shoot more rapidly, but less
strongly - XI.1, p.354 (ed. Dennis): v.r. also ch.6, text to n.99.

50 Urbicius - OvpBikiov emirndevpa. in H. Mihaescu (ed.), Arta Militara, Bucharest 1970, pp.368-372;
Ieps Tokesag - ed. and tr. O. Schissel von Fleschenberg, ‘Spatantike Anleitung zum BogenschieBen’,
Wiener Studien 59 (1941). pp.110-124, Wiener Studien 60 (1942). pp.43-70, also at the end of the Tlep
Stparnyiag in Three Byzantine Military Treatises, pp-128-135. On the latter two works, probably to be
attributed to the sixth-century Syrianus Magister, cf. C. Zuckermann. ‘The military compendium of
Syrianus Magister’, JOB 40 (1990), pp.209 and 224. On the different methods of firing. cf. Ileps

Srparmpa¢ [44]. p.128 (Dennis).
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powerful was to stretch it right back to the ear. For all that their finger-combination
may not have produced such a strong shot as the Romans, the Persians were at any rate
also in the habit of drawing the string back to the ear, as is clear from artistic
evidence.”!

The suspicion arises then that Procopius has overemphasised the prowess of the
Roman archers. For Ammianus (XXIV.2.13) notably lays stress on the penetration of
Persian arrows in direct contradiction of Procopius (i.11), while Theophylact (1.xii.5) also
pays tribute to Persian skill with the bow, viewing it as their weapon par excellence. It
is possible, however, that the Roman armour in the sixth century was better adapted to
protect against Persian archery.’* No doubt the penetration of the Roman archers, so
praised by Procopius, varied depending on the range: Belisarius was able to kill two
Gothic leaders in armour at the outset of the siege of Rome, it 1s true, but by hitting
them in the neck (Wars V.xxii.4-6). The Persian missiles, on the other hand, (I.xviii.33)
are said to bounce off Roman armour and to inflict little damage, whereas the Roman
bows are again here praised for their greater effectiveness (xviii.34); despite this, it may
be noted, they did not bring victory to the Romans at Callinicum.

Procdpius finally returns to his theme (i.16) - to counter the opinions of those who
hold ancient times in such high esteem, and relate the remarkable deeds of his own day.
He does so in a spirit of enthusiasm for ‘modern improvements’ - émrexvnoe ¢. which
need not be in contrast to the writer’s well- known conservatism: hence at v.1 Kavadh
is portrayed as an innovator, as is his son Kavadh at xxiii.1, not to mention Justinian in
the Anecdota (e.g. vi.21). In this case, however, it is a fechnical innovation that 1s in

question; and it is clear throughout Procopius’ writings that he was interested in the

51 The three distinctions are made in the Tlep: Toleia¢ [44] (Dennis, p.128). as von Fleschenberg
notes, p.56, the three-fold distinction may well go back 1o Neoteles.
Kolias, p.234 on the Persians also pulling the string back to the ear; q.v. n.49 for a representation of
Khusro II doing this; another may be found mm O. Maenchen-Helfen, The World of the Huns, Berkeley-Los
Angeles-London 1973 (henceforth Maenchen-Helfen) fig.8, p.230.

$2 Kolias makes the suggestion concerning the quality of the Byzantine armour when trying to reconcile
Proc. and Ammianus. H. Delbriick, History of the Art of War, vol.2 - The Germans, 1. W.J. Renfroe,
Westport-London 1980, pp.346-347 rejects Proc’s assertions here outright, but cf. W. Kaegi. ‘Procopius
the Military Historian’, Byzantinische Forschungen 15 (1990), p.72, and V. Chapot, La frontiére de
I'Euphrate de Pompée & la conquéte Arabe, Panis 1907 (henceforth Chapot). pp.141-142 for a more

moderate scepticism. o
Ammianus Marcellinus. Rerum gestarum librt quae supersunt, ed. W. Sevfarth, Leipzig 1978.
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invention of new weapons and devices. Hence his interest in the Sabir Huns building
a new type of battering-ram for the Romans at Wars VIII.xi.27-31, and his contempt of

the Goths for their (rather Iliadic) infantry archers at V.xxvii.27-29.%

53 Cf. Padzernik. p.98, who considers Proc.’s enthusiasm for technological progress surprising in the
light of his general conservatism; but political conservatism has never been a bar to a positive attitude to
technological developments, cf. Kaegi, ‘Procopius as a Military Historian', pp.72-73, on Proc.'s interest in
such matters. On Proc.’s conservatism. cf. T.F. Camey, Bureaucracy in Traditional Society - Romano-
Byzantine Bureaucracies viewed from within, Kansas 1971, part 2. pp.163-176 and Cameron, p.247.



CHAPTER TWO: PROCOPIUS AND THE FIFTH CENTURY

(a) Roman - Persian relations, 408-518

Procopius’ account of events in the East up to the reign of Justinian is remarkably
selective: one chapter alone covers over fifty years (Lii), while two chapters are spent
dealing with Peroz’s wars against the Hephthalites (iii-iv), and a further two on Kavadh’s
adventures in securing his throne (v-vi). The following three chapters (vii-ix) are
devoted to the war waged between the two sides under Anastasius (502-6), although two
of these deal almost exclusively with events at Amida. Finally he describes the erection
of fortifications at Dara and Theodosiopolis and Anastasius’ refusal to take over control
of the Caspian Gates (x).

In order to understand both what Procopius includes and what he omits, it is necessary
to devote some space to a consideration of events in the East in this period. An
exhaustive discussion, however, is impossible here, and perhaps no longer a requirement
in the light of recent work on this subject.! Despite the detailed treatment accorded to
this period by modermn scholars, consensus has not been reached as to how to interpret
relations between the two powers. On the one hand, there are those who would view
the Romans as operating a principle of opportunistic belligerence, seizing on any sign
of Persian weakness as a chance to escape from treaty obligations.” A convincing case

has been presented to challenge this view, on the other hand, which casts doubt on the

! Cf. esp. R.C. Blockley, East Roman Foreign Policy (henceforth ERFP), Leeds 1992, and K. Synelli,
Oi Simhw parike ¢ Syéoei ¢ Bvlavtiov kai Ilepoia¢ éw ¢ Tov o1’ aidva, Athens 1986; also Whitby, Maurice,
pp-200-208, for an excellent overview of Roman-Persian relations up to the late sixth century. For a
similarly concise and useful account, but from a Sasanian perspective, cf. J.D. Howard-Johnston, ‘The
Great Powers of Late Antiquity: a Comparisow’, Late Antiquity and Early Islam, Third Workshop (1992)
(forthcoming).

? As argued by B.Isaac, The Limits of Empire (1evised edition), Oxford 1992, (henceforth Isaac) esp.
Pp-265-266, 425 (though more with reference to the fourth century and earlier) and Z. Rubin, ‘Diplomacy
and War in the relations between Byzantium and the Sassanids in the fifth century A.D., The Defence of
the Roman and Byzantine East, edd. P. Freeman and D. Kennedy, Oxford 1986 (henceforth DRBE),
pp.677-695 and (more fully) in ‘The Mediterranean and the Dilemma of the Roman Empire in Late
Antiquity’, Mediterranean Historical Review 1.1 (1986), pp.13-62. Rubin views the Romans as constantly
struggling to free themselves from the payments they owed, which the stronger Persians were generally
able to prevent; cf. K. Hannestad, ‘Les relations de Byzance avec la Transcaucasie et I'Asie centrale aux
Se et 6e siécles’, Byzantion 25-7 (1955-7), p.454, who also (oddly) sees the Romans as both the more
aggressive and the weaker side.
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existence of any such obligations to the Persians, but notes their willingness nonetheless
to make ex gratia payments when pressed.’> The focus of this dispute was the Caspian
Gates (the Dariel Pass across the Caucasus), which had featured in negotiations from
the fourth century.* While a detailed discussion of the Gates will be provided later, this
account will tend to follow the second of the two views presented above.

Controversy still also surrounds the story of Yadzgerd I's adoption of the young
Theodosius II, although the trend now seems to favour Procopius’ account.” Whether
or not the adoption is accepted, there can be little doubt that relations between the two
powers were at a zenith in the opening phase of Theodosius’ reign: Socrates and
Sozomen speak of a treaty being made in 408/9, while a piece of legislation from
precisely these years also attests to co-operation on the border (C.J. IV.63.4).° By the
end of the reign of Yadzgerd I (399-420), however, the situation had worsened: the more
hard-line Pulcheria had replaced Anthemius as the leading figure at the imperial court,
while the excessive zeal of some Christians in the Persian Empire gave rise to renewed
persecution at the close of Yadzgerd's reign. When in 420 Theodosius refused to return
Christian refugees to the Persians, hostilities soon broke out; evidence of the
deterioration in relations can be found in an imperial rescript ordering property-holders

along most of the eastern frontier to fortify their estates (C.J. VIIL10.10).”

3 As argued by Blockley, ‘Subsidies and Diplomacy: Rome and Persia in late antiquity’, Phoenx 39
(1985), pp.62-74, and also in ERFP, e.g. p.138. Synelli, while believing that an agreement was made over
payments between 408 and 413 (p.110), does not attribute to the Romans the belligerent attitude of Isaac
and Rubin. Lee, pp.21-25, rightly draws attention to the suspicions felt by each side.

* John Lydus, I11.52-53, Blockley, ‘Subsidies and Diplomacy’, p.66 and Synelli, pp.99-120.

3 Vide infra (b) for a detailed discussion of the details of the adoption; Blockley, ERFP, is inclined to
accept it, so also P. Pieler, ‘L’aspect politique et juridique de l'adoption de Chosroés proposée par les
Perses a Justin’, Revue International des droits de lantiquité, 3éme série, 19 (1972), pp.408-420, albeit in
a loose sense; cf. also Cameron, ‘Sassanians’, p.149, for a conspectus of modern views, while tending
towards a limited acceptance of the story.

¢ Socrates, Church History, ed. R. Hussey, Oxford 1883, vol.2, VI1.8; Sozomen, Kirchengeschichte, edd.
J. Bidez and G.C. Hansen, Berlin 1960, IX 4.

Blockley, ERFP, p.54 (where oriental evidence for the good relations is also noted), Synelli, p.22, though
(p.63) she wishes to place the one hundred year peace of Sozomen in 422, rather than 408; she also
(pp-92-94) argues for an earlier treaty between the two sides, ¢.400, which was organised by Anthemius
on an embassy to Persia, cp. Blockley, ERFP, p.48, where he also considers C.J. IV.63.4. The piece of
legislation is translated and discussed by Isaac, p.407, and Synelli, pp.89-94.

7 On the ascendancy of Pulcheria and her role in the war, cf. Synelli, p.57 and K. Holum, Theodosian
Empresses, Berkeley 1982, pp.97-102.
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A few incidents on the border served to bring matters to a head, and in 421
Ardaburius, a magister militum praesentalis, was despatched to the East, where he
invaded Arzanene by way of Armenia. At the same time it seems that another Roman
commander, Anatolius, was operating in Armenia, probably seeing to the fortification
of Theodosiopolis. Ardaburius carried all before him, thwarting Mihr-Narseh’s attempt
to ravage Mesopotamia and laying siege to the Persians in Nisibis. The conflict then
escalated, however, as Theodosius transferred further troops to the East, while
Yadzgerd’s successor Bahram V (420-439) took the field in person, supported by a large
contingent of Arab allies. He drove the Romans from Nisibis, though the Arabs failed
in their bid to capture Antioch. Bahram then went on to besiege the Romans in
Theodosiopolis, which more probably refers to the Armenian city of that name than to
the Mesopotamian. Negotiations followed in 422, although a further defeat of the
Persians was required before peace terms were agreed. These left the position in the
East unchanged, and the persecution of Christians ceased. A clause was added that
neither side was to accept the defection of the other’s allies, however, probably on
account of the defection of an Arab chieftain, Aspebetus, to the Roman side in the
course of the war.®

The rest of the century saw no further warfare between the two sides: the ‘war’ of 441
seems to have amounted to no more than a Persian incursion, swiftly deflected by
Roman gold. Diplomatic contacts were dominated by the issue of Roman payments,
usually linked to the defence of the Caspian Gates. The impression given by the
repeated Persian demands for money is one of relative weakness: Yadzgerd II (439-457)
and Peroz (459-484) were forced to spend much of their reigns campaigning against first
the Kidarite, then the Hephthalite, Huns. The Romans were little better off, however,
facing both the Vandals and the Huns; but by the end of the century they were probably

8 On the course of this war, ¢f. Blockley, ERFP, pp.56-60, Synelli, pp.51-64, p.64 on the peace terms
(cp. K. Holum, ‘Pulcheria’s Crusade, 421-2’, GRBS 18 (1977), pp.170-171); for further references and a
detailed account, cf. 1. Shahid, Byzantium and the Arabs in the Fifth Century, Washington 1989, (henceforth
BAFIC), pp.26-38 and G. Greatrex ‘The Two Fifth Century Wars between Rome and Persia’, Florilegium
(forthcoming). On Theodosiopolis, cf e.g. Blockley, ERFP, n.31 p.200 (favouring Mesopotamian
Theodosiopolis (Resaina)) and A. Demandt, Die Spatantike - Romische Geschichte von Diocletian bis
Justinian, Munich 1989 (favouring Armenian Theodosiopolis) and v.i n.10.

On Aspebetus, cf. PLRE 1II, s.v. Aspebetus qui et Petrus and Shahid, BAFIC, pp.40-47.
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points to continuing distrust between the two sides.”® And while the principal
battleground of the two powers remained in Mesopotamia until the 5405, the issues over
which they fought generally had little to do with the area; moreover, the balance of
power which reigned there throughout the fifth century, combined with the generally
pacific attitude of the two empires added to regional stability. It is thus unsurprising
that no changes were made to the frontier in Mesopotamia throughout the fifth and sixth
centuries.!

In 441 Yadzgerd II had succeeded in extracting money from the hard-pressed
Theodosius: Anatolius had handed over considerable sums when the king launched his
invasion of Roman lands. Subsequent Persian requests, not backed up with military
might. met with more mixed fortunes. Initially the Romans appear to have been willing
to co-operate with Persian demands: so Marcian not only failed to give any support to
the Armenian revolt of 451, but is also said to have ransomed Peroz from captivity
among the Hephthalites.”? Leo and Zeno, on the other hand, displayed a more
ambiguous policy towards the demands: Priscus tells of several Persian missions to

Constantinople, aimed at securing Roman contributions for the Caspian Gates, but his

12 On the partitioning of Armenia, cf. Synelli, p.45, Blockley, ‘The Division of Armenia between the
Romans and the Persians ’, Historia 36 (1987), pp.222-234 and ERFP, pp.42-43. Removal of Ardashir III
by the Persians - ERFP, p.60, Thomson, Z.azar, p.11, and R. Grousset, Histoire de I'Arménie, Paris 1947,
pp.182-184. On Theodosiopolis, Greatrex, ‘The Two Fifth Century Wars’, for a discussion of the date of
its foundation - quite probably in 420 - leading to a clause in the peace-terms of 422 (or possibly 441)
barring the construction of further forts along the border, cf. Blockley, ERFP, p.57.

1t Cf, Whitby, Maurice, p.197 on the static nature of the frontier from 363; also Isaac, p.267 on the
hardening of the Mesopotamian front in the sixth century and the importance of the passes across the
Caucasus then.

12 Maris, Amri et Slibae, De patriarchis Nestorianorum, tr. H. Gismondi, volume t, Rome 1899
(henceforth Mari), p.35, on Marcian ransoming Peroz, adding that Marcian cited the precedent of
Yadzgerd I's help to Arcadius, and sent off a dux to ransom the king: of course the chronology is
impossible - if the report is credited, it must be placed under Leo or Zeno, since only Peroz - not
Yadzgerd II - is known 1o have needed ransoming; cp. Blockley, ERFP, p.68, on a notice in Jordanes on
a peace with the Persians under Marcian.

An inscription at the Derbent pass apparently attests Marcian’s assistance in the construction of
fortifications there, although doubts have been expressed regarding the trustworthiness of this evidence -
J. Marquart, ‘Erangihr nach der Geographie des Ps. Moses Xorenac'i’ Abhandlungen der koniglichen
Geselischaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, Phil.-Hust. Klasse, N.F., Band I1I, no.2, Berlin 1901 (henceforth
Eransahr), p.105, doubted by Braund (p.584 and n.14).
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account strongly implies that no money was forthcoming.” The oriental sources, on the
other hand, report that Peroz did succeed in extracting money on occasion: Joshua the
Stylite (§§8-10) makes this assertion, adding that there existed a treaty between the two
sides which allowed either side to claim men or resources from the other in case of
need."

In both Persia and the Roman Empire considerable turmoil prevailed in the 460s and
470s: Peroz had to contend first with a famine, followed by campaigns against the
Kidarites, and finally the more powerful Hephthalites. Leo, on the other hand, faced
the problem of dealing with the refractory Lazic king Gobazes, and was fortunate that
the Persians were unable to intervene in the conflict in Lazica; in any case, at some point
after 467 the region defected to the Persian cause, not to be recovered until the reign
of Justin I. The failure of the expedition to North Africa in 468, while a grave setback
for Leo, was not exploited by the Persians, for Peroz by this point was involved in a war
against new foes, the redoubtable Hephthalite Huns."

Peroz’s difficulties were compounded by instability in the Transcaucasus: during the
civil war, in which he ousted his brother, Hormizd III (457-459), the Albanian king
Vaché revolted as a result of Yadzgerd’s intolerance towards Christianity. He tumed
to allies north of the Caucasus for help, opening the Derbent pass to them; but the
Persians, their appeals to Vaché having proved unsuccessful, responded by letting mn

some Huns through the Dariel pass, thereby bringing about the submission of the

13 Cf. Blockley, ERFP, pp.74-75 and n.32, whese he notes that others consider that Leo did pay up (e.g.
Synelli, pp.111-112, Z. Rubin, ‘Dilemma’, p.40): Priscus, frgs. 31, 41, 47, 51 for these dealings.

4 Cp. Mal. pp.449-450, who also alludes to a such a treaty; Mari, p.36, refers to Leo and Peroz making
peace (cf. ERFP, n.32 to p.75), apparently relatively early in Peroz’s reign. Synelli, unlike Blockley, firmly
believes in the existence of this treaty, pp.109-111, dating it to 408/13; Peroz’s request for either money
or men, reported at Priscus frg.47, may lend some support to this view, although the arrangement will
doubtless have been a loose one in any case.

15 On the famine in Persia, cf. Christensen, p.290 and R.N. Frye, The History of Ancient Iran, Munich
1984 (henceforth Frye), p-322, from Noldeke, Tabari, pp.118-119. On Gobazes and Lazica, cf. Priscus, frgs.
33, 44, 51 and Blockley, ERFP, pp.73-75; also Braund (pp.584-588), who stresses. Persian unwillingness to
give any support to the Lazi. Note at frg. 33.1 the care taken by the Romans not to traverse Persian
territory on their way to Lazica. V.i chapter 3 on Peroz’s campaigns in the East.
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Albanians around 463/4.° Only a few years later, perhaps taking advantage of the
weak Persian grip on the area, the Saraguri broke through thé Caucasus (c.467).
Furthermore, although an Armenian revolt in the 470s was put down, when the Iberian
king Vakht‘ang Gorgasal murdered the Persian bdeaskh in 482, rebellion soon revived
in neighbouring Armenia. Peroz’s intolerant attitude towards the Christians of this
region late in his reign was probably the principal cause of these rebellions, combined
with the evident difficulties faced by the Sasanian kingdom; although no official Roman
assistance was given, it has been argued convincingly that the Armenians did receive aid
from their compatriots across the border. This last major Armenian uprising was never
suppressed, on account of Peroz’s overwhelming defeat against the Hephthalites in 484:
his successor, Balash (484-488), was forced to come to terms with the rebels.”

A more serious breach of the treaty agreed in the aftermath of the 421-2 war took
place in 474, when Leo accepted a certain Amorcesus (Imru’ al-Qays) as phylarch of the
Saracens in the region of Iotabe, at the mouth of the Gulf of Aqaba; for he had
previously been an ally of the Persians, and consequently his defection should have been
rejected by the Romans.”

From the 480s the situation becomes considerably clearer: the overwhelming defeat
of Peroz at the hands of the Hephthalites in 484 had a huge impact on contemporaries,
and Joshua the Stylite’s detailed account compensates for the absence of any major
Armenian source after Lazar. With Persian power at an unprecedented low ebb, Zeno’s

attitude to requests for money hardened; and it seems that none was forthcoming,

16 Elishé provides the details concerning this war, tr. Thomson, pp.241-243 [197-199], cp. Movses
Dasxuranci, History of the Caucasian Albanians, t1. CJ.F. Dowsett, London 1961, ch.10, pp.9-10, with
Thomson’s notes ad loc. on the ‘Massagetae’ allies of the Albanians (Armenian Mask‘ut’k) and N.
Garsoian, The Epic Histories attributed to P'awstos Buzand (Buzandaran Patmut'iwnk’) (henceforth Epic
Histories), Cambridge Mass. 1989, pp-389-390.

V7 On the Saraguri raid, cf. Priscus frg. 47, dated by Blockley, FCH 1, p.121. On the revolts, cf. ERFP,
pp.83-84 (also noting internal unrest in the Roman empire under Zeno), Thomson, £azar, pp.15-18, C.
Toumanoff, ‘Armenia and Georgia’ in the Cambridge Medieval History (henceforth CMH) vol1V, ed. J M.
Hussey, Cambridge 1966-7, pp.600-601, Marquan, Eransahr, pp.96-99, Grousset, pp.216-226 (probably the
most detailed account), Frye, pp-321-322. On outside aid for the Armenians, cf. Grousset, p.226, and note
Fazarus’ reference, tr. Thomson, p.165 [113], to the help which Leo agreed to send (but which never
materialised).

Peroz’s suspicions of the Christians can only have been heightened by the letter of the catholicos Babowi
to Zeno, intercepted in 483/4, cf. ERFP, p.84 and Grousset, p.214 from Mari, p.37.

18 of Malchus, frg.1, ERFP, p.78, Stein I, pp.357-358 and v.i ch.7 n.31.
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despite insistent demands, until the end of the Anastasian War. As Joshua notes (§§17-
18), Zeno had problems of his own in suppressing the revolt llus and Leontius; so an
expedient to refuse payment was thought up by the Emperor, in the form of a claim that
the city of Nisibis was due to be returned to Roman rule 120 years after its surrender
to the Persians in 363. Little credence is now given to this claim, which was employed
nonetheless by both Zeno and Anastasius. The correspondence of Barsauma of Nisibis
conspicuously omits any reference to such an agreement, while also providing an
interesting view of continuing co-operation between Romans and Persians in the
Mesopotamian marchlands at this time (c.485).”

During the brief reign of Balash the Persians were able to bring the Armenian revolt
to an end: Peroz’s persecutions were terminated, and religious freedom granted. The
Persian marzban stationed in Persarmenia was removed, and replaced by Vahan
Mamikonean; Ibenia too seems to have enjoyed a measure of autonomy.” But no such
solution was found to deal with the victorious Hephthalites, who appear to have exacted
tribute from the Persians until the 540s: hence Balash turned to Zeno for financial help
upon finding his treasury exhausted (Joshua §18). Having failed to retrieve Peroz’s
defeat, Balash was soon ousted by the nobility in favour of his nephew Kavadh (488-
496/7; 498/9-531).* In the first phase of his reign, however, Kavadh had no more

19 FRFP, p.84 on Barsauma; for the letter, Synodicon Orientale, ed. and tr. J-B. Chabot, Paris 1902,
ep.2, pp-532-534. On the alleged agreement over Nisibis, cf. ERFP, p.84, Synelli, pp.71-72, who notes that
while Rubin and Bury are inclined to accept the Roman claim, Stein is not, cp. also the judgement of E.K.
Chrysos, ‘Some Aspects of Roman-Persian legal relations’, Kleronomia 8 (1976), p.31; C.D. Gordon,
‘Subsidies in Roman imperial defence’, Phoenix 3 (1949), p.66, seems to accept the claim, and notes the
cessation of Roman payments in 483. Whitby, Maurice, pp.206-207, is rightly sceptical, and connects the
claim with the cessation of Roman payments; E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, vol.2 (henceforth Stein IT)
Paris 1949, p.64, also sees 483 as the cut-off point.

Chrysos suggests (p.31) that the story was invented by those who had been expelled from Nisibis in 363 -

or more probably by those still in city, who were still pro-Roman, cf. Zach. VILS and Syn. Or., pp.534-536

with A.D. Lee, ‘Evagrius, Paul of Nisibis and the problem of loyalties in the Mid-Sixth Century’, Journal
of Ecclesiastical History 44 (1993), pp-575 and 583.

2 Grousset, p.229, on the accession of Vahan in 485, cf Thomson, £azar, p.17, who notes the
assistance given by the Armenians 1o Balash against his brother Zareh, cp. Christensen, p.295; Blockley,
ERFP, p.84, on the granting of religious freedom to Armenia, also Christensen, p.295; Toumanoff, CMH
IV, pp.600-601 on the conclusion of peace with the Armenians and Iberians.

21 Christensen, pp.295-296 is sceptical concerning the Persian tradition reported by Tabari (Noldeke,
Tabari, pp.131-132) concerning a successful campaign waged by Zarmihr to avenge Peroz’s defeat, v.i ch.3,
n.33 Cf also Joshua §§18-19 on Balash’s unpopularity with the nobility and Lazar, pp.218-240 [158-178]
for his concessions to the Armenians.
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success than his uncle: he made two demands to Anastasius in rapid succession in the
early 490s, but was brushed off in the same way as his predecessor. He too incurred the
wrath of the nobility, through his support for the Mazdakite movement, and was replaced
by his brother Zamasp. Yet after only a brief interval Kavadh reclaimed the throne,
having secured the backing of the Hephthalites; and henceforth no warfare between the
two sides is recorded until the elimination of the Hephthalites in the 560s. With no need
to guard the eastern approaches to his empire, and having confirmed the religious
freedom of the Armenians, Kavadh was able to back up his demands for gold with an
invasion of Roman territory, as had his grandfather Yadzgerd II. Unlike Yadzgerd,
however, he refused to be deflected from his invasion by a tardy Roman payment.*

The course and causes of the Anastasian War will be dealt with separately below. For
the moment it may be observed that the Persians had no reason to believe that any gold
would be forthcoming from the Eastern Empire unless it could be extracted by force.
On the other hand, it does not seem that the Romans sought to exploit the turmoil in
Persia for any aggressive purposes; the bribery of Huns - presumably Sabirs - described
by Zachariah (VIL3) as having occurred in the thirteenth year of Anastasius’ reign
should indeed be placed in 504, and not brought back to the reign of Peroz.?

In the 421-2 war the Arabs had played no small part on the Persian side, and had proved

troublesome to the Romans at various points in the fifth century.® In the Anastasian

2 ¥ avadh’s demands - ERFP, pp.88-89. Kavadh’s flight to the Hephthalites - Christensen, pp.347-350,
where he also notes the precariousness of the peace with the Armenians and other revolts which menaced
Kavadh’s régime. V.. ch.3 (b) on Kavadh’s reclaiming of the throne. Joshua, §§50 and 54 on Kavadh’s
seizure of Anastasius’ envoy Rufinus, who was prepared to offer the king money to evacuate Roman
territory and below, ch.4 (a).

2 Blockley, ERFP, p.83 tries to use this as evidence for Roman intervention in the Transcaucasus in
the 480s - presumably taking Zach. to be referring to the thirteenth year of Zeno (a possible
interpretation, for Zach. goes on to describe the defeat of Peroz in the same chapter). Since, however,
a Hun incursion is recorded around 504 (Proc. viii.20 - v.i ch.4 n.71), it is preferable not to view the
Romans as behaving so aggressively (while the revolt of Illus was still in progress) at this point, cf. ch.3
n.43. The presence of a certain Eustathius in the Hunnic army, also noted by Blockley, can hardly be used
10 demonstrate official Roman support for the Huns - any more than Eusebius’ (Proc iii.8) among the
Persians shows Roman support for them.

2 Other than Amorcesus, cf. Shahid, BAFIC, pp.37-38 and 56 on Arab raids in the fifth century.
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war, Joshua reports the influential role of the Persian-allied Lakhmid ruler Na’man, who
perished in the course of the war. On the Roman side, there is a report of an expedition
launched against Na’man’s camp (Hirta/Hira; Joshua §57), and from other sources it is
clear that significant developments were taking place along the frontier between the
Romans and the Arab tribes. At the opening of the sixth century several Arab raids
were launched into Roman territory, which may be attributed in part to Persian attempts
to put pressure on Anastasius. It also appears that Rome’s previous Arab allies, the
Salihids, were overthrown in this period by the powerful Ghassanid tribe; and in 502 the
envoy Euphrasius secured a peace not only with the ascendant Ghassanids, but also the
Kindite Arabs and the Salihids, the last of whom soon fade from view. While the
Ghassanids too disappear from the records until the reign of Justin, there is no need to
suppose that they had fallen out with their Roman allies; the tribe which sacked Hira in
503, however, was probably part of the Kindite confederation.”

Anastasius was quick to learn from the Roman failures at the outset of Kavadh’s
invasion. A major fortress was constructed at Dara, menacingly close to the frontier;
important work was also carried out at Theodosiopolis in Armenia, as well as at other
forts in poor condition in Mesopotamia.” A truce was agreed late in 506, while work
on Dara was still underway, and the Persians failed to halt the Roman building work
there; by S08/9 the fortress was finished, and Kavadh’s displeasure assuaged by bribery
and diplomacy. Although the truce was valid for only seven years, hostilities were not

resumed before the death of Anastasius; what little information available on the period

2 On the increasing importance of the Arabs, cf. Shahid, BAFIC, pp.120-130, also I. Kawar, ‘Ghassan
and Byzantium: A new ferminus a quo’, Der Islam 33 (1955), pp.232-255, and ‘The Last Days of Salib’,
Arabica 5 (1958), pp.145-158, M. Sartre, Trois études sur l/Arabie romaine et byzantine, Brussels 1982
(henceforth Sartre), pp.156-162, ERFP, p-87 and (on the sack of Hira) p.90. On the Persians using the
Lakhmids to pressurise the Romans, note the raids into Mesopotamia at the start of Zeno’s reign (Theoph.
A.M. 5966), cf. Capizzi, pp.178-179, and Zach. VIIL.S on Kavadh using the Lakhmid king al-Mundhir
against Justin.

On the ‘Tha’alabites’ who raided Hira, v.i. ch.4 n.29. Shahid believes that the Ghassanids refused to
co-operate with Anastasius (e.g. BASIC 1, ‘Reign of Justin I: Procopius’), but conclusive evidence is
lacking, cf. Sartre, p.165.

» Op the rebuilding of forts, including Dara, and events from 506 to 518 cf. ERFP, pp.92-93; but,
contra Blockley, 1 do not believe that Anastasius agreed to regular payments in 506, v.i. ch.4 n.39. On the
generally defensive nature of Anastasius’ building work (Dara excepted), cf. M. Whitby, ‘Procopius and
the development of Roman defences in Upper Mesopotamia’ (henceforth ‘Defences’), DRBE, pp.717-735.
On Dara, cf. M. Whitby, ‘Procopius’ description of Dara (Buddings 11.1-3)’ (henceforth ‘Dara’), DRBE,
pp.737-783 and ch.4 n.106.
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506-518 points to a continuing shift to the north. Procopius alone tells of an offer by a
certain Hun, Ambazuces, to sell control of the Caspian Gates to Anastasius, which was
not taken up. Kavadh consequently took over the Gates himself, and seems to have
been active in the Transcaucasus gen.erally: he strengthened the Persian grip on Albania,
constructing a new capital at Partaw, as well as installing a marzban at Mitskheta in
Iberia around 520. Shortly before this in 513/4, moreover, he had suppressed a minor
uprising among the Armenians, partly by confirming their religious freedom. It seems
plausible that his interest in the region stemmed in part from the irruption of the Sabir
Huns in 503, which had distracted him from his war against the Romans. The Sabir raid
of 515, on the other hand, primarily affected Roman territory, and perhaps points to
Persian control of the Caspian Gates by this stage.”

For a century after the Anastasian War the initiative in the East lay almost exclusively
with the Persians: they were no longer at war with the Hephthalites, even if they were
still tributary to them. And so, not unnaturally, the Persians looked to the west, and
seized upon any opportunity either to extract money from the Romans or to make
territorial gains in the Caucasus - or indeed both. The Romans for their part were
content fo make occasional payments, but gradually were drawn into regulansing them
(cf. Proc. VIIL.xv.1-20); this in turn led to Roman aggressiveness under Justin I, and to
Tiberius® insistence upon a peace without financial conditions (e.g. in Menander,
frg.20.2.22-3). Only in 591 was such a peace concluded, to last for a mere twelve

years.”

¥ 17i ch.4 n.71 on the 503 raid; Mal. p.406, Marcellinus a.515, on the raid of 515, also Grousset, p.232,
Stein 11, p.105, and Marquart, Eransahr, pp.63-4 and p.107; further Roman building work was started in
the wake of the 515 raid, cf. Whitby, ‘Defences’, p.726. On Ambazuces and his offer, cf. x9-12, v.i. ch4
n.99.

On Persian fortification work in the Caucasus, cf. J.H. Kramer, ‘The military colomzation of the
Caucasus and Armenia under the Sassanids, BSOS 8 (1935-7), p.613. On the fortification of Partaw, cf.
H. Hiibschmann, Die Armenische Ortsnamen, Strasburg 1904, p.273 n.2, Marquart, Erinsahr, p.118,
Christensen, p.352: on Mtskheta and the Armenian revol, Toumanoff, CMH 1V, p.601; Frye puts the
installation of a marzban at Miskheta slightly later than Toumanoff, in 522/523, p.322. Stein II, p.105.
notes that the revolt also affected Roman Armenia.

% Whitby, Maurice, pp.303-4; also M.J. Higgins, ‘International relations at the close of the sixth
century’, Catholic Historical Review 27 (1941), pp.288-292 on the Romans being drawn into regularising
payments and Justin II's refusal to comply. Cf. Blockley, ‘Subsidies and Diplomacy’, pp.72-73 on Roman
discontent with tribute paying, also ERFP, pp.108-109. .
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(b) The Guardianship of Yadzgerd and the mission of Anatolius (Lii)

Procopius confines himself to two episodes in his history of Roman affairs before the
reign of Anastasius. Both of these have a relevance to later events in the same book,
most notably in Kavadh’s proposal to Justin that he adopt Khusro (I.xi). Interestingly
therefore the explicit praise accorded to Arcadius for entrusting his young son to
Yadzgerd (11.6) contrasts sharply with the admonition of the quaestor Proculus to Justin
and Justinian against adopting Khusro (xi.13-18).%

Yadzgerd’s adoption of Theodosius has attracted much attention since Procopius’ day.
For according to Agathias (IV.xxvi.3-4) he was the first source to report the story,
although it had circulated widely for some time, and was still popular in Agathias’ day.
It may be doubted how much research Agathias had conducted in making his assertion
concerning his failure to find the story in any other source save Procopius; on the other
hand, it has been pointed out that the circumstances of the reign of Justin favoured the
circulation of such a report, whereas the deterioration in Roman-Persian relations soon
after 408 might have deterred historians then from recording it.*

Whether Procopius was relying upon the oral tradition noted by Agathias or some
written source is unclear. In light of the fact that subsequent chroniclers were able to
provide further details concerning the adoption, involving the guardianship of a certain
Antiochus, it seems likely that it was reported by some sources of the fifth century (now
lost). It has thus been proposed that Theophanes’ account - which involves Antiochus -
is derived from Priscus, while Procopius may have used Eustathius of Epiphaneia as his

source.”’ Later sources embellished the story, involving not only the ‘guardian’

» Vi ch.5 (b) on Kavadh's proposal to Justin.

% On Agathias’ discussion of Proc.’s report, cf. the comments of Cameron, * Sassanians’, p.149. For
the suggestion as to why the matter may not have been reported by contemporary sources, Blockley, ERFP,
p-S1.

31 Cf. B. Rubin, PvK, col.361 and cp. Cameron, p.153; Haury, Zur Beurteilung des Geschichtschreibers
Procopius von Cisarea, Munich 1896 (henceforth Zur Beurteilung), p.21, sees a similarity between Bar
Hebraeus’ account (tr. E.A.-W. Budge, London 1932, p.66) and Proc.’s, and suggests that Zach. was the
source for both (n.1). This is rejected by Pieler, p.413, who favours Priscus (perhaps through Eustathius)
as Proc.’s source. P. Sauerbrei, ‘Konig Jazdegerd der Siinder der Vormund des byzantinischen Kaisers
Theodosius des Kleinen’, Festschrift Albert von Bamberg, Gotha 1905, p.95, reckons that both Proc.’s
account, and all subsequent versions, derive ultimately from one source, which was unknown to Agathias.
Bar Hebraeus, it should be noted, follows Theophanes (A.M. 5900) more than Proc., reporting the
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Antiochus, but also the payment of 1000 Ibs. of gold to the Persians, while more
contemporary sources record a peace treaty.” Whatever Procopius’ source, he has
seriously underestimated Theodosius’ age: he was born on 10 April, 401, and proclaimed
Augustus on 10 January 402. He was thus hardly still unweaned in 408, despite
Procopius’ statement, although it suits the story rather better to stress Theodosius’
vulnerability. He similarly underestimates Kavadh'’s age, describing him as a youth still
in 484 (iv.1), whereas it appears that he was in fact born around 450.

The general consensus tends now to accept Procopius’ word that Yadzgerd did
undertake in some way to defend the young Theodosius; controversy persists, however,
in determining quite what sort of arrangement was made. Various views have been put
forward as to how rigorously the notion of a Sasanian king becoming emitpomo¢ of a
Roman Emperor may be interpreted.

An analysis of the term émitpomn has shown that while it was first used as the Greek
equivalent to the Latin tutela, it also became the post-classical Greek renderning of the
Latin term curator; and in this context it may be noted that it is just this term, kovpaTwp,
which Theophanes uses to designate Yadzgerd. In the sixth century then the term
émitporo could on the one hand refer to an executor of a will, as well as on the other
hand to a guardian or tutor. Since Theodosius, as Augustus, had already shared in the

governing of the empire (if only theoretically) for over five years before his father’s

despatch of a Persian emissary to the Roman court.

%2 On the elaboration of the story, cf. Pieler, pp.407-413, K. Giiterbock, Byzanz und Persien in ihren
Diplomatisch-Volkrechtlichen Beziehungen im Zeitalter Justinians, Berlin 1906, Pp.27-28; Cedrenus,
Compendium Historiarum, ed. 1. Bekker, Bonn 1838, vol.1, p.586, for the 1000 lbs. of gold. A remarkable
variation on the story is to be found in Hamza Isfahani, who reports that a Persian king was guardian for
the son of a Roman Emperor - although he invents a Persian king as this guardian, cf. Sauerbrei, ‘Kénig
Jazdegerd’, p.95 n.2. For the most recent discussion of the ‘guardian’ Antiochus, cf J. Bardill,
‘Brickstamps of Byzantium’, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Warwick, 1994, ch. on ‘The Palace

of Antiochus’.
Q.v. n.6 on the peace seported by Sozomen and Socrates for 408/9.

* On the date of birth of Theodosius, cf. H. Grégoire and M.-A. Kugener, ‘Quand est né FYempereur
Théodose 11 7, Byzantion 4 (1927-8), pp.337-348, esp. pp.346-347. M. Briickner, Zur Beurteilung des
Geschichtschresbers Procopius von Caesarea, Ansbach 1896 (henceforth Zur Beurteilung), p.19, first drew
attention to Procopius’ error on Theodosius’ age; Haury, Zur Beurteilung, p.21, seeks to defend Proc.’s
account, arguing (unconvincingly) that the ‘adoption’ took place years before Arcadius’ death, though cp.
Blockley, ERFP, p.52. Sozomen too (IX.1), who might be expected 10 know better, underestimates
Theodosius’ age in 408, asserting that he had just stopped being weaned.

On Kavadh’s age, v.i. ch.3 n.59.
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death, it has been argued that the sense of émiTpoto¢ must be more that of a guarantor
of his succession than any formal guardianship; a parallel has been adduced with
Stilicho’s role as émitpomo¢ to Arcadius and Honorius in 394, reported by John of
Antioch.* Other scholars, however, have preferred to play down term émirpomo¢, and
argue that the arrangement must have been informal, for otherwise Roman law would
have been violated. It must be borne in mind, however, that at a later stage the
Emperor Maurice was prepared to accept Khusro II as his son; hence too much credit
must not be accorded Proculus’ speech to Justin and Justinian concerning Khusro 1%
The circumstances certainly favoured the making of such a request of a Sasanian king:
the good relations between the eastern empire and the Persians have already been noted,
and Procopius’ report concerning the situation in the west (i..4) is no understatement.
The execution of Stilicho in August 408 was closely followed by Alaric’s invasion of Italy
and the siege of Rome; two years later the city was sacked.* Agathias confirms
Procopius’ statement that Yadzgerd remained on good terms with the Romans
throughout his reign (IV.xxvi.8), while Theophanes (A.M. 5900) provides the text of the
letter supposedly addressed by the king to the Senate (cp. Proc. 1.10), which threatened
war I the event of any plots being directed against Theodosius. Given that both
Procopius and Theophanes refer to a letter to the Senate from Yadzgerd, and that they

seem to have been using different sources, it cannot be ruled out that the king did seek

* Theophanes, A.M. 5900; John of Antioch, frg. 188 in FHG 1V, p.610, where in fact both Rufinus
and Stlicho are described as (self-styled) émitpomos. Pieler, pp-411-420, for the meanings of the term
émitpomro¢, and noting how Theodosius, as Augustus, could not have a guardian (cf. Blockley, ERFP,
pp.51-52), and n.73, p.420 for the parallel of Stilicho. Blockley, p.51 and n.36, p-197, perhaps over-
estimates the degree to which Pieler argues in favour of a more formal arrangement, Synelli, pp.163-164
n.59, regards him as pronouncing in favour of a relatively loose agreement.

® Cf. N.G. Garsoian, ‘Byzantium and the Sasanians’, CHIr 3.1, PP.578-579, who also notes
Theophylact’s references to Maurice’s adoption of Khusro II, IVxi.11, Viii.1l. Giiterbock too, p.27,
prefers a loose agreement, cp. Cameron, ‘Sassanians’, p.149, who believes that it did not go as far as
Kavadb’s proposal to Justin, and A. Lippold, ‘Theodosius II', RE Supp. XIII (1973), cols.963-964. An
overview on the views taken of the adoption is to be found in her commentary, loc. cit., as in Holum,
Theodosian Empresses, p.83, n.18 (on the ancient sources) and n.19 (on modemn views).

On Theodosius’ supposed guardian Antiochus, probably a later confusion over the sense of the term
émitpomog, cf. Pieler, p.414, Giterbock, p.27 (distinguishing two bearers of the name), Blockley, ERFP,
p-51 (favouring the view that he had come from Persia) and Holum, p.83, who reckons that he sponsored
the idea that he was Theodosius’ guardian himself to bolster his position.

% On the situation in the west at this time, cf. Stein I, pp.255-259 and Demandt, Die Spatantike,
pp.157-169.
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to defend Theodosius’ position; certainly the survival of an eight year old boy on the

throne is sufficiently remarkable for such a possibility not to be ruled out at once.”

If Procopius did believe Theodosius to have been a baby at the time of his father’s
death, then the invasion reported at ii.11-15, when the Emperor had grown to manhood,
must refer to that of 441, and not to the war of 421-2. On the other hand, the mention
of a king Vararanes, i.e. Bahram V, succeeding from Yadzgerd (I), points to the earlier
war. The whole of this section appears to be a conflation of the two conflicts, which
renders any attempt to date it securely impossible.®

The oriental tradition concerning the death of Yadzgerd I - as unpopular a ruler in
this tradition as he is popular among western sources - has him kicked in the heart by
a magical horse while in Gurgan. This rather implausible account has been interpreted
as a cover for an assassination of the ruler by the irritated nobility and clergy. On the
other hand, Procopius is not alone in attributing his death to illness (i1.11): Man and the
Chronicle of Seert report that he died from the recurrence of a headache. Given that
Procopius and these latter sources are independent, greater credence is to be accorded
to them, rather than the more ‘tendentious’ Khvadhaynamagh tradition.”

Agathias (IV.xxvii.1-2) unfortunately follows Procopius’ account (i1.12-15) in his
description of Bahram’s swift withdrawal from Roman terntory, substituting ‘generals’
for Procopius’ more specific ‘Anatolius’. Since Procopius is most probably alluding to
the 441 raid in reporting Anatolius’ mission, he is sacrificing the more prosaic truth -

that Anatolius in fact bought Yadzgerd Il off - for the sake of a good (and more

37 On the sources of Theophanes and Proc. q.v. n.32 and Pieler, p.412, arguing from Theophanes’ use
of the term xovparwp that he must be using a different source from Proc. Sozomen, IX4, reports that
Yadzgerd did prepare for war, but that peace was agreed before any hostilities began. For a case of the
Senate writing to the Persian king, cf. CP, pp.706-709 and CPW, p.160 n.444.

% On the age of Theodosius, q.v. n.33.

3% On the traditions conceming Yadzgerd I, cf. Cameron, ‘Agathias on the Sassanians’, p.150. who also
describes the Khvadhayniamagh tradition as ‘tendentious’; cp. Noldeke, Tabari, p.77, for his death. and
Christensen, p.273, for the suspicion that he was assassinated. Mari, p.29, and the Chronicle of Seent, 1.74,
PO 5 (1910), p.332 [220], for the story of the headache, cf. Blockley, ERFP, p.199 n.25, who considers it
to be ‘plausible’.
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flattering) story. Anatolius, it must be noted, is a problematic figure for historians of
Roman dealings with Persia, for Theophanes introduces him into his account of
negotiations at the end of the 421-2 war; furthermore, if the building of Armenian
Theodosiopolis is placed around 420, then the clause referred to by Procopius (ii.15)
must surely have been added at the end of the earlier war. All the indications thus point
to a conflation of the two wars by Procopius, which allows him also to omit record of a
war (that of 421-422) in which the Romans were notably successful; for this success

might seem to detract in some ways from the achievements of Belisarius.*’

¥ Cf. Greatrex, ‘The Two fifth century wars’, ad finem, for a discussion of Proc.’s confusion here, and
the general confusion which prevailed in the Greek sources over the two fifth century wars, cp. Blockley,
ERFP, n.39 p.201; q.v. also n.9 on the sources for Anatolius’ mission in 441,

On Anatolius, cf. Blockley, ERFP, n.31 p.200 and Holum, Theodosian Empresses, p.101 n.102; he does
seem to have played a role in the East c.420 as well as in 441. Synelli attaches too much significance to
Procopius’ (surely anecdotal) statement concerning his dismounting in the presence of the Persian king
and the term Svyywpeiwv, p.69.

On the terms of the peace agreed in 422, q.v. n.8.



CHAPTER THREE: PROCOPIUS AND PERSIAN HISTORY

(a) Procopius on the Hephthalites (iii-iv)

Procopius offers an ethnographic digression on the eastern neighbours of the Sasanian
empire, the Hephthalites, before he deals with their relations with Persia. The Romans
seem to have had an enduring interest in Persia’s eastern flank, reflecting the importance
of this region to the whole Sasanian empire: from Ammianus (XV1.9.3) to the journey
of Zemarchus reported by Menander (frg.10.1-5) and beyond, the Romans were clearly
well informed of events on the eastern fringes of Iran. While peace reigned there. the
Persians could pose a threat to the Roman frontier; hence the menace in Peroz’s boast
to have captured the Kidarite capital Balaam (Priscus frg. 51.1), and Justin II's decision
to ally with the Turks at a later stage (Menander frg.10.1). In order to understand
Procopius’ account of the Hephthalites and their wars against Peroz, it is necessary first
to review events on the eastern frontier of the Sasanian empire.!

It is sometimes asserted that the Hephthalites are first mentioned in connection with
the aftermath of the death of the Persian king Yadzgerd II (439-457), although the
Persian and Arabic sources refer to ‘Turks" before this time who are sometimes
identified with the Hephthalites. Yet even before these references to Turks there is a
mention of Hephthalites in a Greek source - the Vita Guriae, Samonae et Abibi in the
Acts of the Edessene Martyrs - which refers to Otwvor pev oi E¢baiirar, Tlepowy 6 popor
Keu Tpog§ avioyovta fAlov oikovvre g, To okaiov €Bvo ¢ Tovtt Kau BapPapov (describing
the Hunnic raid on Mesopotamia in 395/6). Relying on this piece of evidence, as well
as a tenuous intepretation of coinage of a certain king Kidara, R. Ghirshman argued that
the Hephthalites had been established in Bactna as early as A.D. 371 - and are indeed
the Chionites described by Ammianus Marcellinus (XIX.1-2). Such an identification has
not met widespread approval, and it is generally now considered that the Hephthalites
crossed the Oxus towards the middle of the fifth century. The reference to the
Hephthalites in the Acts of the Edessene martyrs tends to be overlooked, however; it is

perhaps best explained as the insertion of a later metaphrast, since in the account of the

' On this Roman interest, cf. Lee, pp.102 and 106, Ammianus Marcellinus. Rerum gestarum libri quae
supersunt, ed. W. Seyfarth, Leipzig 1978.
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1 The northeast Sasanian empire (after Miyakawa-Kollautz, CHIr, Rawhnson and
Christensen). The broad lines near Gurgan represent Sasanian fortifications.

Hunnic incursion in the Cod. Oxon. there is no mention of Hephthalites.?
It is clear that in the fifth century the Sasanians experienced grave problems in
defending their eastern and northern frontiers, something which no doubt contributed

to the peace which prevailed with the Romans for almost the whole century. The

2 R. Ghirshman, Les Chionites-Hephthalites, Cairo 1948, pp.80-83, on the early arrival of the
Hephthalites, followed by F. Altheim, Finanzgeschichte der Spatantike. Frankfurt 1957, p.274 and Geschichte
der Hunnen vol.1, Berlin 1969, p.33, and K. Hannestad. ‘Les relations’, p.434 and most recently Yu Tai-
shan, Ye-ta-shi yan jui, Peking 1986, reviewed by M. Naito and A. Kollautz in BZ 83 (1990), pp.121-123.

R. Werner, ‘Das fritheste Auftreten des Hunnennamens Yiie-& und Hephthaliten’, Jahrbicher fiir
Geschichte Osteuropas, N.F. 15 (1967) p.54, and A. Lippold. RE supp. XIV (1974), sv. Hephthalitai,
col.130 on the first reference to Hephthalites being at the death of Yadzgerd II; but note the reference
in the Chronicle of Seert PO 5 (1910), ed. A. Scher, tr. I'abbé Pierre, p.[204], ch.65 on Yadzgerd I
marrying his daughter to the king of the ‘Hephtaristes’.

On the Acts of the Edessene Martyrs and the reference therein to the Hephthalites, Die Akten der
Edessenischen Bekenner Gurjas, Samonas und Abibos, edd. O. von Gebhardt and E. von Dobschiitz, Leipzig
1911, p.151 for the quotation; p.150 for the version of the Cod. Oxon. Lippold is rightly sceptical of this
entry, and of the early dating of the Hephthalites, cols.130-131, cf. K. Enoki ‘On the Nationality of the
Ephthalites’ (henceforth ‘Nationality’), M7B 18 (1959). p.2 n.3.
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difficulty is in determining who their adversaries were at which stage - whether
Kushans/Kidarites or Hephthalites. A brief examination of the relationship between
these two peoples is called for.

The Kidarites are generally now viewed as being Kushans - i.e. the same people who
had fought against Shapur II in the fourth century (Ammianus’ Chiomtae and Cuseni,
XV1.9.4). They are seen as a dynasty which revitalised Kushan power in the first half
of the fifth century, unlike the Hephthalites, who had little connection with the previous
enemies of the Sasanians in the east.> The Chinese sources refer to the Great and
Little Yueh-chih in an area extending both north and south from the Hindu Kush
mountains, under a valiant king Chi-to-lo; the Great Yiieh-chih are to be identified with
the Kidarites, and it has been argued that Chi-to-lo is the Chinese rendition of Kidara.
Kidara or Chi-to-lo is reported to have had a son, who was installed by his father at Fu-
lou-sha (modern Peshawar), where he became the ruler of the Little Yiieh-chih. This
son, Ch'u K‘ohan, whose reign is tentatively dated to 444-464 by Enoki, has been
identified with Priscus’ Kounchas.’

Confirmation of an ascendant Kidarite kingdom in the first half of the fifth century

* This is against the view of Ghirshman, who argued (chiefly on (contested) numismatic grounds) that
kings by the name of Hephdalanus, claiming to be a Chionite, can be found even in the 450s (pp-11-12):
for him then the term ‘Hephthalite’ was a dynastic title (as ‘Kidarite’ is now viewed), and the people
referred to were the same as those in the fourth century. Cf. Lippold, col.128 on the dispute over
Ghirshman’s reading of a coin as referring to a Chionite king Hephtal, and Enoki, ‘The Origin of the
White Huns or Hephthalites’ (henceforth ‘Origins’), East and West 6.3 (Oct. 1955), p.233.

On the Kidarite dynasty, cf. A.K. Narain, ‘Indo-Europeans in Inner Asia’, The Cambridge History of Early
Inner Asia, ed. D. Sinor, Cambridge 1990 (henceforth CHELA4), p.171, D. Sinor, ‘The establishment and
dissolution of the Tirk empire’, CHEILA, p.299 and Frye, p.347, who also notes the break which the
Hephthalites presented from Kushan rule. Enoki, ‘On the Date of the Kidarites (2)’ (henceforth ‘Kidarites
(2y’, MTB 28 (1970), pp.32-36, on the problems in determining the relationship between the Kidarites and
Kushans - at p.33 he suggests that the Kidarites in Tokharestan and Gandhara may have been a political
rather than an ethnic group; A.D.H. Bivar, EI 111, p.303, s.v. ‘Hayatila’, considers that they may well have
been the same people.

* Cf. K. Enoki, ‘On the Date of the Kidarites (1)’ (henceforth Kidarites (1)), MTB 27 (1969), pp.1-2,
Narain, CHEIA, pp.171-172; also ‘Kidarites (2)’, p.30, for the identification with Ammianus’ Cuseni and
Chionitae. Bivar, EI III, pp.303-304, considers Kidara to have lived in the fourth century, however, based
on numismatic evidence - but cf. Enoki, ‘Kidarites (1), pp.3-5. Miyakawa and Kollautz also seem to prefer
an earlier date for Kidara, reckoning that Shapur II actually got support from him against the Kushans,
for which he was rewarded with Gandhara and Kashmir, Reallexikon der Byzantmistik, s.v. *Abdelai’, ed.
P. Wirth, Reihe A, Band I, Heft 3, Amsterdam 1969, col. 115.

5 Enoki, ‘Kidarites (1)’, p.4, for Ch‘u K'ohan being Priscus’ Kounchas; at p.22 he seems, however. not
to reckon that Kounchas is the king of the Little Yieh-chih left at Peshawar. since Kounchas is said to
have fought against the Persians in the northeast. Priscus’ Kounchas - frg.41.3.13.
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may be derived from the report of Tung Wan’s embassy of 437, which testifies to a large
Kidarite empire, holding sway over five kingdoms to the north of the Hindu Kush, and
others to the south. The location of their capital, Po-lo according to the Chinese
sources, 1s a matter of dispute; not long after Tung Wan’s embassy, however, they
themselves came under pressure from the Hephthalites, and dispersed both to the west
and south.’ |

For how long the Hephthalites had been pressing westwards and southwards is
uncertain, although one scholar has ventured to date their crossing of the river Oxus
(from the north) to the year 466, It is possible, however, that they had arrived in
Sogdia/Bactria earlier in the fifth century, and only gradually pushed southwest. This
would help to explain the movements of the Kidarites in response to this pressure: some,
it seems, headed west from Tokharistan, while others sought refuge to the south of the
Hindu Kush in Gandhara.! At some stage after 477, however, the Hephthalites brought
Gandhara under their control; the last embassy from the Yiieh-chih kingdoms to the
Chinese court is attested in this year; the first embassy from the Hephthaltes, on the
other hand, is recorded in 456, and they remained in contact with the Wei court until

‘the end of their kingdom. Hence it seems possible to postulate a marked increase in
Hephthalite power between these years.’

By 518-520 the Hephthalite empire had reached its zenith: the account of the Chinese
embassy of Sung Yun gives an excellent insight into the extent of Hephthalite power.
Late in 519 he reached the Hephthalite kingdom, visiting the royal capital at Pa-ti-yen
(see f1g.2); he describes how Sogdia, Khoten, and more than thirty other regions had

® Enoki ‘Kidarites (1), p.14 on what information can be derived from the Hsi-yii-chuan of Wei-shu
on the Kidarites, p.18 on Tung Wan's embassy. cf. Sinor, CHEL4, p.299, on the chronological value of this
embassy; v... n.19 on the location of Po-lo.

7 J. Harmatta, noted by Frye, p.348 and n.16.

® Lippold, c0l.132, putting the arrival of the Hephthalites in Sogdiana and eastern Bactria ¢.400, cf.
Enoki, ‘Nationality’, p.2, on a Chinese source putting the origin of the Hephthalite empire 80-90 years
before their first embassy in 456; Enoki, ‘Kidarites (1)’, pp.17-18 on the displacement of the Kidarites.

® Enoki, ‘Kidarites (1), p.24 on the Hephthalite take-over of Gandhara post-477. cf. Narain, CHEIA,
p.172. On the embassies, cf. the useful table of Enoki, ‘Origins’, p.234, where the embassies from the
Kidarites-Yiueh-chih and Hephthalites are correlated, p.237 for the inference concerning the rise of the
Hephthalites; their name at the Chinese court, according 1o Enoki, was Hua. p.231, though other names

were used, cf. Frye, p.347.
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submitted to them. Among the over forty nations said to bring tribute to them is that
of the Po-sseu to the west, presumably a reference to the Persians.® A gap 1n the
sending of embassies to China is visible in the 530s, and by the 550s the Hephthalites
were being eclipsed by the rise of the Turks (Tou-kiue); before the end of the 560s the
Sasanians and the Turks had succeeded in all but eliminating the Hephthalite
kingdom."

So far the Hephthalites and Kidarites have been considered somewhat in isolation: it
remains to examine their relations with the Persians. This is scarcely any less difficult
a task, for since those who attacked the Sasanians in the east and north are given such
varied names in the oriental - not to mention Roman - sources, it is very much a matter
of dispute whether they can be identified with the Kidarites or the Hephthalites. The
first Persian campaign in which this dispute arises is that of Bahram V in the late 420s;
invaders from the east, we are told, swept through Margiana, penetrating as far west as
Khorasan. But Bahram proved victorious, and installed his brother Narses as the
governor of Khorasan, with his headquarters at Balkh. A large range of views present
themselves: Enoki considers that the Kidarites were the beneficianies of this campaign.
which broke the power of the Kushans. The Kidarites, he argues, were soon able to
expel the Persian governor at Balkh.'”” Others have been in no doubt that Bahram’s

foes were Hephthalites, while it has also been argued that they were Chionites-

9 Op Sung Yun'’s journey, and reports of it in the Chinese sources, cf. E. Chavannes, ‘Voyage de Song
Yun dans ’'Udyana et le Gandhara’, Bulletin de I'école Frangaise d’extréme Orient 111.3, 1903, p.402 on his
arrival at Pa-ti-yen, pp.402-405 on the tributary regions; on p.404 Chavannes seems to accept Po-sseu to
be Persia, yet on the following page (n.7) he denies such an identification.

1! Sinor, CHEIA, p.301 on their destruction, between 557 and 561, cf. Frye, p.349. Chavannes, p.402,
for the gap in the embassies, p.403 on the Tou-kiue destroying the Hephthalites.

12 <Kjdarites (2)’, pp-32-34. On the campaign, cf. Noldeke, Tabari, p.103 and Miyakawa-Kollautz,
col.117; Noldeke, p.103 n.1, expresses some doubt as to whether Bahram’s brother Narses was indeed
installed in Balkh. G. Rawlinson, The Seven Great Monarchies of the Ancient Eastern World, Chicago-New
York, 1875, vol.3, pp.400-402, offers a useful account of Bahram's war. K. Schippmann, Grundziige der
Geschichte des Sasanidischen Reiches, Darmstadt 1990 (henceforth Schippmann), p.43. places Bahram's
campaign in 427, cf. E. Drouin, ‘Mémoire sur les Huns Ephthalites dans leurs rapports avec les rois perses
sassanides’, Muséon 14 (1895), p.154.

A useful chronological table of Hephthalite-Persian relations is to be found in Altheim. Geschichte der
Hunnen, vol.2, pp.258-263.
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Kidarites.”® Given the absence of any notice of the Hephthalites in the Chinese
account of 437, and that Balkh is generally thought to have been under Kidarite
domination at this time, it is unlikely that the attackers were Hephthalites.

Yadzgerd II spent much of his reign campaigning in the east. His first opponents are
described as Chols, a supposedly Turkic tribe situated in Dehistan, to the north of
Gurgan. He proved victorious against them, and constructed a base on the border called
Shahristan i Yadzgerd in the vicinity of the ancient Hecatompylos.* The mention of
Gurgan here is important, since it features in both Priscus (as Gorga, frg.41.3) and
Procopius (as Gorgo, iii.2). Since Priscus describes Peroz as waging war against the
Kidarites from his base at Gorga, it is tempting to infer that the Chols mentioned here
are Kidarites/Chionites. It would be surprising, moreover, if the Hephthalites had
already penetrated so far west at this stage: for Tabari relates that Peroz handed over
Talakan (near Merv) to the Hephthalites as a reward for having helped him mount the
throne. This puts the Hephthaliies still some distance to the east from the Chols/
Kidarites."

Despite this victory Yadzgerd generally had little success against enemies in the north
and east during his reign. The Armenian sources are the most informative concerning
these campaigns against the ‘Kushans’ it seems that after the suppression of the

Armenian revolt in 451 Yadzgerd set out eastwards from Albania against the Kushans,

13 For the former view, cf. Lippold, cols.132-133 and Drouin. p.154; for the latter, cf. Marquart,
Eransahr, p52, Christensen, p.280. Miyakawa-Kollautz sidestep the problem by terming them Hephthalite-
Chionites, col.117; Bivar too (p.303) refuses to commit himself, ¢f. Schippmann, p.43 and n.131.

4 On the campaign against the Chols, cf. Christensen, p.287, G. Hoffman, Ausziige aus syrischen
Erzihlungen von persichen Martyren. Leipzig 1880, pp.50 and 277-281, Marquart, Eransahr, p.51, on the
locatjon, with J. Markwart, ed. G. Messina, ‘A catalogue of the provincial capitals of Eranshahr’ (Pahlavi
text, version and commentary), Analecta Orientalia 3, Rome 1931, pp.56-57 and note ad loc.; also
Miyakawa-Kollautz, col.103 on the Chols, viewing them as a branch of the Chionites.

On the erection of fortifications under Yadzgerd II (and subsequently), cf. C. Brunner, ‘Geographical
and administrative divisions: settlements and economy’, CHIr 3.2, p.766 and R.N. Frye, ‘The Sasanian
system of walls for defense’, in Studies in Memory of Gaston Wiet, ed. M. Rosen-Ayalon, Jerusalem 1977,
p-13, both of whom link the fort-building to the wars agains the Chols and Kidarites.

15 Noldeke, Tabari, p.116 and n.1 on Peroz’s concession of Talakan. On Gurgan, see further below,
nn.32 and 33: Enoki has expressed doubts whether it can necessarily be equated with the places in Priscus
and Proc.
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but met with failure in his campaign in year 16 of his reign (453/4)." Following
Yadzgerd’s death. as so often in Sasanian history, a dispute over the succession broke
out; in the ensuing civil war his eldest son Hormizd III (457-459) was overthrown by
Peroz (459-484). According to Tabari, Peroz secured the throne by appealing to the
Hephthalites, who gave him their support. By this stage, moreover, they had sent their
first embassy to the court of the northern Wei, so it is difficult to rule out such a
possibility outright. It was contested by Christensen, however, who regarded it as a
doublet of the story of Kavadh’s flight to the Hephthalites in 496. Nevertheless Tabari’s
story is generally accepted, and henceforth there is no doubt that the Hephthalites were

a neighbour of primary importance to the Sasanian empire.”

Peroz’s reign too was primarily occupied with defending Persia against incursions from
the northeast. The principal problem lies in determining whom he was fighting at what
stage: Priscus recounts Peroz’s campaigns against the Kidarites, who were finally
defeated and their capital, Balaam, captured. Then Procopius describes two unsuccessful
expeditions against the Hephthalites, culminating in Peroz’s death in 484. Unfortunately
the oriental sources do not appear to draw a distinction between two such enemies, with

the exception of Lazar P‘arpec’i” If it is accepted that the Hephthalites had by this

' This is reported both by Elishé, tr. Thomson, pp.192-193 [pp.141-142] and Lazar, tr. Thomson, p.133
[86], cf. Miyakawa-Kollautz, col.118. Lazar mentions Persians marching from Vrkan. generally identified
with Gurgan, ancient Hyrcania; but it seems that Yadzgerd pressed much further east from there, since
he deposited Armenian prisoners at Nishapur, cf R.N. Frye, Iran under the Sassanians’, CHIr 3.1, p.146,
and Thomson, Elishé, p.72 and n.3 for identifying Kushans and Hephthalites here.

17 Noldeke, Tabari, pp.115-116 on Peroz’s appeal. Christensen, p.289 n.5, following the view of
Marquart, Eransahr, p.57. Those who accept Tabari’s view unfortunately do not attempt to refute these
doubts - cf. Enoki, ‘Origins’, p.234, Lippold, cols.133-134 and Schippmann, p.44 and n.134. Lazar makes
no mention of Hephthalites in his account of Peroz’s victory against Hormizd, p.159 [108]. A good point
in favour of accepting the story is made by Ghirshman, p.87, who notes that Peroz was well placed as
governor of Seistan to seek the help of the Hephthalites (Noldeke, Tabari, p.115, for Peroz’s position).

18 priscus, frgs. 41, 47, 5S1. At frg. 41.3 he mentions that Peroz had ceased paying tribute to the
Kidarites, which had led to war (though others have taken the passage to mean that the Kidarites had paid
tribute, cf. Blockley, FCH, vol.2, p.396 n.163). This and the capture of Balaam (frg. 51.1) point to an
adversary on the decline, quite the reverse of the Hephthalites. Lazar, p.204 [146], for his mention of
Hephthalites, cp. p.133 [86] on the Kushans, noted by Marquart, Eransahr, p.61, and cf. Miyakawa-Kollautz
col.91 on the Armenian term.
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Stage started to displace the Kidarites, then it is possible that one branch of the latter
had pushed west to the Caspian Sea area, and that it is these who were vanquished by
Peroz: Balaam has been situated in the vicinity of modern Krasnovodsk on the eastern
shore of the Caspian Sea.” The problem is not helped by an analysis of the various
names given to kings who marched against Peroz. Priscus’ Kounchas, whose
identification with the son of Kidara/Chi-to-lo has already been noted, is equated by
Noldeke with Tabari’s Achsunwar and Firdausi’s Khushnawaz. Such a proposal ties in
with Néldeke's view that the Kidarites and Hephthalites are the same people; others,
however, while wishing to separate the two peoples, nonetheless seem to be prepared to
follow this identification of kings despite the inconsistency involved.?

Clearly the matter does not permit a definite solution. The distinction between
Kidarites and Hephthalites should be upheld, however, and for this reason it is desirable
to separate Peroz’s successful initial campaigns against the Kidarites from his later
failures against the Hephthalites. If Peroz had received Hephthalite support in his bid
for the throne, then it is quite plausible to suppose that he campaigned initially against
the Kidarites; only once they were beaten did he turn eastward against his erstwhile
allies, who were threatening Khorasan. Some support for such a view can be derived
from Tabari, who records the construction of at least one city in the vicinity of Gurgan
early in his reign. Only once this and other cities near the Caspian had been erected,

and his position secured, did Peroz set out for Khorasan to take on the Hephthalites.”

** Cf. Enoki, ‘Kidarites (1), p.22, noting various proposed locations of the city, cf. Christensen, p.287
n.3 (following Marquart, Erdnsahr, p.58, whq also equates Balaam with the Chinese Po-lo). Sanspeur,
however, ‘L’Arménie au temps de Peroz’, REArm n.s.11 (1975-6), p.163, prefers to equate Balaam with
Balkh, far to the east, cf. also Noldeke, Tabari, p.119 n.1 (a view criticised by Enoki). Enoki, art. cit., p.26,
on the Kidarites being pushed west by the Hephtalites and being defeated by Peroz c.468; Drouin,
however, thinks Priscus’ Kidarites are simply Proc.’s Hephthalites under another name, pp.143-144.

® Noldeke, Tabari, p.123 n .4, for his identification of Kounchas; P-115 0.2 for his equating of Kidarites
and Hephthalites. Sanspeur, p.162, asserts that ‘les Hephthalites ne peuvent étre confondus avec les
Kidarites’, yet considers Kounchas to have been a Hephthalite king! Ghirshman solves the problem by
denying the accuracy of Priscus’ notice on Peroz’s victory: for him the Chionite ‘Akun’ found on coins is
to be equated with Priscus’ Kounchas, who prevailed over Peroz, p-88, pp.13-14 for the coin.

2! Noldeke, Tabari, p.123 and n.2 on the foundation of Shah-(ram)-Peroz, situated in the Gurgan area,
cf Frye. “The Sasanian system’, p.13; also al-Tha‘alibi, Histoire des rois des Perses, ed. and tr. H. Zotenberg.
Paris 1900, p.578, on the cities founded by Peroz before his campaigns against the Hephthalites around
Balkh and F. Altheim and R. Stiehl, Ein Asiatischer Staat (vol.1), Wiesbaden 1954, p.17. Worthy of note
too is the attribution of the Gurgan wall to Peroz in some sources (Khusro I in others). Frye. loc. cit.
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Before Peroz’s expeditions against the Hephthalites are discussed, it is necessary to
examine briefly their origins and customs, since Procopius sheds some light on these
matters. First, the origins of the Hephthalites: the consensus on this holds that they are
likely to have been inhabitants of the Transoxiana area rather than invaders from afar.
Enoki has argued convincingly for the theory that they were an Iranian tribe originating
in eastern Tokharestan, pointing to Iranian elements in their culture; he rejects the view
based on Chinese sources that they hailed from Chinese Turkestan - the Altai area -
which had earlier been accepted.® The two views are not entirely mutually exclusive,
however, and it is likely that the Hephthalites were indeed a combination of Iranian
highlanders and invaders from Central Asia.

Controversy also surrounds the name of the Hephthalites. The theory that it derives
from a king Hephthalanus is not given wide credence now, although both Chinese
sources and Theophanes Byzantinus refer to a ruler by this name.® While the
identification of the Hephthalites with the Kidarites should be rejected, it appears that
they were known as Abdelai in some Greek and Syriac sources: this term is derived from
the Turkic name of the tribe.” As for the appellation “‘White Hun’ mentioned by
Procopius in connection with the Hephthalites (iii.1), this has been ascribed to a general
tendency of sources to attribute colours to Huns: Pahlavi sources refer to the

Hephthalites as Xyon(o), distinguishing both a Red and White section. On the other

2 Cf. Enoki, ‘Nationality’, esp. pp.22-23, 27; and ‘Origins’, pp.231-233. The disagreement over their
origins is noted by Miyakawa-Kollautz, col.114. Narain and Sinor, CHELA, pp.173, 298-299, tend towards
an acceptance of Enoki’'s view; Wemer. pp.549-550, prefers the Altaic ongin, following the Chinese
sources, cf. Chavannes, p.402 and Yu Tai-shan ap. Naito-Kollautz, p.122. The Hephthalite language, it
is now held, was a Turkish dialect, cf Bivar, ‘The History of Eastern Iran’, CHIr 3.1, p.213 and

Schippmann, p.39.

2 As Frye suggests, p.347, cf. CHEIA, p.301, on the possible integration of Chionite elements among
the Hephthalites.

* Theophanes Byzantinus in FHG IV, p.270 on Hephthalanus - the king, according to him, who
defeated Peroz. On the Chinese sources, cf. Frye, p.347 n.10; not a personal name - Marquarnt, Eransahr,
p.61 n.3 and Lippold, col.128, contra Ghirshman. e.g. p.90, on Hephdalanus III being the conqueror of
Peroz. Sinor, CHELA p.298, however, reckons that the name Hephthalite was a ‘dynastic appellation’ of
a people or country called Avar or Var, subjects of the Juan-juan. According to H.W. Bailey, ‘North
Iranian problems’, BSOAS 42 (1979), p.208, the word Heftal is ‘likely to be a north Iranian Saka word
meaning ‘strong”. For a full discussion of forms of the name, cf. N6ldeke, Tabari, p.115 n.2, Marquart,
Eransahr, pp.58-59 and Miyakawa-Kollautz, cols. 91-93.

? Miyakawa-Kollautz, col.88 on the term Abdelai. found in Theophylact VI1.vii.7-9 and Zach. XIL7.
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hand. anthropolo gistshave uncovered traces of ‘eine europid-mongolische Zwischenrasse’
between the fifth and tenth centuries in Transoxiana and Siberia, which have been linked
to Procopius’ description of the Hephthalites” fair appearance (iii.4).” Cosmas
Indicopleustes, a contemporary of Procopius, also refers to Aevkor Odvvoi under a king
Gollas. equipped with elephants for war: these ‘Zabulites’ may have been Hephthalites
as well, although it is again disputed whether it was the Kidarites or the Hephthalites (if
not both) who irrupted into northern India towards the end of the fifth century.”

The question also arises as to whether the designation ‘Huns’ 1s appropriate for the
Hephthalites. In the case of the Kidarites-Chionites, there is widespread agreement that
they were not Huns: rather they were Kushans, who had inhabited the region for
centuries.” If the view concerning the Tokharian ongins of the Hephthalites above is
accepted, then the term ‘Hun’ becomes rather inappropriate; since it is quite likely that
they also comprised an element of invaders from Central Asia, however, it is

unsurprising to find the label ‘Hun’ being applied to them. Procopius at any rate was

?* On the Pahlavi sources, CHELA. pp.299-300 and Bivar. ‘The History of Eastern Iran’, p.213 and n.6;
on the ‘Zwischenrasse’. Miyakawa-Kollautz, cols.108-109. Drouin also thought it plausible that the
Hephthalites should have had white skin, noting that such tribes are attested in Chinese sources. and that
the Alans are described as such in Ammianus (XXX1.2), p.82: Sinor, CHELA, notes that Proc.'s statement
may have been prompted by the Caucasoid appearance of some Hephthalites. p.300. But Bivar. EJ 111,
p-304, remarks that the paintings found at Bamiyan (see fig.2) do not corroborate any faimess of skin of
the Hephthalites.

Marquart, Eransahr. p.55 .8, considers the label *White Huns' 1o have been applied initially to the
Chionites. and later applied 1o the Hephthalites, cf. Christensen, p.293 n.3.

*” Cosmas Indicopleustes. Topographie Chrétienne, ed. and tr. W. Wolska-Comus, vol.3, Paris 1973,
X1.20, cf. Drouin, p.83 who considers them probably to have been Hephthalites, as does Ghirshman, p.128.
where he sees the ‘Zabulites’ (his term) as a southern branch of the Hephthalites. But Enoki. ‘Kidarites
(1)’, p.25, argues that it was the Kidarites who invaded India in the 450s or 460s, though noting that the
Hephthalites followed them into Gandhara at least: Frye, p.349, notes the reference in Indian sources to
invasions of ‘Himas’, and considers the numismatic evidence 1o point to a fragmentation of Hephthalite
territory in the region. Yu Tai-shan. ap. Naito-Kollautz p.122, notes a similarlabel in the Chinese sources:
Po Hiung. i.e. White Huns.

% Cf. G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica”, Berlin 1958 (vol.1). p.69; CHEIA, ch.6. on the Kushans' long
existence to the east of the Sasanian empire, and p.179 for the distinction between Chionites and Huns.
Ghirshman, p.74, also considers the Kushans-Kidarites not to have been Huns, which for him also implies
that the Hephthalites were not as well: they were just another ruling clan, like the Kidarites had been.
On the failure of some Chinese sources to distinguish Hephthalites and Kidarites (terming them both
Yiieh-chih). cf. Narain, CHEL4, pp.172-173 and Encki. ‘Origins’, p.232. ‘
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conscious of the extent to which they differed from the Huns who invaded Europe.®
Even the location of the Hephthalites is not a question free from controversy. Over
the heartlands of their empire there is little doubt; the problem lies in determining the
extent of their dominions. While a discussion of the thirty or more nations subject to
the Hephthalites is well outside the brief of this chapter. it is necessary to consider the
location of Procopius’ Gorgo. Enoki has postulated two centres for the Hephthalite
empire: one of these he places on the Upper Oxus, west of Badakhshan. It was here at
Pa-ti-yen that the Chinese envoy Sung Yun visited the king and queen of the
Hephthalites in 519 The other was situated at a place vanously named Ghur or Hua
or Hua-lu. placed by Enoki south of modern Kunduz: 1t is this citv which he wishes to
equate with Procopius” Gorgo.*! It is unfortunate that neither Priscus nor Procopius
give any indication of where Gorgo or Gorga (if they are different places) were situated:
Procopius’ placing of Gorgo on the border (111.2; iv.10) is not of much help, but it should
be borne in mind that he says this having just placed the Hephthalites to the north of the
Persians (iii.2). A more westerly location, such as at Gurgan, rather than in the vicinity
of Kunduz, is also 1o be preferred in the hight of the presence among the Persians there
first of Constantinus (Priscus frg. 41.3) then of Eusebius (Proc. i11.8). Given that both
Procopius and Priscus place Gorgo-Gorga in Persian territory - or at any rate in a
disputed zone - it seems unlikely that it can be considered a major centre of the
Hephthalites. It should rather be viewed as a Persian base, from which they could march
northwards or eastwards: initially the focus of Persian campaigns was northward, against

the Chols and Kidarites. then later to the east, towards Khorasan and the

® Cf. above nn.22 and 23 on the composition of the Hephthalites. Ghirshman, Pp-116-117, believes
that Proc. terms the Hephthalites Huns on account of confusion between the term ‘Hun" and ‘Chionite’.
On the generic use of the term ‘Hun', CHEIA, p.179.

% Fig.2 for the location of Pa-ti-yen; Enoki, ‘Origins’, p.235, distinguishing the two centres and on the
Jocation of the city visited by Sung Yun. Its name is in Chavannes, p.402, and is identified with Balkh by
Miyakawa-Kollautz, fig.2, cols.105-106.

3! ‘Origin’, pp.231-232; the Chinese term ‘Hua’ for the Hephthalites was named after their capital. In
‘Nationality’, pp.5-6, Enoki again discusses the matter, and suggests a location to the southwest of Balkh
for Ghor/Hua/Gorgo - hundreds of miles from modern Gurgan. Priscus' Gorga he is prepared to place
at modemn Gurgan, however.
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2 The far eastern frontier of the Sasamian Empire (after Christensen, CHIr, and
Miyakawa-Kollautz).

Procopius’ Gorgo then is to be identified firmly with the Persian Gurgan in ancient
Hyrcania; it seems, moreover, that the name was applied both to the city (as in
Procopius) and to the area (as in Shapur’s inscription). A more minor problem remains,
however: to whom did the place belong? At the time of Constantinus’ embassy (c.464-5)
the Persians are found encamped at Gorga (frg. 41.3), but by the time of Peroz’s

penultimate campaign against the Hephthalites (474/483) it is regarded as a city of the

2 The identification of the Armenian Vrkan, Priscus’ and Proc.’s Gorga and Gorgo and Persian
Gurgan is therefore accepted; Gurgan is also mentioned in Shapur I's inscription at Nagsh-e Rustam, cf.
Frye. p.371, and E. Honigmann and A. Maricq, ‘Recherches sur les Res Gestae Divi Saporis’, Académie
Royale de Belgique, Mémoires 47.4, 1952, p-40.16, as well as in Nestorian documents - Synodicon Orientale
p.672, cf. Miyakawa-Kollautz, cols.91 and 111. It is also to be found in Tabari (Noldeke), p.131 and n.1
for its identification with the Greek and Armenian names.

The second centre of the Hephthalites proposed by Enoki need not be rejected - it is accepted by
Miyakawa-Kollautz, col.113; it should merely not be identified with Gorgo/Gurgan.
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Hephthalites, albeit one right on the frontier. Furthermore, the Hephthalite king was
not prepared to defend it (iv.10), and only took measures to deal with Peroz’s final
expedition when it had passed the city. It can hardly be viewed therefore as a major
Hephthalite centre.®

The next issue raised by any analysis of Procopius’ description of the Hephthalites is
his designation of them as being non-nomadic (iii.3). In this he is followed by
Menander, but is in apparent direct contradiction of the Chinese sources: Sung Yun
describes the Ye-ta as being nomadic, moving alternately to temperate climes in the
winter and to fresher areas in summer.* The contrast is not so strong as mught initially
seem, however. For Sung Yun describes also the numerous temples and pagodas of the
Hephthalite capital at Pa-ti-ven, as well as the many cultivated fields he saw. Enoki
points to another Chinese source, Liang-shu, which notes the mildness of the
Hephthalite territory and the five varieties of cereals produced.” The second stage in
resolving the discrepancy lies in the vastness of the territories under Hephthalite sway:
both the Greek and the Chinese sources could be right through referring to different
areas. Thus those inhabiting the parts of the Hephthalite empire adjoining the Persian
empire - in the Merv, Herat and Gurgan regions, as well as Sogdia and Khwarezmia -
appear to have enjoyed a more sedentary mode of life than their Hephthalite overlords.
It may be concluded then that Procopius and Menander are by no means inaccurate in
their insistence upon the sedentary nature of the Hephthalites: there are indeed
numerous walled cities to be found in their empire, even if most were not occupied by

the Hephthalites.*

* Vi, text 10 n.45 on the date of Peroz’s campaign described in Proc. iii: the terminj are provided by
the reign of Zeno and the final campaign in 484. Worth noting as a parallel 1o iv.10 - the Hephthalite
response being triggered by Peroz reaching Gurgan - is Tabari (Noldeke) pp.130-131, where Achsunwar,
the Hephthalite king, only takes action against the Persian general Sokhra when he has passed Gurgan;
v... n.48 on Sokhra’s campaign.

In 420 too Gorgo was probably a Persian base: Yadzgerd I died there, Christensen, p.273.

* Menander, frg.10.1.76-78; Chavannes, p.402, for the Hephthalites being nomadic.

> Chavannes, pp.402-403 (though, n.1 p.403, he doubts the mention of cultivated fields). Enoki,
‘Nationality’, pp.28-29 for the description of Hua (=Hephthalite) territory by Liang Shu.

* Lippold, col.136, on the castles to be found in Hephthalite territory, dating from the sixth century;
on the tradition of co-existence of nomadic and sedentary populations in the Balkh area, cf. the remarks
of Robin Lane Fox, Alexander the Great, London 1973, p.298; also Ghirshman, p.128, arguing that the
Chinese sources are right in attesting some nomads among the Hephthalites. Enoki. ‘Nationality’, p.50
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That the Hephthalites were ruled by a king (iii.5) is not disputed, although it should

be noted that the monarchy was not hereditary: like the Sasanian system, the king’s
eldest son would not automatically succeed, but any relative who was sufficiently capable.
The Chinese sources also remark upon the severnty of the Hephthalite legal system:
those found guilty of theft were cut in two, and were liable to repay ten times the
amount stolen. With regard to Procopius’ reference to their rectitude in international
relations (iii.5), it is worth noting how Tabari portrays the conduct of the Hephthalite
king towards the treacherous Peroz: he reminds him of the oaths he has sworn, and goes
mto battle carrying the treaty signed by Peroz.”

Procopius’ description of the interment of the living followers of a noble upon his
death (11i.7) has also attracted much attention: again it may be compared with Chinese
sources. Sung Yun informs us that when a leading Hephthalite died, he was buried in
a tomb decorated with precious stones; poorer Hephthalites were interred in a hole. He
adds that all the personal objects of the deceased were buried with him. From another
Chinese account it emerges that wooden coffins were used in the burial® Such
practices, markedly different from Zoroastrian custom, were common among steppe
nomads from China to southern Russia; a parallel is recorded by Herodotus among the
Scyths. Even if some Chionites were absorbed into the Hephthalite empire, the fact that
their king Grumbates cremated his son outside Amida surely points to an altogether

different culture, and provides yet another ground for doubting the identification of the

n.5. regards the Chinese sources as ‘more correct’ since they must have changed location in summer and
winter, though he concedes that they did have cities for administration.

Miyakawa-Kollautz, cols.110-112, on the extent of the Hephthalite empire and the sedentary populations
of the Iranian areas and Khwarezmia, cf. Blockley, Menander, p.263 n.122.

Sung Yun in Chavannes p.402, speaks of the Hephthalite king spending a month in each place. On the
various types of steppe nomadism, T.J. Barfield, The Perious Frontier, Oxford 1989, pp.20-24.

" Chavannes, p.402, on- the punishments of the Hephthalites and their monarchy, as noted by
Ghirshman, p.124. Christensen, p.263, on the Sasanian succession and v.i. ch.5 n.49.
Tabar, p.126, on AchSunwar bearing with him the treaty signed by Peroz (cf. Proc.’s description, iv.9),
cf. below n.67.

% Chavannes, p.402, and Ghirshman, p.4 (on a find of a Hephthalite tomb at Setq-Abad, conforming
to the Chinese descriptions), also p.120. Enoki, ‘Nationality’, pp.49-50, on the wooden coffins (from Liang-
shu), though he mistakenly refers o Proc.’s description of the ‘immolation’ of the companions of the dead

man.
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Chionites with the Hephthalites.®

Next we turn to Procopius’ description of the two campaigns of Peroz against the
Hephthalites. While the date of his final expedition can be placed firmly in 484, no
consensus has been achieved upon the campaign - or campaigns - which preceded it.
Rather than discussing the various proposed dates at length, it 1s preferable to review
the available evidence on the initial campaign(s).” The most important piece of
evidence is Procopius’ mention of an ambassador sent by Zeno (1ii.8): whoever this
Eusebius is, he plainly cannot have been despatched by the Emperor before 474, the year
he ascended the throne. And since the final campaign took place in 484, this leaves ten
years (if 474 is included) in which the expedition described by Procopius can have taken
place. Furthermore, Zeno is unlikely to have sent him out in 475-476 during the
usurpation of Basiliscus. Beyond that, the evidence cannot be pressed far: while he may
be the magister officiorum referred to in C.J. X11.29.2 for November 474, it does not
follow that he was necessarily sent out around this time.*!

Second, there is the evidence of Joshua the Styhte (§§10-11), which confuses the

* Frye, p.350, on the widespread use of the burial of followers with a chief among steppe nomads, and
Enoki, ‘Nationality’, p.51, where he notes how different this is from the Chionites, cf. Bivar, CHIr, p-212.
Ammianus XIX.1-2 on Grumbates; J.F. Matthews, The Roman Empire of Ammianus, London 1989, p.62
and n.26, suggests that Proc.’s information was out of date, though in the context of accepting Ghirshman's
identification of Chionites and Hephthalites. Sinor, CHEIA, pp.300-301, on Hephthalite customs, and the
suggestion on the absorption of the Chionites.

*2 469 is a popular (but arbitrary) date for Peroz’s first campaign, cf, Frye, p.322 and Schippmann, p.44;
note that if Peroz was defeated before 474, he must have been beaten two further times, since both defeats
in Proc. take place under Zeno (474-491). Favouring the 470s - Lippold, cols.134-5, citing Theoph. AM.
5967, even though he puts Peroz’s final defeat in the following year; Blockley, ERFP, p.253 n.39, puts the
penultimate campaign in 476. Toumanoff puts the two last campaigns in the 480s, Studies in Christian
Caucasian History (henceforth Studies), Georgetown 1963, p.367 and n.39.

' PLRE II separates Eusebius 18 (the magister officiorum) from Fusebius 19 (Proc.’s), and notes also
a Eusebius 28, a magister officiorurn under Anastasius, who might also be identified with Proc.’s Eusebius.
M. Clauss, Der magister officiorum in der Spatantike, Munich 1980, p.154, rejects PLRE’s suggested
identification as ‘hypothetisch’, though cf. pp.64-67 on the role of magistri officiorum in international
diplomacy. Cf also Blockley, ERFP, pp.134-136, on their prominence in diplomacy, R. Mathisen,
‘Patricians as diplomats in late antiquity’, BZ 79 (1986), p.40 and Lee, pp.40-48.
PLRE 1I oddly dates Eusebius’ embassy to 476/484 and suggests 483 for the actual year - to negotiate
the return of Nisibis (on which cf ch.2 n.19)!
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picture further. He reports that Peroz was captured twice by the Hephthalites before
finally dying in battle against them. This is by no means incoxhpatible with Procopius’
version of events: he could well have omitted the first campaign of Peroz and his first
capture. either believing it to be a doublet of the second, or just because he is selective
in his presentation of material in any case. Unfortunately neither the Armenian nor the
Persian-Arabic sources are of much help in fixing the chronblogy of Peroz’s campaigns,
although they are unaware of Peroz twice suffering capture: they only recount two
campaigns as Procopius does.*

A further piece of evidence which is sometimes introduced in this context is
Zachariah’s report of alleged Roman intervention to bring about a Hun invasion (VIL3).
He dates a Hun irruption through gates guarded by the Persians to the thirteenth year
of Anastasius (504/5), and notes the presence of an Apamean merchant among the
Huns, who acted as their adviser. Zachariah reports that 400 Huns and 400 Persians,
under Peroz, proceeded to make a treaty, which the Persian king broke after only ten
days; the Huns vanquished him, however, on account of the justice of their cause, and
Peroz’s body was never recovered after the battle. He adds that Peroz was known as
‘the har’ in Persia. Clearly this report is rather confused: Peroz died in 484, and so the
date of 504/5 is quite impossible. Two strands in his account need to be separated: one
concerns a breach of the Caspian Gates in 504/5, while the other indeed refers to the
final campaign of Peroz. The former may be connected to the departure of Kavadh
from the Anastasian War to fight against Huns in the north (Proc. viii.19), and to
Roman attempts to secure Sabir help to distract the Persians.” The latter, on the other
hand, does appear to refer to the death of Peroz in 484, although whether Eustathius,

the Apamean merchant, should be linked to this story or to the later episode, is

*? The late Persian source Bal'ami, however, does offer a figure of about four years between the two
expeditions, cf. M.H. Zotenberg, Chronique de Tabari tr. sur la version persane, Paris 1869 (henceforth
Bal'ami or Zotenberg, Tabarr), vol.2, 1125, p.137 - ‘three or four years’ from the first peace with the
Hephthalites to Peroz’s decision to undertake a further campaign. One manuscript, however, (p.537)
states that it was in the seventeenth year of his reign (i.e. 474 or 476) that he declared war against the
Hephthalites.

Although Christensen, Le régne, p.24, Noldeke, Tabari, p.xxvi, and Yarshater, CHIr, p.360. consider
Bal'ami to be of little or no independent worth, it is by no means unlikely that he made use of Persian
accounts as well as Tabari; I am indebted for this point to Dr Zeev Rubin.

“ V.i ch.4 n.71 on this raid: Altheim, Geschichte der Hunnen, vol.2, pp.9-10, on this, but he prefers to
link Zach.’s whole account to the Hephthalites.
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uncertain. The interval of only ten days between the two campaigns is somewhat
implausible: both Procopius and Tabari’s versions portray Peroz as being forced to return
to his own territories before reneging on his agreement.*

In the absence of any reliable evidence for the penultimate campaign of Peroz. we may
tentatively place it in the mid-470s. As for whether Peroz suffered the ignominy of
capture twice, it is difficult to give preference to Joshua alone here: he only very briefly
tells of Peroz’s disastrous wars against the Kushaniya in any case. In view of his general
rehability, however, his account cannot be dismissed lightly, and so it is quite possible
that throughout the 470s Peroz waged war against the Hephthalites.*

Finally it remains to compare Procopius” account of Peroz’s campaigns with those
presented in other sources. Procopius is the only Roman source to describe them in
detail: neither Agathias (IV.xxvii) nor Theophanes (A.M. 5967-8) add anything of
substance.” Joshua the Stylite covers the events briefly (§11), while Lazar Parpec’i
offers a detailed narrative of the final confrontation. Tabari, however. provides three
different versions of the two expeditions which bear the closest resemblance to
Procopius’ version; Firdausi contains kittle not in Taban. Now Procopius sets the first
campaign‘ in a mountainous area, where the Persians are drawn into an impasse by the
crafty Hephthalites; but thanks to the advice of a wise Roman envoy, Peroz extricates
his army without bloodshed by performing proskynesis to the Hephthalite king (iii).

Desirous of avenging this disgrace, however. Peroz sets off on a further campaign,

* Tabari's versions are in Noldeke, pp.119-132 (and cf n1 p.119 for Noldeke's analysis and
comparison with other sources). cf. also Zotenberg. Tabari, Pp.131-142. After narrating the defeat of
Peroz, Zach. adds that Kavadh blamed the Romans for the invasion and immediately invaded Roman
territory, turning first against Theodosiopolis (Erzurum): hence he is now dealing with the Anastasian War.
Clearly major chronological confusion has occurred.

* On the reading Kushaniya in Joshua, cf. Frye, P-345 0.6 contra Altheim. Geschichte der Hunnen vol.2,
p.7. who prefer to see Joshua as referring to Chionites. Toumanoff, Studies, p.367 and n.39, argues that
Joshua's account should not be rejected contra e.g. Christensen, p-293 n4.

‘ Some interesting details are provided in Maurice’s Strategikon, IV'.3, p.194 (such as the dimensions
of the trench) which appear 1o refer 1o the 484 engagement. His account does not seem to derive from
Procopius. which may be significant - see further n.56 below.

" On the sources for the defeat of Peroz in 484, cf Sanspeur. p.165, although he is primarily
concerned with secondary works. He also calculates that Peroz must have been defeated on 29 or 30 July
484, p.142. Noldeke assesses the various versions of Tabari, Tabari. p119 n1. Qwx. ch.1 .23 on the
Iranian tradition.
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leaving only one of his sons, Kavadh, at home; this time he is decisively defeated by the
Hephthalites, himself perishing in the battle. An anecdote is told about a pearl
belonging to Peroz, and the Hephthalites are said to have subjected the Persians to
tribute for two years: Kavadh succeeded his father to the throne (iv).

Tabari’s accounts may be summarised briefly. The first tells only of the final
disastrous expedition, in which four brothers and four sons of Peroz died; after the battle
the Hephthalites annexed all of Khorasan, although Sokhra avenged the Persian defeat.
It also provides a motive for Peroz’s expedition against the Hephthalites, asserting that
the Hephthalite king was oppressing Persian subjects in the lands under their control.*
The second version stresses what a hapless ruler Peroz was for his people, recounting
the famine which oppressed the land before going on to describe how Peroz set out to
do battle against the Hephthalite king Ach$unwar in Khorasan. By the self-sacrifice of
a latterday Zopyrus Peroz is led astray on his expedition, and the majority of his army
perishes in the desert. AchSunwar forces Peroz to sign an agreement never to invade
Hephthalite territory again, and he returns home. Ignoring the advice of his counsellors,
Peroz sets off once more, and throws bridges over the trenches separating Persian and
Hephthalite territory. After fruitless negotiations with Ach$unwar, battle is joined; the
Hephthalite king carries on his lance the document signed by Peroz, invoking divine
vengeance. In the fray Peroz dies, fleeing into the trench which separates the two
kingdoms, and all his wives and treasury fall into Hephthalite hands, to be recovered
only by the boldness of Sokhra.*

The third version describes how Peroz left Sokhra in charge at home, while he crossed
the boundary between Persia and Hephthalite territory; a pillar erected in the days of
Bahram V marked the frontier, but the king had it carried forward by a team of men

and elephants. Peroz dismissed a remonstrating letter from Achsunwar, and sought to

% Noldeke, pp.119-121: this avenging campaign of Sokhra, after Peroz’s defeat, is almost certainly a
fiction, cf. Christensen, p.296, following Noldeke, Tabari, p.130 n.3; also Noldeke, tr. L. Bogdanov. The
Iranian National Epic, §9 p.16, on the Karen house (to which Sokhra belonged) reviving an Iranian myth
and embellishing it for its own ends.

% Noldeke, Tabari, pp.121-128. This is essentially the same version as is found in Balami. tr.
Zotenberg, pp-131-144, cf. also Eutychius in PG 111, cols.1058-1061; Noldeke, Tabari, p.121 n.1. notes that
the source for this version is Ibn Mugqaffa’, and (one may suppose therefore) ultimately the
Khvadaynamagh. cf. op. cit., pxx. The poor morale of the Persian amy in the second battle, on account
of Peroz’s broken oath, should also be noted.
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meet the harrying Hephthalites in open battle. They however dug a trench behind their
army, covered over with earth. Achdunwar's army then withdrew some distance; Peroz,
hearing of his presence, spurred on his army and led it to utter destruction in the
ditches. The Hephthalite king was thus able to capture Peroz’s camp. including a
daughter of Peroz; he buried Peroz and his followers, however. Again in this version the
disaster is mitigated by the valour of Sokhra, who forces Achdunwar to return all the
Persian captives and treasure, among them Peroz’s daughter.”

The one other major source to provide a detailed account of the final campaign 1s
Yazar, though he provides no information on the expedition which preceded it: he begins
with Peroz mustering his troops at Vrkan (Gurgan). The poor morale of the soldiers is
noted, as well as Peroz’s failure to heed the warnings of his counsellors. The Persian
king, unmindful of all the previous defeats sustained at the hands of the Hephthalites,
pays no attention to the Hephthalite king’s reminder of the covenant agreed between the
two sides. The Iranians feel the assertion of the Hephthalite king to be just, but Peroz
undertakes nonetheless to win the battle with only half his army; the other half is
ordered to gather up the earth from Hephthalite territory and use it to fill the ditches
which divide the two armies. But the ditches prove to be the instruments of the
destruction of Peroz's army; he perishes in the battle, along with all his sons, and few
escape the slaughter.”

The general congruence of these sources is remarkable. First the treatments of the
penultimate campaign may be compared; only Procopius and the second account in
Tabari preserve a detailed account of this expedition. Both these descriptions attribute

the war to a dispute over boundaries: in Tabari, Peroz seeks to avoid perjury by pushing

* Noldeke. pp.128-132. Firdausi's version most resembles this third account - Le Livre des rois, ed.,
tr. and comm. J. Mohl, vol.6, Paris 1868, pp.97-105 - although he considers Kavadh 100 to have been
captured in the same battle as that in which Peroz died. He also describes Peroz as being equipped with
a Roman helmet.

This third version given by Taban is the most tendentious of the three, as Noldeke noted: it refers to
the Hephthalites as Turks, and the mention of Bahram V’s tower on the border is extremely suspect, cf.
p.128 n.3.

* Tr. Thomson, pp.214-215 [155-156]. Lazar also alludes 1o Peroz having fallen into Hephthalite hands
at an earlier juncture: the wise adviser in his account of the final campaign is the sparapet Vahram. On
Lazar, q.v. ch.1 n.24.
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forward the column erected to demarcate the frontier.* They differ. however, over the
terrain involved: for Procopius the Persians are trapped in a wooded mountain pass
(1ii.8-9), from which they escape unscathed only by Peroz’s submission to the Hephthalite
king. In Tabar the expedition takes place across a desert, and the vast majority of the
Persian army perishes before the remnants are allowed home. Both, however, emphasise
discontent in the army with Peroz’s conduct. The role of the adviser to Peroz is
markedly different in the two sources: in Procopius Eusebius is an astute, well-meaning
counsellor, who brings Peroz to his senses (iii.12-14). In Tabari, the Hephthalite agent’
leads Peroz astray, despite the mistrust of the other Persians towards him.™

At no point does Procopius report the name of the Hephthalite king. Some have
identified Tabari’s AchSunwar and Firdausi’s Khuschnawéz with Priscus’ Kounchas,
although the objections to such a view have already been noted. That Peroz’s opponent
could be the Akun found on Hephthalite coins is more probable; Theophanes
Byzantinus’ reference to a king Hephthalanus as the vanquisher of Peroz has already
been rejected.”™ - The ruse by which Peroz thought to extricate himself from his
obligation to the Hephthalite king, as described by Procopius, has a parallel in Plutarch:
in his life of Artaxerxes he describes how the Theban envoy Ismenias, on an embassy to
the Persian king in 367 B.C.. deliberately dropped his ring in order to salve his

conscience on the matter of performing proskynesis to Artaxerxes.*

2 Proc. on the war being over boundaries - iii.1. Noldeke, Tabari, p.125 n.3, on the fuller text of the
second version containing the details concerning the boundary stone pushed forward by Peroz - similar
to Bal'ami. pp.131-138. On the importance of the second account in Tabari. q.v. n.49.

** Bal'ami, p.134, on only 1000 men out of 50,000 returning from the expedition, and for the mistrust
towards the Hephthalite general among the army. Noldeke, Tabari. p.124 n.1 for the parallel between
Tabari and the story of Zopvrus (Herodotus I11.153-160).

54 Noldeke. Tabari, p.123 n.4, for his discussion of the name, and q.v. n.20; cf. also Christensen, p.294
n.1 on the name, which may go back to the Sogdian word for ‘king". Ghirshman, p.15 for a coin of Akun -
an overstrike of a coin of Peroz (#6): his identification of this Akun with Kounchas, however, p.88. is to
be rejected. Marquant, Eraniahr, p.61 n.3 for discounting the report of Theophanes Byzantinus. FHG IV,

p.270, cf. supra n.24.

55 prutarch. Vita Artaverci XX11.8.4 in Vitae Parallelae 1111, edd. C. Lindskog and K. Ziegler, rev. K.
Ziegler, Leipzig 1971, XXI1.8.4 on Ismenias; on proskynesis in Persia, ¢f. the whole chapter on this in
Altheim, Geschichte der Hunnen. vol.2, pp.125-166, esp. pp.130 and 142 on proskynesis towards the sky.
Worship of the sun was a practice of both Persians and Huns, op. cit., p.275, and Proc. seems to be

reflecting this here.
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Betore the doomed campaign of 484 is discussed, a word should be said on Procopius’
sources for these chapters. Various possibilities for his information-on Persian history
have been countenanced, among them Persian oral sources and Armenian works (cf.
v-40). In this case, however, his account is closer to Tabari than to the surviving
Armenian source tazar. The possible role of Eusebius in transmitting the information
should be stressed: he must have written up a report on his embassy, and could even
have published his account, as Peter the Patrician did just under a century later.
Eusebius did not take part in the 484 campaign, however. Another interesting
suggestion is that Sasanian military manuals were translated into Greek, and that from
one such manual, the Ain-nameh, Maurice (Strategikon IV.3, p.194) derived his
information on Peroz’s defeat; certainly his account bears few similarities to that of
Procopius. At any rate it is clear that some source other than Procopius was available
to the author of the Strategikon. That some of Procopius’ information on Persian affairs
came from the self-avowed grandson of king Kavadh (therefore the great-grandson of
Peroz) seems highly probable, although perhaps less likely for events so far before his
own day. None of these suggestions are mutually exclusive, however. The failure of
Malalas or the Chronicon Paschale to allude to any event involving Peroz is striking, but
need not reflect the lack of any account of the campaigns among records at

Constantinople or Antioch.*

Typically, Procopius gives no indication of the interval between Peroz’s two campaigns,
just as he makes no attempt to date the first expedition relative to Bahram’s incursion

into Roman territory (ii.11-15).”” His assertion that among Peroz’s sons only Kavadh

* K. Kirchner, Bemerkungen zu Prokops Darstellung der Perserkriege des Anastasios, Justin und Justinian
von 502 bis 532, Wismar 1887 (henceforth Kirchner), p.4 on the use of Persian oral and Armenian written
sources, cf Christensen, Le régne, p8. Q.. n.41 on Eusebius and cf. Lee, pp.39-40, on records of
embassies. On the suggestion concerning the military manuals, cf. Miyakawa-Kollautz, col.119; Elr vol.1,
p.692, on the Ain-nameh. On the Strategikon, q.v. ch.1 n.46.

On the records at Constantinople and Antioch. q.v. ch.1 n.11. On the younger Kavadh, q.v.ch.1 n9.
For a discussion of the sources for these chapters, cf. also Cameron, pp.153-154, where she favours a
variety of sources - western probably for the penultimate campaign.

7 Cp. the equally unhelpful xpove e moldw tiaTepov (iii.1) and xpove 8¢ o mojiw torepov (iv.1).
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was left at home (iv.2) does not conform with what is reported by the other sources; it
is also doubtful whether he was still a boy, even if he was the youngest of Peroz’s sons.
That he should have omitted Zamasp, who replaced Kavadh for a few years at the end
of the century (¢.496-498) is understandable, since he confounds Zamasp with Balash,
the uncle of Kavadh. But Lazar (alone) mentions yet another son of Peroz who
survived: a certain Zareh, who proceeded to rebel against Balash, but was defeated with
help from the Armenians. Hence at least two sons of Peroz survived, including Kavadh,
and most probably three.™

Just as Procopius significantly underestimates the age of Theodosius Il in 408 (ii.1),
so he appears to do the same with Kavadh (iv.2): for Malalas reports that when he died
in 531 he was 82, implying he was born in 449. Some oriental sources, however, do
consider Kavadh to have ascended the throne at a very early age, 12 or 15; this would
make him 8 or 11 in 484, allowing for the four years of Balash’s rule. One recent
scholar, P. Crone, has accepted this tradition, pointing to the fact that he died in the
field, having attracted no comments as to his fragility: she therefore doubts that Malalas
and Firdausi can be correct in supposing him to have died an octogenarian. Such an
argument ex silentio is less than convincing: Khusro I campaigned until the 570s, when
he must have been in his sixties at least. While it is possible that the Persian nobles
deliberately picked a minor for the throne to further their own ends, the balance of
probabilities lies with Malalas and Firdausi; the sources relied upon by Crone are
remarkably inconsistent in their statements on the age of Kavadh in any case.”

Next there is the matter of Kavadh's participation in the campaign of 484: Procopius
is categorical that he did not (iv.2), though his credibility is somewhat dented by his

belief that he succeeded immediately upon Peroz’s death. According to Firdausi,

%8 ¥azar, tr. Thomson, pp.232-233 [171], on Zareh. unknown to the Persian/Arabic tradition, cf.
Noldeke, Tabari. p.133 n.6. On Proc.’s confusion over Zamasp and Balash, see further below, n.74; on
the dates of Zamasp's rule, cf. P. Crone, ‘Kavad's Heresy and Mazdak’s revolt’, (benceforth Crone) Iran
29 (1991), p.2L.

% On Kavadh, cf. PLRE 11, s.v. Cavades I, Malalas, p.471, on his age in 531. Note too that he did not
in fact command the expedition of 531. nor the attack on Dara in 530 (against Crone’s arguments).
Firdausi, tr. Mohl, p.155. Crone, p.30, for her arguments, and n.210 for her sources; but cp. Noldeke.
Tabari, pp.138-139 and nn.4 (p.138) and 1 (p-139). At one moment Kavadh is an old man, at another a
child. Christensen 100, Le régne, p.93 n.3, is dismissive of the tradition conerning the youth of Kavadh on
his accession.
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Kavadh was captured in the battle, and only returned to Persia at some stage in Balash’s
reign. In some versions reported by Tabari Kavadh is said to have fled to the
Hephthalites when Balash succeeded, which might be a doublet with his flight in 496.
But numismatic evidence may be brought to bear here, for it appears that Kavadh
started issuing coinage in 484, presumably thereby staking his claim to the throne. It
appears unlikely then that Kavadh was present at the battle, but that he may indeed have
been forced to flee to the Hephthalites when the throne was bestowed on his uncle
Balash. So in the absence of evidence other than Firdausi to the contrary, Procopius’
assertion should provisionally be accepted.® As for the thirty sons mentioned by
Procopius at iv.2, such a high figure is entirely plausible, given the polygamy practised
by the Persians: in 628 Kavadh II murdered eighteen brothers in order to secure the
throne for himself. The first version in Tabari reports the death of four sons and four
brothers all endowed with royal titles, while F.azar just refers to the death of Peroz with
his sons. The final version of Tabari is more interested in the capture of Peroz’s
daughter, Pérozdocht, only later rescued by Sokhra.*! Clearly then numerous offspring
of Peroz perished in the field, and Procopius’ figure of thirty is by no means impossible.

The Hephthalite king again emerges as a sagacious ruler in this chapter, confidently
answering the accusations of his critics (iv.3-6).2 The site of the battle is rather
different from the previous campaign: an extensive ditch is constructed for this battle in
a plain (iv.10), whereas previously the terrain had been mountainous and wooded. In
this case there is thus more affinity with the Persian accounts, where both campaigns are

placed in a desert in the east.”” Now in all the accounts which survive of the final

% Noldeke, Tabari, p.133 n.6, on the doublet concemning Kavadh’s flight. On the numismatic evidence,
cf. R. Gobl, tr. P. Severin, Sasantan Numismatics, Braunschweig 1971, p.49, and Schippmann, p.46; if this
is interpreted as a bid for the throne, then it perhaps helps to explain Proc.’s view that Kavadh followed
Peroz as king.

Ghirshman, p.91 n.7, suggested that the two years which the Persians spent as tributary to the
Hephthalites, according to Proc. (iv.35) may refer to Kavadh’s period at the Hephthalite court, cf. also
Noldeke, Tabari, p.133 n.6 and p.119 n.1. Firdausi, tr. Mohl, p.103, on Kavadh’s capture; he was rescued
in Balash’s reign, tr. Mohl, p.119.

*! Noldeke, Tabari, p.120 and n.2 (first version), p.130 (third version); Lazar, tr. Thomson, p.215 [156].
On the executions by Kavadh II, cf. PLRE 111, s.v. Cavades II qui et Siroes.

%2 Cp. Belisarius’ laughter at V.xxii.2 in anticipation of his victory over the Goths.

¢ Cf. e.g. Tabari (Noldeke), p.125 - apparently in the same area as P-124; p.129 for an easterly
location. Lazar also mentions Gosgo (Vrkan; cp. Proc. iv.10), tr. Thomson, p.214 [155].
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battle, the feature which looms most largely is the ditch-system. Certainly much of the
Persian army met its end by toppling into a deep trench, but beyond that there is a great
deal of confusion over where the trench was, who built it, and what its role was in the
battle.

Procopius’ account of the positioning of the trenches (iv.7-8) foreshadows Belisarius’
use of them at the battle of Dara (xi11.13): for this reason its reliability was doubted by
B. Rubin. His version has also been called into question on account of its similarity to
Herodotus’ description of how the Phocians overcame the Thessalians in 480 B.C.
(VIIL.28). Despite this scepticism, there can be little doubt that the Persians were
outwitted by a ditch of some sort. The Strategikon is in agreement with Procopius as
regards the construction of the trench by the Hephthalites, and the despatch of some
troops in advance to lure on the Persians; they themselves made use of the solid sections
in their retreat. Procopius is here closest to the third version in Taban, where
AchSunwar’s construction of a ditch behind his army is described, followed by his retreat,
luring Peroz and his forces into the trap. All three of these accounts add a few more
details, such as the dimensions of the trench, or the size of the solid section across it;
these are hardly reconcilable, and need detain us no further.*

The other tradition on the battle associates the Persians with the preparation of the
trench, and often links it to the boundary between Hephthalite and Persian territory.
Yazar, it 1s true, has it that the Hephthalites constructed the trench, but it is rather less
clear how the Persians fell into it. The second version of Tabari attributes the building
of the trench to AchSunwar, which was bridged by Peroz; only in defeat did it prove a
killing-ground for the Persians. A similar account can be found in al-Tha‘alibi and

Eutychius.*

“ Rubin, ZI, p.254 for his doubts; Briickner, Zur Beurteilung, for the Herodotean parallel, p.22. The
historicity of the ditches is accepted e.g. by Bury, HLRE 11, p.7. Christensen notes the antiquity of the
tradition - going back to Lazar, tr. Thomson, p.294 and n.3. The trench described by Maurice (IV.3,
p-194) is wider than that of Tabari, but much shallower (though his account is vague as to whether he is
definitely referring to this engagement or not); Proc. has only one solid section through it (iv.7) while
Maurice has several.

® Fazar, tr. Thomson, p.215 [156]; Noldeke, Tabari, pp.125-126 for the second version. Al-Tha‘alibi,
tr. Zotenberg, pp.579-583; Eutychius, PG 111 col.1060, q.v. n.49.
Firdausi, tr. Mohl, p.103, is more in line with the first group of sources, which associate the Persian
defeat with a headlong charge into the trenches (rather than retreat).
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There seems then no good reason to reject the uiversal word of the sources - that the
Persians were defeated in some way by the use of a ditch. Furthermore the balance of
evidence lends support to the version of Procopius and those in agreement with him: the
suspicion arises that in the other sources a connection has been made between the
boundary marker or trench between the two empires and the ditch used in the battle,
leading to the two becoming conflated.*

The point of detail given by Procopius (iv.9) that the Hephthalite king affixed to his
banner the salt used by Peroz in his oath is to be found also in Tabari’s second version:
there 1t is a piece of paper signed by the Persian king. Sealing an oath with salt was a
standard Persian practice: references to its use can be found in both the ‘Epic Histories

and Sebeos.9

Before recounting the aftermath of the battle, Procopius offers a lengthy tale concerning
Peroz’s pearl earring (iv.14-31); this has no parallel in any of the oriental sources,
although they do note how the king’s treasury fell into Hephthalite hands. The Persian
version of Tabari, however, does remark upon a particular item of Peroz - a gold amulet,
which listed all his treasures, which was taken by the Hephthalite king and used to
recover the other items.®

Various suggestions have been made as to the source for Procopius’ story of the pearl.
Cameron considers 1t to be ‘basically folkloric’, while Veh considers the story to
correspond to an oriental fable, and suggests that the detail on the attempt of the

Roman Emperor to buy it comes from a Roman middleman; Rubin, by contrast,

® Cameron’s scepticism about the trenches, ‘Sassanians’, p.154 is unconvincing, though she is correct
in seeing a heavy emphasis among the oriental sources in pinning the blame on Peroz personally, cp.
Noldeke, Tabari, p.125 n.1.
In support of the view of the second group of sources in one respect - that the Persians were aware of
the trenches - is the battle of Dara, where the Persians were fully cognizant of Belisarius’ trench.

®” Noldeke, Tabari, p.126 on the affixing of the document to the lance, cp. Proc. iv.9. On the use of
salt, cp. Epic Histories, t1. Garsoian, I'V.53 and n.2, p.301; also Sebeos, tr. F. Macler, Paris 1904, p.20.

® Noldeke, Tabari, pp.126 and 132 on the capture of the Persian treasury; Zotenberg’s translation of
Bal’ami, p.142, on the gold amulet.
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proposes that the story comes from a Constantinopolitan source, despite Procopius’ own
assertion at iv.31.%

Consideration of the story need not end there, however. For it appears to have gone
unnoticed that while Theophanes does not recount the tale, it is to be found in
Cedrenus.™ It appears that Cedrenus had access to a different source for the story, for
his account diverges from that of Procopius in several respects. Thus he adds that the
events took place in the Persian Gulf, which is situated to the north of the Red Sea,
whereas Procopius just talks of the Persian coast (iv.18). Furthermore, he adds that the
oysters which produced the pearls were known as ‘Zambakai.” His account of the
fetching of the pearl by the fisherman is shorter than that of Procopius: in Cedrenus the
fisherman leaps in to fetch the pearl of his own accord. throws 1t to the king’s men on
the boat. and is eaten by the shark. Peroz then rewards his children generously, which
was part of the bargain according to Procopius (iv.25). The last difference between them
is over the selling of the pearl to the Romans: Procopius reports that the Hephthalites
could not find it (iv.16), but that it was said that they subsequently sold it to Kavadh.
Cedrenus, on the other hand. asserts that they refused to sell it to Justinian, though he
offered them 100 lbs. of gold, for they considered 1t to be a monument to Persian
stupidity.

Now it is unlikely that Cedrenus has elaborated the story himself, for he adds quite
specific details to Procopius’ version. It is particularly interesting that Cedrenus
considers that it was Justinian who attempted to buy the pearl, for Procopius merely
specifies ‘the Roman Emperor’, which does not exclude Justiman. though one would
expect it to refer to the Emperor of the time, Zeno. Cedrenus’ source for the story

therefore probably dates from Justinian's time or later, though greater precision can

% Cameron, pp.154-155, noting too the symbolism of the pearl in Syriac literature. Veh; p.460; Rubin,
¢o0l.362 on the whole tale. He notes that the parallel story in Noldeke is suggestive of an onental source
on the other hand, so that contamination of missing sources cannot be ruled out. But the ‘parallel in
Noldeke (Tabari, p.123) is hardly that close, extending only so far as to mention the capture of the Persian
treasurv. Proc. asserts (iv.31) that he was told the story by the Persians, and there is no reason to doubt
that be could have heard it during his service in Mesopotamia. cf. Cameron, p.155.

The style of the anecdote, and to some extent the subject matter. recall Herodotus’ tale of Polycrates’
ring, 111.40-43; cp. also Ammianus, XXV1.3.85-87 on pearls, and the dangers of retrieving them.

™ Vol.1, pp.623-624. Cp. also the note of Photius. Bibliotheca, vol.1, p.65 on the word papyapov in
this passage.
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scarcely be attained; it might be suggested that the source, assuming Cedrenus has used
it directly, dates from the reign of Justinian, since later sources woﬁld be expcted only
to know the story through Procopius.”

In what manner Peroz died (1v.32) is a matter of some dispute among the sources: the
report of Joshua the Stylite (§11) that his body had not been found is a pointer to the
uncertainty surrounding his death. Two Synac accounts report him to have committed
suicide to avoid capture; his body was eventually found by the Hephthalites, who,
according to one version in Tabari, actually buried the fallen in a building.™

It may be wondered on what authority Procopius knew of the law he claims was
passed by the Persians (iv.33) forbidding pursuit of the enemy. A similar decision is
reported by Theophylact (IILxiv.11), when Khusro I decreed that the Persian king should
not go on campaign in person, on account of an unsuccessful invasion of Armenia.
Whether or not Procopius’ reference is accurate, it is difficult to find instances of
impetuousness in Persian conduct in wars after this: a good instance of their caution can
be found in Theophylact ILix.13: the Persians fail to follow up a Roman retreat in 586
through fear of a trap.™

Procopius passes straight from Peroz’s death to the reign of Kavadh (iv.34), omitting
entirely the reign of Balash, evidently through confusion between Balash and Zamasp.™
That the Hephthalites reduced the Persians to tributary status is confirmed by
numismatic evidence in the form of Hephthalite overstrikes to Sasanian coins: Marquart

connected these with payment of tribute, and has generally been followed by subsequent

! A possible candidate would therefore be John Lydus, who wrote a history of the Persian wars (q.v.
ch.1 n.18) and who provides such details e.g. in the de Mensibus.

" Mari, p.37; Chron. Seert, par 2, PO 7 (1911), ch.5 p[15]. Noldeke, Tabar, p.130 and n.2 on the
burial buildings - hardly what the Zoroastrian Persians could have wished for!

? Whitby, Maurice, pp.266-267, on the sources for Khusro's decree; cf, also Strategtkom XI1.1 (p.360),
which remarks that the Persians pursue cautiously and in good order.

7 On the omission of Balash, cf. Cameron, ‘Sassanians’, pp.154-155. Balash was the uncle of Kavadh.
the brother of Peroz, cf. Cameron, art. cit., p.155, and Noldeke, Tabari, p.133 n.4, though some versions
make him another son of Peroz. Also Rubin ¢o0l.360, and Cameron, p.154, on Proc.’s eror. Christensen.
p.349 n.1, views the similarity of the character and destiny of the two as helping to account for Procopius’
mistake; Theophanes, A.M. 5968, gives the two names Blasius and Ovalas (with Blases also being attested
as a variant of the former) as alternatives, which shows the confusion which could arise between the

names.
On the reign of Balash. q.v. ch.2, n.21.
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scholars. This subjection did not last for a mere two years, however, despite Procopius’
assertion (iv.35). The numismatic evidence shows that right through until 545 the
Persians were having to make payments to the Hephthalites: this goes some way to
explain the rapaciousness of Kavadh and Khusro in their campaigns against the

Romans.”™

(b) Procopius on internal Persian history (v-vi)

In these chapters Procopius continues his account of internal Persian history to the end
of the fifth century, highlighting the more sensational episodes. Interweaved into his
account 1s an extract from a ‘History of the Armenians’, providing an anecdote on the
curious ‘Castle of Oblivion’. In his version of events concerning the reign of Kavadh,
Procopius bears a remarkable similarity to some of the versions reported by Tabar: it
seems that he is in touch with a Persian tradition about Kavadh, which would help to
explain why Agathias in his excursus on Sasanian history (IV.xxiii-xxx) does not differ
from him. The ‘History of the Armenians’, on the other hand, was evidently a written
source, and has been connected with the ‘Epic Histories’ attributed to the Armenian
writer P‘awstos Buzand, where the same incident is reported in similar terms.”

While Procopius passes over the opening years of Kavadh's reign (488-496), they
nonetheless deserve consideration. Balash’s conciliatory policies had proved unpopular
with the aristocracy, leading to his overthrow in 488. Probably a leading figure behind
the installation of Kavadh was the noble Zarmihr (Sokhra) of the Karen house.” But

 Marquart, Eransahr, pp.62-63. followed by Christensen, P-297 n.2. Miyakawa-Kollautz. col.119, and
Schippmann, p.44. For an illustration of a Sassanian coin with a Hephthalite countermark, f. F.R.
Alichin. and N. Hammond, The Archaeology of Afghanistan from earliest times to the Timurid Period,
London 1978, p.250 fig. 5.19.

’® Tabari’s accounts of Kavadh's overthrow and restoration are 1o be found in Noldeke's translation,
Pp-139-164; Christensen, Le régne, pp.26-71. separates out the various strands in Tabari and other oriental
sources and provides a helpful schematisation of the traditions. Agathias, IV xxviii, for his account of
Kavadh’s reign. On P‘awstos Buzand, cf. Garsoian. Epic Histores, pp.1-11, Although she demonstrates
that the name of the author is in fact a misreading of the title of the work (Pp-13-14), the anonymous
author will be referred to as P‘awstos henceforth for the sake of convenience.

" On the two names of Zarmihr/Sokhra. cf. Christensen, Le régre. p.92 n.1 and Noldeke, Tabar, p.120
n.3 and p.140 n.2. On the problem surrounding the identification of this person with Proc.'s Seoses. v.:.

n.113.
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Kavadh failed to prove pliant towards the aristocracy, and at some point in the 490s took
advantage of the rivalry between Zarmihr/Sokhra and Shapur Mihrén, the commander-
in-chief of the army (Eran-spahbadh). to have the former executed.”™ According to the
traditional view, Kavadh's conversion to Mazdakism followed soon after the execution
of Zarmihr/Sokhra; then, probably in 496, he was replaced by his brother Zamasp.”
Whether Mazdak’s doctrines were already causing offence to the nobility is uncertain,
but Kavadh’s position was further weakened by external problems: the Armenians had
defeated a Persian army sent to restore fire-worship in their country, while the Arabs
had launched raids into Persian territory. Furthermore, the Kadishaye in the vicinity of
Nisibis were proving restless.®

It has been suggested, however, that Kavadh’s overthrow should not be connected with
his support for the Mazdakites. Before considering this proposal, the various sources
concerning the event must be reviewed. Procopius relates it briefly: Kavadh incurs the
wrath of the mA760¢ by his introduction of communal intercourse with women (v.1-2),
and is therefore ousted in favour of his brother Blases (v.2). Despite the advice of
Gousanastades (Gushnaspdadh) he is cast into prison (v.2-9), which prompts the
excursus concerning the Prison of Oblivion (v.10-40).  Procopius is clearly more
interested in his anecdote on the prison, and Kavadh’s crafty escape, than in the
motivation behind his removal from the throne. Nor are his tastes unique: Agathias
(IV.xxvil) merely moralises on the idea of communal intercourse with women, while
Joshua the Stylite (§20) also alludes to this measure alone. While Joshua connects this

to the ‘Zaradushtakan’ sect, it is only the oriental sources that link Kavadh's overthrow

" Christensen, Le régne, pp.94-95, Frye, CHIr 3.1, P-150. Noldeke, Tabari, p.140. Q. n.59 against the
view that Kavadh was very young when he ascended the throne.

” Noldeke, Tabari pp.427-8 on the details of the chronology - Agathias (I'V.xxviii.1) places Kavadh's
overthrow in his eleventh year, which would be correct for his restoration, cp. Cameron, p.157,
Christensen, L'Iran, p.348. Schippmann reckons that Kavadh's support for Mazdak commenced in 4945,
soon after the death of Zarmihr, p.49.

Taban, p.140, puts Kavadh’s deposition in his tenth year. Procopius (vi.18) puts the length of Zamasp's
reign at two years, while Agathias (TV xxviii.7) puts it at four: Proc.’s figure is to be preferred, though since
neither Zamasp nor Kavadh may have instantly gained complete control, some leeway must be allowed.
Crone. p.21, supports Noldeke’s dating of Kavadh’s overthrow to 496.

% Cf. Joshua §§21-22, Christensen, L'Iran, p.347, Frye, CHIr, p.150. On the Kadishave, v.i. ch.4 n 4.
Christensen, loc. cit.. points to the lack of major disturbances under Zamasp as evidence that the
Mazdakite movement had made little headway by the time of Kavadh’s removal.
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to his support for the Mazdakite movement. The failure of the more contemporary
western sources to mention any other reforms of Kavadh save in respect of women has

led Crone to argue that the king had proposed such a measure (and no others) in the
490s, as a result of which he was thrown into prison; only later, she argues, did he have
dealings with the Mazdakites. The oriental sources, according to this view, retrojected
these links to the period before his overthrow, and therefore attributed the king’s fall to
his Mazdakite sympathies.®

Now the more traditional view holds that the western sources are selective in their
reporting of Kavadh’s overthrow, and that the measures concerning women which caught
the attention of Procopius and Agathias were only part of a more extensive programme
of reform inspired by Mazdak. The difficulty with such an interpretation is the time gap:
there is no doubt that Kavadh was removed from power between 496 and 498, nor that
Mazdak and his followers came to grief in the late 520s or even the early 530s. If
Kavadh was indeed expelled for his association with Mazdak, then it is necessary to
suppose that upon his return he did not renounce his support for the movement, which
continued to flourish for several more decades. While it is hardly appropriate to attempt
a detailed investigation of Mazdakism at this point, it is however necessary to consider
Procopius’ account concerning Kavadh's overthrow; for if one is to separate Kavadh’s
revolutionary proposal concerning women from Mazdak’s teachings, then one must
regard the silence of western sources as significant. It seems more probable, however,
that little can be read into the failure of Procopius, Agathias or Joshua to mention any
wider reform programme leading to Kavadh’s downfall.®

It was, according to Procopius, the wAn6o¢ (v.1) who were angered by the king’s
measures: Crone attaches considerable importance to this statement, arguing that this
refers to the common people of Persia. But Mazdak, according to the oriental sources,

enjoyed popular support for his programme. Hence, she argues, Kavadh’s overthrow

® Crone, pp.21-42, esp. pp.21-23. Mari also alludes to Kavadh’s alteration of the marriage laws, p.40.
On the sect of Zaradusht (Zarathustra), cf. Crone, p.24, and Le régne, pp.98-106.

%2 For the more traditional view (and a detailed treatment of Mazdakism). cf. Christensen, Le régne,
pp.95-106 and L Tran, pp.337-347, also E. Yarshater, ‘Mazdakism’, CHIr 3.2, pp.991-1024, Frye, pp.322-323,
and Schippmann, pp.46-49. Crone makes the point about the time-gap. p.22; Christensen, for instance,
assumes that the western sources are just being selective in their reportage, L 'Iran, p.345, considering it
remarkable that they fail to note Mazdak’s measures on the holding of goods in common.
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should not be linked to Mazdak. It is difficult, however, to pin so much on Procopius’
use of the term mAnfo¢: it has also been argued that it refers to the Persian nobility, and
it i1s quite possible that Procopius was uncertain just who was responsible for the
usurpation of Zamasp. To stake so much on his use of this word then seems dangerous,
especially considering his confusion of Balash and Zamasp.®

Kavadh’s measures were by no means so drastic as the western sources imply in any
case: Sasanian law allowed a husband to cede one of his wives, including his ‘principal
wife’ to another man in need. Thus Joshua is shghtly more accurate in this instance
when he talks of Kavadh reviving the sect of the Zaradushtakan (820). It would seem
then that Kavadh merely loosened the laws of marriage, probably as part of an attempt
to reduce the power of the nobility; for by weakening the bonds of marriage the blood-
lines of the aristocracy would be threatened.®

Procopius, like Agathias and Joshua, is hostile towards Kavadh’s revolutionary
programme (v.1): he does not explicitly condemn his measures concerning women, but
latent criticism of the king may be seen in his use of the term vewtepa.* His
conflation of Zamasp and Balash has already been remarked upon: the description of
Blases as the brother of Peroz (v.3), as well as the report that he was blinded once
Kavadh reascended the throne (vi.17) recall the fate of Balash, yet from the context of
the incident, it is clear that Procopius is referring to Zamasp. It may be supposed then
that either Procopius received an unclear version of the reigns of Balash and Zamasp,

such that he supposed them to be one and the same, or that he has consciously pared

* Crone’s arguments - p.23; she acknowledges that one may doubt Proc.’s account, but insists that even
if the king was not overthrown by the multitude. one is not justified in inferring that he actually enjoyed
popular support (n.48). N. Pigulewskaja, Les villes de 'état Iranien aux €poques parthe et sassanide, Paris
1963 (henceforth Les villes), p.212, for her interpretation of Proc. as referring to the nobility, also
Christensen, Le régne, p.111. Cf. the comments of Cameron, ‘Sassanians’, pp.156-157, who rightly stresses
Proc.’s ignorance of the circumstances of Kavadh's overthrow. Agathias (IV.xxviii) holds the nobility
responsible for the downfall of the king: Proc.'s account, it should be noted, alludes to general
revolutionary measures introduced by Kavadh (v.1), even if he specifies only one.

* On Sasanian marriage laws, cf. Christensen, Le régre, pp.105-106, cp. L'Iran, pp.328-332, 344-345;
also A. Perikhanian, ‘Iranian society and law', CHIr 3.2, pp.646-650.
Noldeke considered Kavadh to have been striking a blow against the nobility, Tabari, p.142 n.3, followed
by Pigulewskaja, Les Villes, p.210 and Crone, p.25. although Christensen believed him 1o have been sincere
in his backing for Mazdak, Le régne, pp.107-111.

8 Q.v. ch.1 n.53 on Proc.’s conservatism.
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down a longer account for the entertainment of his reader.*

The report on the conference held to determine the fate of Kavadh (v.2-9) is to be
found in no other source: nor does Gousanastades attract the attention of any of the
main Persian sources in their accounts of Kavadh's reign. He does, however, figure in
tazar, where he is sent out by Balash to pacify the Armenians: he is named as Nixor
Vsnaspdat, and described as ‘a calm and thoughtful man, concerned for the land’s
welfare’. He enjoyed good relations with the Armenians, and is reported by Lazar to
have been heavily critical of Peroz when speaking to Vahan Mamikonean, accusing him
of having delivered over the Sasanian kingdom to the Hephthalites.*” Thus from both
wrniters he emerges as a determined foe of the Hephthalites, who presumably believed
that peace in the west was a necessary precursor to restoring Persian ascendancy in the
east. He had been prominent under Balash, and now clearly backed the usurpation of
Zamasp: his desire therefore to be rid of Kavadh is unsurprising. What is less clear,
however, is whence Procopius derived his account of the debate concerning the king’s
fate.

Two possibilities may be suggested here. On the one hand, given that the
deliberations are followed by an extract from the ‘History of the Arménians’, it is
possible that this work might have contained information on the kandrang
Gousanastades. Support for such a view may be found in his involvement in Armenian
affairs, although he had charge of a province far removed from Armenia. Perhaps more
likely in tlius case, however, Procopius may have acquired his information from the
younger Kavadh., who had been reared at the court of Gousanastades’ successor
Adergoudounbades (xxiii.7), and must therefore have been well informed on this family.
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that Procopius devotes more space to this family than to
any other, save that of the Sasanian line.®

According to Procopius, Gousanastades occupied the position of kandrang (v.4), in

% Vi n.104 for another likely case of such compression; q.v. n.74 on the confusion between Zamasp
and Balash.

¥’ Lazar's praise for Gousanastades - tr. Thomson, p.219 [159]; his good relations with the Armenians -
Pp-223 [163]; his criticism of Peroz, pp.226-227 [165-166]. Cf. also Justi, p.219, for the identification and
p.354, s.v. Waredna and Christensen, L Tran, p.348.

% Q.v. ch.1 n.9 on the younger Kavadh.
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command of the eastern frontier. It is uncertain, however, whether this position was
among the seven hereditary offices of state restricted to seven noble families, though
Procopius may be correct to suppose that it was. The headquarters of the domain under
the kanarang (Abharshahr) were situated at Nishapur, so that the duty of guarding
agamst the Hephthalites fell to him. The title may have been more generally used,
however, for the Persian lexicographers interpret the word as meaning ‘governor of a
province’. It also apparently became a personal name - the parallel of Patricius may be
appropriate - so that the Chanaranges to be found in Procopius and Agathias should not
necessarily be viewed as the usual product of Roman confusion over Persian
titulature.®

The “Prison of Oblivion’, in which Kavadh was confined (v.7-9) 1s attested in numerous
other sources, none of them Persian. It was situated in Susiana, and known as Gelgard.
Anushbard or Andmishn, the last of these in the Armenian sources; its site has been
placed near Gundishapur.® As Procopius states, it was used for the permanent
removal of enemies dangerous to the state. His account implies that the inmates were
generally royal, and he notes at v.7 and v.29, in almost the same words, the reluctance
of the Persians to execute a man of royal blood. But Theophylact, on the other hand,
devotes an excursus to the Prison, and from his account it emerges as a general gaol, in
which a considerable number of prisoners were held. He describes how the Romans of
Dara, who were among those imprisoned there, led a break-out and succeeded in
returning to their own lines.”® The Life of John Eleemosynarius also mentions the

prison, where John was imprisoned in the seventh century; it is said that no one could

* On the office of kandrang, cf. Christensen, Le régne, p.115 n.2, L’Iran, pp.107-108 n.3 and p.351n.2,
Frye, p.264 and n.60, and Justi, p.155. On Abharshahr and the family of Gousanastades, cf, Marquart,
Eransahr, pp.74-75. On Proc.’s and Agathias’ Chanaranges, cf. PLRE 111, s.v. Chanaranges 1, 2 and 3 (the
latter two quite likely being the same person).

* On the name and location of the prison, cf. Christensen, L’Iran, pp.307 and 349. Noldeke, Tabari,
p-144 n.1 and J. Markwan, Siidarmenien und die Tigrisquellen nach griechischen und arabischen Geographen,
Vienna 1930, pp.44*-48* believe that it can be sited at a place they identify with Diz-i-pul, where Istakhri
places a bridge of Andamiin: a modern map locates a place called Andimeshk just north of Dezful.
Garsoian, Lpic Histories, p.443, s.v. Anyu§, puts it in Khuzistan, to the north-west of the Persian Gulf, but
maintains that its site is unknown. Ammianus (XXVI1.12.3) refers to it as Agabana.

* Theophylact II1.v.3-7, cf. M. Whitby, The History of Theophylact Simocatta (hencefonh History),
Oxford 1986, pp.77-78, where they note that this episode is clearly inserted from a different source: the
detail on the return of the Romans may imply that the report stemmed from one of them.
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be recalled from the prison, but some inmates effected an escape to Cyprus.”
Armenian sources also mention the release of ‘une multitude sans nombre de captifs’
from the prison under Khusro IL*

The references in Theophylact, Symeon, and the Armenian sources would argue a
more general purpose for the prison, and it seems likely in any case that it was not solely
used for high ranking prisoners. It is interesting that it fails to catch the attention of
either the Syriac or oriental sources. The latter at most make mention of a prison or
‘einen Ort, zu dem niemand als sie [die Mazdakiten] kommen konnte’* Both
Procopius and Theophylact devote some attention to the place, digressing from their
narrative, while the Armenian sources, such as P‘awstos, bring it in as part of the
narrative. Procopius’ detail on the execution of anyone referring to an inmate of the
Prison (v.8) appears to be an elaboration: P‘awstos’ account does not mention such a
law, though Shapur is unwilling to let Arsaces’ servant visit him. Doubtless it would be
unwise to mention a high-ranking inmate of the Prison, but if it were used for Roman
prisoners from Dara, it is hardly likely that mentioning them would incur the death

penalty.”

2 The life of John Eleemosynarius can be found in Symeon Metaphrastes, PG 114, c0l.937 on the
episode, cp. H. Delehaye, ‘Une vie inédite de saint Jean FAumonier’, AB 45 (1927), p.53 ch.37. Whitby
notes that the life of St Golinducht (to be found in G. Garitte, ‘La passion Géorgienne de sainte
Golindouch’, .4B 74 (1956), pp.430, 435 and 437 and P. Peeters, ‘Sainte Golindouch martyre perse’, AB
62 (1944), pp.84-85) refers to the Prison, cf. History, p.148 n.54 and p.149 n.58 (on Vxii.12); whether these
(relatively frequent) mentions of the Prison in such works should be taken too seriously may be doubted,
even if (e.g.) Peeters, p.99, is prepared to accept the word of the hagiography.

% On the mass break-out, cf. Patkanian, ‘Essai d’une histoire de la dynastie des Sassanides d’apres les
renseignements fournis par les historiens Arméniens’, Journal Asiatique 7 (1866), pp-208-9 and V. Langlois
Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I'Arménie, vol.2, Paris 1869, p.272 n.1, on Armenian sources

and the pnson.

% Noldeke. Tabari pp.142, 144 for the ‘Gefangniss’ and p.144 n.1 on the Prison itself; Cameron. p.157,
considers it unsurprising that the oriental sources do not mention it if it was indeed forbidden even to

name the place, as Procopius says.

% Stein’s view (vol.2, Excursus U, p.835 n.2) that Faustus came from Buzanta, rather than Byzantium,
has now been rejected by Garsoian. Epic Histortes, pp.11-16; she accepts, however, that the prison could
not be named, p.443.

The prison is also referred to by Moses Kborenats‘i I11.35, History of the Armenians. t1. R.W. Thomson,
Cambridge Mass., 1978, pp.292-293 and in the Life of St Nerses, in Langlois, vol.2, p.33 in their accounts

of Arsaces’ incarceration.
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The Prison of Oblivion provides Procopius with the opportunity of entering into an
entertaining story concerning the Armenian king Arsaces III (?350;364). He tells in
some detail of how the Armenians come to the aid of the Persians, which leads to the
end of war between the Persians and Armenians (v.10-14). The Persian king Pacurius
and Arsaces become friends, but through magical means Pacurius discovers that Arsaces
is plotting against him, and therefore summons him to court and imprisons him in the
Prison of Oblivion (v.10-29). Finally, a faithful retainer of Arsaces distinguishes himself
in the service of the Persians, and is allowed to visit his king; and Arsaces kills himself
after a banquet is held in honour of his visitor (v.30-39).%

Now the story of Arsaces’ imprisonment is also recounted in very similar fashion in
the Epic Histories once attributed to P-awstos Buzand. Despite varying views in the
past, 1t seems most probable now that the work was originally composed in Armenian.”
The relationship between the two accounts remains a puzzle, however., Garsoian places
the composition of the Epic Histories in the 470s, over a century after the events
described, which implies the existence of a prior source. She further suggests that
versions of Arsaces’ ordeal may well have circulated in both Greek and Armenian.
Hence the existence of the two stories, she adds. does ‘not necessarily provide a direct
link between "P'awstos’ and Procopius’. Rather, given the material on Armenia included
in the de Aedificiis as well (IILi.6), it does not seem implausible to suppose that there
was some sort of ‘History of Armenia® available in Greek in the sixth century; and that
it was this work which was exploited by Procopius.® Other sources, such as Moses
Khorenats'i, Ammianus Marcellinus and the Life of St Nerses, refer briefly to the fate
of Arsaces, but offer few details; Ammianus notes the guile employed by Shapur in
luring Arsaces to a banquet, and how he was bound in silver chains as a concession to

his nobility. But it is with P-awstos that Procopius’ account must be most closely

* PLRE 1, sv. Arsaces 111, for the (tentative) dates of his reign.

" Cf. Garsoian, Epic Histories, pp.6-8, against P. Peeters, ‘Le début de la persécution de Sapor, d’aprés
Fauste de Byzance’ (henceforth, ‘Le début’), REArm 1 (1920), p.21 n.5 and p-15. Stein I1. Excursus U, and
Rubin AvK col.363.

* Garsoian, Epic Histories, pp.11 and 20, cp. Thomson. Moses Khorenats':. PP.53-53 on the ‘Primary
History' and Haury, Bella. vol.1, p.xx.
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compared.”

While Procopius places the length of the Armeno-Persian war at 32 years (v.10)
P‘awstos varies in his figures: at one point he gives 34 years (IV.50), elsewhere he puts
‘over thirty years’ (IV.20). The two writers are thus remarkably close here. Although
it 1s difficult to date anything within the war, it appears that Arsaces was captured in its
thirtieth year, after which hostilities continued for two more years.'® As Peeters says,
‘Fauste nous décrit en réalité une situation ambigue, qui n’est ni la paix ni la guerre’ -
Le. the modepo¢ axnpvkroc of v.10.1

The fact that Procopius has succeeded in accurately relating the length of the war
makes it all the more remarkable that he should have committed the blunder of placing
it in the time of the Persian king Pacurius; for the Persian king in question is clearly
Shapur II (308-78). There never was a king of Persia by that name, though it was held
by several kings of Parthia.’® In 368 Arsaces presented himself at Shapur’s court for
the last time: so if the war had been going on for thirty years until then, it must have
started in 338/9, which would coincide with the start of the persecution of Christians in
the Persian empire.®

P*awstos’ version of events is by far the more detailed, and it seems likely indeed that
not only has Procopius compressed the account given in the Epic Histories - or whatever
‘History of the Armenians’ was available to him - but he has also somewhat recast the

tale for his readers.”™ Procopius omits the first encounter of Arsaces with Shapur:
p p

® Ammianus, XXVI1.12.1-3; Moses I11.35 and the Life of Nerses, p.33, for their versions, cf. Garsoian,
Epic Histories, p.313.

'® Peeters, ‘Le début’, p.23 and n.6, on the siege of Artogerassa following the capture of Arsaces (in
Ammianus, XXVI1.12), cf. also Garsoian, Epic Histories, p-291 n.19,

""" Peeters, ‘Le début’, p.24, cf. Garsoian, Epic Histories, p.291 n.18 and pp.362-363 on Arsaces’
ambiguous policy towards Rome and Persia.

' Garsoian, Epic Histories, views the name Pacurius as ‘an all-purpose’ one, meaning in Persian ‘god’s
son’, and notes the resemblance of the tale to that of Heracles and Antaeus, p.302.

1% Cf. Peeters, ‘Le début’, p.26; at p.23 he notes how P‘awstos IV 54 implies there were thirty years
of war before the capture of Arsaces. Garsoian, Epic Histories, p.291 n.19, for a discussion of the dates
of the war.

'% So Peeters, ‘Le début’, p.22; or the changes may have been made already in the Greek version used
by Proc.
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during the stay of Arsaces and his faithfu] henchman Vasak (Procopnus Bassicius) at
Shapur’s court, the latter decapitated the head of Shapur’s stables for an insult to his
master. But this did not blunt Shapur’s bking for Arsaces, and oaths were sworn by
Arsaces to remain faithful to the Persians. Disputes among the Armenian hierarchy led
to the sudden flight of Arsaces and Vasak from the court (P‘awstos IV.16), though this
does not appear to have spoilt relations between the two sides. For when the Romans
failed to seek the aid of the Armenians, the Persians and Armenians co-ordinated an
attack on the Roman forces in Aruestan, near Nisibis, which restored Arsaces to favour
with Shapur. Yet again, however, Armenian intrigues precipitated Arsaces’ flight and
from this arose the thirty-year war (Iv.20).*

Now the attack of the Armenians on the ‘barbarians’ hiving not far off (v.30) must be
Procopius’ revision of P‘awstos’ attack on the Romans near Nisibis.® The distrust
which arose after this battle is not seen by Procopius as the cause of the war, for the
attack actually takes place during it: hence P‘awstos’ notice at IV.20 on the war lasting
over thirty years is probably either misplaced or inaccurate. The removal of the Romans
from Procopxus version 1s hardly surprising: it is required by the aim of the story - to
arouse plty for the plight of Arsaces in the Roman reader, and may already have been
present in the ‘History of the Armenians’ used by Procopius.

The main oddity about Procopius’ account is the omission of any fighting between
Persians and Armenians: he is clearly more interested in the individuals. It is perhaps
as a result of a wish not to go into detail about the lengthy conflict between the two
sides that leads him (or his source) to telescope drastically the events leading up to
Vasak’s final visit to the court of Shapur. For he passes over the first encounter of the
two men, at which oaths were sworn, but seems to insert the oaths into the second
encounter, when (according to P‘awstos) Shapur promised his daughter in marriage to
Arsaces. In neither case does Procopius mention the flight of Arsaces: he manages to
explain the distrust between the two sides as being due to slanders made to the Persian

king (v.16). This reworking of the story allows him to compress events considerably, and

'% Cp. also the Life of St Nerses, p.33. On Aruestan. cf. Garsoian’s toponymy, p.449: it is the
equivalent of the Greek or Latin Mygdonia.

1% So Peeters, ‘Le début’, p.22.
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only adds to the sympathy for Arsaces: in P'awstos’ account, the internal disputes of the
Armenians and the flights from the Persian court are scarcely heroic.

It is the final part of the story which Procopius narrates in the greatest detail, and
here there are fewer divergences between his account and that of P‘awstos (IV.54).
Nevertheless it is noticeable that in P'awstos Arsaces and Vasak only depart to see
Shapur very reluctantly, virtually coerced by the Armenian people, and having received
an assurance of their safety from the Persian king. Hence Procopius’ version of an
unsuspecting Arsaces again reflects well on the king.'?”

In the plan of the Magi (P‘awstos IV.54: Proc. v.20-21) there is broad agreement
between the two sources. but they diverge over what follows. Thus P‘awstos recounts the
scene between Arsaces and Shapur mainly in direct speech. where Procopius just
describes it in general terms (v.25-27), concentrating on how Arsaces spoke - whether
arrogantly or submissively - instead of on what he said. He also omits the banquet at
the end of the day. which in Prawstos’ account clinches Arsaces™ guilt when he waxes
arrogant yet again; but on the detail of the punishment of Vasak they are in general
agreement. Procopius however states that he was flayed. whereas in P'awstos he is
strangled, before his body is filled with chaff or grass. and suspended from a tree (v.28).
Prawstos adds that the body was placed outside the Prison.'®

The version of the Epic Histories (IV.54) concerning the death of Arsaces is again
fuller than that of Procopius (v.35-39). who does not even furnish us with the name of
the faithful servant of Arsaces: according to P-awstos, he was a eunuch called Drastamat,

who saved Shapur’s life in a campaign against the Kushans.'® Ag before, P‘awstos

" Cf. Moses 111.34-5, tr. Thomson, pp.292-293. on their reluctance: the Life of St Nerses, on the other
hand, considers them to have gone willingly, p-33.

1% Cp. Agathias, TV xxiii.2-5, on the flaying of the general Nachoragan by Khusro following a defeat
in Lazica: his body too was inflated like a wineskin and hung from a pole, a practice which Agathias
considers to have originated with the savage Shapur I, but cf. Cameron, ‘Herodotus and Thucydides in
Agathias’. BZ 57 (1964). p.51 n.86. Cp. The Book of Government or Rules Jor Kings, tr. H. Darke, London
1960. p.40. on a flaying ordered bv Khusro. The Life of Nerses just states that Vasak was killed in prison.
p.33.

'® Presumably some time afier 370, cf. Christensen, L Tran P-239 contra Garsoian, Epic Histores, p.313;
PLRE 1, s.v. Arsaces. puts it some time in the 360s. Moses I11.35. tr. Thomson, pp.292-293, and the Life
of Nerses (p.33) ignore the role of Drastamat and have Arsaces kil himself with his own sword; Ammianus
refers to the torture of the king at Agabana. following his blinding. then his execution. XXV11.12.3.

On the name Drastamat. cf. Garsoian. Epic Histories, pp.369-370. she suggests that he may be parni of
an ‘epic tradition’ in the role of the faithful retainer. considering too that in Pahlavi his name means
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narrates in direct speech, while Procopius summarises what was said. Procopius would
appear to have elaborated P‘awstos’ version (or that of his source), for the Epic Histories
do not mention Arsaces and Drastamat embracing, though they do recount the bathing
and dressing of the king. It is also at this point that Procopius describes a banquet put
on by Arsaces - perhaps an adaptation of the one to be found slightly earlier in P‘awstos’
version. Finally, in the Epic Histories Arsaces kills himself with a dagger provided by
his loyal servant, but in Procopius he has to steal it from the banquet; again Procopius
has adapted the story to focus on Arsaces, for in P‘awstos Drastamat too commits

suicide after his master.

Procopius’ account of Kavadh’s imprisonment (vi.1), escape to the Hephthalites (v1.2-9)
and subsequent restoration to power (vi.10-19), bears great similarity to the versions
reported by Tabari. While he attributes Kavadh’s escape to the assistance of his wife
(vi.1-9), however, the oriental sources tend to refer to his sister; but as has been pointed
out, the tradition may have considered the king to have been married to his sister. A
separate version in Tabari omits references to Kavadh’s wife, but gives the leading role
to the son of Sokhra, Zarmihr, in effecting the king’s escape.'

In Procopius, Kavadh escapes by donning his wife’s clothes, while she takes his place
in the prison (vi.6-8). In the version of Tabari which involves the king’s sister, however,
she effects his escape by having him taken out wrapped in a carpet. Thus she escapes
with him, although no more is heard of her once he flees to the Hephthalites. Since
Procopius considers her to have taken her husband’s place, he is faced with the problem
as to what befell her once he had escaped; Agathias, it may be noted (IV.xxviii.3),
alludes specifically to Procopius’ version, but indicates that he was aware of alternative

accounts of the king’s escape. This ties in well with Procopius’ declaration (vi.9) that

‘welcome’.

110 Gee esp. Christensen, Le régne. p.112, on the ruse of Kavadh’s wife/sister: while he views this as a
legend, he recognises that its presence in Proc. demonstrates that it must have arisen at an early stage;
loc. cit. for the identification of the wife and sister. Noldeke. Tabar:, p.144, for the version there of the
sister’s help. p.142 for that of Zammihr; cf. also Le régne. pp.25-89, for a useful schematisation of the
various traditions on Kavadh.
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there were conflicting Persian stories as to what became of Kavadh’s wife, although none
of these has survived in the oriental tradition. That Procopius had heard the story from
more than one source need not follow from his statement, any more than that he could
speak Persian. Syriac speakers on the Roman-Persian borderlands doubtless had
knowledge of Persian history; and Persians themselves, such as Kavadh's grandson

Kavadh. could have transmitted the story to Procopius in Greek.'"

Procopius’ Seoses (vi.3), the helper of Kavadh, is problematic: Noldeke argued that
Sokhra and Zarmihr should be identified, lest we have an account according to which
Kavadh murders both father and son. This sort of doublet is not unusual: another
example is that which arose surrounding Kavadh’s flight, so that he is said to have fled
from both his uncle Balash and his brother Zamasp.'* But can Seoses be identified
with this Sokhra/Zarmihr ? The solution of Christensen is to put the execution of
Sokhra/Zarmihr before the usurpation of Zamasp, and to consider Siyavush not to be
connected to Sokhra/Zarmihr in any way. He rejects the identification of Seoses with
Sokhra/Zarmihr on the grounds that Seoses was not executed until the reign of Justin
(cf. Proc. xi.37), by which time (considering that he played an active role as early as the
death of Peroz in 484) he would have been extremely old. Furthermore, he argues, it
would be very odd for Procopius to have confounded the names of both Zarmihr and
Shapur with those of two other dignitaries; for in the Persian tradition, it is Shapur who
succeeds in bringing about Zarmihr’s death. while according to Procopius it 1s Mebodes
who causes the downfall of Seoses (x1.31). Moreover, it is known that Mahbodh was of
the Suren family, while Shapur was a member of the Mihran house. In the light of these
points therefore, it seems impossible to identify Procopius’ account of Seoses and his fall
with the Persian stories concerning the rivalry of Zarmihr/Sokhra and Shapur.

Christensen’s solution - that Siyavush was from some other house - should then be

! Of Cameron, ‘Sassanians’, pp.157-158, on the passage in Agathias, suggesting that Agatbias was
aware of a version closer 10 those in Tabari: cf. also Christensen, L Iran, p.349 n4. Q.v. ch.1 nn.9-10 on
Proc.’s sources on Persian affairs and Cameron, p.155, on the possibility of getting information from
Svriac-speakers.

12 Noldeke. p.133 and n.6 for Kavadh's flight from Balash (which should not necessarily be doubted,
despite Christensen and Noldeke), and q.v. n.60: p.140 n.2 on the 1dentification of Sokhra and Zarmihr:
as he argues, the son would hardly be likely to help his father’s murderer.
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accepted. Hence Zarmihr/Sokhra will have been executed before the usurpation of
Zamasp (against the view of Noldeke), while Siyavush (Seoses) therefore emerges as the
devoted follower of Kavadh, unconnected with Zarmihr/Sokhra and the house of
Karen.'”

Concerning Kavadh’s flight to the Hephthalite king (v1.10), similar accounts may be
found in Joshua and Tabari. Joshua (§24) reports that Kavadh married his own niece
at the Hephthalite court: she was the daughter of the khagan and Pérozdocht, the
daughter of Peroz. According to Tabari, Kavadh secured aid from the Hephthalite king
through the intercession of his wife, but no marriage is mentioned. Furthermore, this
tale is placed in the reign of Balash, in the context of Kavadh’s first flight to the
Hephthalites in 484. In reporting Kavadh's fhght from Zamasp. on the other hand, the
oriental sources are fairly unanimous in recounting a romantic encounter of the king (in
Hephthalite territory), the product of which was Khusro, although this is generally
regarded as a later invention.'"

The same account in Tabari which tells of the army entrusted to Kavadh by the
Hephthalite king also alludes to his arrival in Nishapur, where his son Khusro was
brought to him. Nishapur was the seat of Gousanastades’ territory, so it seems that it
was indeed through this region that Kavadh advanced in his bid for the throne.
Procopius’ anecdote concerning how Gousanastades was replaced by a relative (vi.12-16)
is scarcely convincing, even if the position of kandgrang may have been tied to one family.
Adergoudounbades survived in office for the rest of Kavadh’s reign, but was replaced by
Khusro for his sheltering of Kavadh’s grandson (xxiii.22)."$

On the fate of the hapless Zamasp, the sources generally favour the view that his life

was spared, and it is probable that he was not even blinded: Procopius may be confusing

''* Christensen, Le régne p.94 n.1 for his arguments, and q.v. n.78 on the execution of Zarmihr/Sokhra;
Noldeke, Tabari p.145 n.1 had already noted ‘Diesen Seoses mit Zarmihr zu identificieren, hat aber seine
grossen Bedenken.” Note also that the whole story is repeated from Procopius in Theophylact (IV.vi.6-11).
Agathias’ account is more detailed, stressing Kavadh’s plight, but contains no new information (IV .xxviii).

14 Noldeke, Tabari. p.137 and n.1 on Tabari’s account of Kavadh procuring the help of the khagan.
Christensen, L'Iran, p.350 n.1, on the traditions surrounding the birth of Khusro. cp. Cameron,
‘Sassanians’, p.158.

15 Q. n.89 on the office and Nishapur.
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him with Balash here (vi.17), since he was blinded (as Joshua reports, §19).¢

Procopius then relates the Persian method of blinding, which was evidently a topic of
some interest to him: for at VIILx.20-22 he narrates in greater detail the method
employed in this case by Khusro in blinding a relative.'””

The execution of Gousanastades (v1.18) was to be expected, but Procopius says nothing
of the fate of his fellow nobles. Joshua relates that they suffered the same fate, but it
seems more likely that Kavadh spared them, as the oriental sources report: they were
still a powerful force, and their power was only gradually diminished by the reforms of
Kavadh and Khusro."®

Procopius is incorrect in his assertion (vi.18) that Seoses was the only Persian ever to
hold the office of adrastaran salanes (anéstaran salar): we know that a certain Kardar,
one of the sons of Mihr-Narseh, also held it under Bahram V Gor. The office may have
been another name for the Erdn-spihbadh (the commander-in-chief of the army), a
position abolished by Khusro I; Procopius is thus on firmer ground in asserting Seoses
to have been the last holder of the office. It is clear at any rate that the position
amounted to a major military command, though whether Seoses had control over all the
other offices as well as the army, as Procopius asserts, is uncertain.'*

Procopius’ favourable attitude to Kavadh (vi.19) contrasts with his criticism of his
successor Khusro. In the war which followed his restoration, Procopius tells of incidents
to the credit of the king (vi.32-34); criticism is reserved only for his tendency towards
innovation (v.1, cp. xi.3), which is in any case by no means so pronounced as that of his

son. The onental tradition, on the other hand, favours Khusro far more than his father,

"¢ An ecclesiastical history in Anecdota Cramer, vol.2, Oxford 1839 (repr. Hildesheim 1967), p.109, also
reports the blinding of a certain Blassus. Contra, cf. Agathias IV xxviii.7, and Cameron, ‘Sassanians’, p.158;
Christensen, Le régne p.114, notes that Agathias agrees with the oriental traditions he labels 111 and IV
over the sparing of Zamasp, and is followed by Cameron in supposing them to be right. So despite
Theophylact’s (IV.vi.11) assertion that Kavadh exacted a savage revenge from his opponents, Agathias’
evidence is to be preferred. Q.. also n.74 on Proc.’s confusion of Balash and Zamasp.

' Cp. P*awstos (I11.20) describing the heating of iron for use in blinding the Armenian king Tiran;
Christensen, L'fran p.308, accepts Procopius’ word on this matter. A similar description to Proc.’s -
perhaps based upon it - may be found at Theophylact IV.vi.5.

18 Joshua §24; Christensen, L’ran p.351.
'® Cf. Noldeke, Tabari pp.110-1, and n.4 on p.110; also Christensen, L’/ran pp.131-2 and Altheim-

Stiehl, Finanzgeschichte, p.20 for a discussion of the office, and W. Sundermann, EJr vol 2, p.662, s.v.
‘Artéstaran Salar’.
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doubtless through the influence of the Khvadhaynamagh (drawn up under Khusro),®

These chapters have not generally been well received by modern historians, although it
has been realised that Procopius was hardly setting out to narrate Sasanian history of the
fifth century in detail. It is probably best to regard them as ‘Herodotean-like tales’,
acquired from a diversity of sources, set out for the entertainment of the reader, rather
than as an attempt to analyse Persian problems on their eastern frontier; for Procopius
makes no effort to tie in these stories with relations between Rome and Persia. The
chapters on either side of this section (it and vii-ix), on the other hand, are clearly

relevant to his account of the wars waged under Justinian.'®

2 On the terms used by Proc., ¢f. Cameron, p.240 and n.84. On his hostility towards Khusro, cf. op.
cit, pp.162-163. For the later tradition favourable to Khusro, and its influence on Agatbhias, cf. Le régne,
p.9L

121 On the modem verdict on this section. c¢f. Scott. ‘The Classical Tradition in Byzantine
historiography’, p.73 (for the quotation); also Cameron, p.156 and Evans, Procopius. p.52.



CHAPTER FOUR: PROCOPIUS ON THE REIGN OF ANASTASIUS

(a) The Anastasian War

The war which shattered the long-standing peace in the East was also the most
devastating that had occurred between Rome and Persia since 363. It is treated only
briefly by Procopius, however, since his primary intention was 1o deal with the wars
waged under Justinian. For a full account of the war it is necessary to turn to other
sources, which fortunately are not lacking. With their aid it is possible to arrive at a

judgement of the importance of the war and to assess Procopius’ version of events.’

(1) The causes of war

The immediate cause of war lay in Anastasius’ refusal to accede to a demand from the
Persian king Kavadh for money. This was not the first such request that had been put
to the Emperor: Kavadh had made similar demands in 491, when Anastasius had just
ascended the throne, and again during the 490s, before his own expulsion.?

Behind the immediate causes of Kavadh's attack lay more general Persian grievances,
in particular the general hardening of the Roman attitude since Peroz’s defeat in 484.
Repeated requests for help from the Romans had fallen on deaf ears, and Zeno and
Anastasius had both even laid claim to Nisibis.” Kavadh also had pressing financial
motives for embarking on an invasion of Roman territory, once it became clear that
Anastasius could not be prevailed upon by diplomatic means to contribute any money:
he was under financial obligation to the Hephthaltes, who had backed his return to
power (Proc. vii.1). His campaigns, like those of his successor Khusro, were thus chiefly
undertaken to extort money or booty. Domestic factors too played a part in his decision,
for he had only recently regained his throne, and had almost immediately been faced by

a famine (in 499). Furthermore, there remained even after his restoration problems

! Theophanes, A.M. 5998, on the devastating nature of the war.
2 On these previous demands, cf. Joshua §§19 and 23: also P. Lamma, ‘La politica dell'imperatore
Anastasio I', Rivista Storica Italiana, ser.6 vol.5 (1940), pp.176-177, Blockley. ERFP, pp.88-89. and above

ch.2 n.22. Vi n.41 for a full discussion of the sources concerning the loan(s).

3 Q. ch.2 n.19 on this background.
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throughout the western part of the Sasanian empire: the Tamuraye were still in revolt.
as were the Kadishaye (Kadiseni) in the region of Nisibis, and the Armenians too had
to be brought into line. Campaigns against these former allies were unlikely to be
lucrative, whereas the peaceful conditions which had prevailed along the frontier with
Rome offered territory and cities ripe for attack. A foreign war thus offered the
opportunity to pay off his debts and recover his popularity. Moreover, he already had
a considerable army operating near the border, and it was not often that the Persians
were able to muster a large force.” It was hence a clever and convenient tactic to enrol
his rebellious subjects for an incursion into enemy country.

Events on the Roman side of the border may also have encouraged Kavadh to strike:
for in 498 the Roman frontiers had endured raids by three ditferent Arab tribes, which
were repelled only with difficulty. One of these. led by the Lakhmid king al-Nu‘man,
penetrated into Syria Prima. and may have been intended by Kavadh to reinforce his
demands for monev. The other two incursions. by the Ghassanids and Kindites, took
place further to the south. and probably had no connection with that of al-Nu'man.’
Four years later the Kindites launched another raid. which was so swift that the Romans
had no time to respond; but in the following year (502/3) Anastasius came to terms with
both the Kindites and the Ghassanids. It seems unlikely that Kavadh was aware of the

rapprochement before war broke out, however, since the peace was made only shortly

* Joshua §24; on the Cadusii/Qadisayé see Th. Noldeke, ‘Zwei Volker Vorderasiens', ZDMG 33 (1879)
pp.157-66; he places the Qadidayé by Siggar and Tebeth. in the area round Dara, v.i ch.6 n.46; the
Tamuraye he views as a mountainous tribe of Iran, p.158 n.4. On Persian payments to the Hephthalites,
cf. ch.3 n.75.

On the famine in 499, Frye, p.323. noting the general discord in the Sasanian empire. due also to the
strength of the Mazdakite movement, cf. Blockley, ERFP, p.90. for these problems impelling Kavadh to

war.

5 Blockley, FCH vol.2, p.398 n.180, for the difficulties of the Persians in assembling large forces.
Whitby., ‘Defences’, p.725. cp. Maurice, p.207 and n.19, on the decline in the Roman defences over the fifth
century, noted explicitly by Proc. (in the case of Martyropolis) at de .4ed. 11Lii.3 and (Constantia) at Wars
I.xiii.14. Tella (mod. Virangehir) will be referred to throughout as Constantia; in other works it is
sometimes known as Constantina.

¢ Theoph. A.M. 5990 on these raids. i.e. 498. also in Evagrius. [11.36 - ¢f Shahid. BAFIC, pp.121-130.
who identifies the place where al-Nu‘man was defeated, Bithrapsa. with Sergiopolis, pp.123-124. Stein II,
p.91 n.5. however, cp. Noldeke. Tabari. p.169 n.1. prefers to place al-Nu'man's raid in 499 or later. since
Arab sources only attribute to him a very brief reign.



85

before the capture of Theodosiopolis.”

Such is the background to the outbreak of war in August 502. It is unlikely that
Kavadh expected such a determined Roman reaction: for if Anastasius was unwilling to
part with money in the face of the repeated demands, he would surely be reluctant to
undertake an expensive campaign to fight off the invader. Hence the king no doubt
believed that his demand for money in April 503, immediately following the capture of
Amida, would be accepted by the Emperor. and peace concluded.® This had been the
outcome of Yadzgerd's invasion of 441; but Anastasius realised the damaging long-term
consequences of giving in to Persian arms, and ensured that terms were not dictated by

the aggressor.
(1) The course of the war

Two phases may be distinguished in the war. First, the invasion of Kavadh in 502,
followed by the initial unsuccessful campaign of the Romans in 503; second, the rest of
the war, which witnessed the almost unchallenged dominance of the impenal forces in
the Fast. An overview of the war will be offered here, while particular episodes, such
as the siege of Amida, will be dealt with later.

The first target of Kavadh was Theodosiopolis in Armenia, which was surrendered by
its governor Constantinus; he is reported to have been on poor terms with the Emperor.
It seems quite likely that the invasion of Roman Armenia immediately followed the
campaign to restore Sasanian control of Persarmenia; at any rate the incursion achieved
almost complete surprise.” It may be that Constantinus had little choice in yielding to

Kavadh, considering the poor quality of its defences; another tradition reports that he

7 On the peace agreed (usually put in 502), Theoph. A.M. 5995, following Badicharimus'® raid of A.M.
5994, and Nonnosus in FHG IV, p.179. Cf I. Kawar, ‘The Last Days of Salih', p.152; ‘Ghassan and
Byzantium', p.236 and J. Trimingham. Christianity among the Arabs in Pre-islamic times. London 1979,
pp-114-115. On Persian awareness of Roman difficulties (in the 490s), cf. Lee, p.110.

® Joshua §54 on Kavadh’s demand. Kavadh had also omitted to solve all his internal difficulties, as
is shown by the Kadiseni revolt reported by Theophanes (A.M. 5998), v.;. n.33.

® Joshua §24 on Kavadh’s campaign in Armenia, just before the outbreak of war. Proc. vii.3 on the
surprise achieved, but cf. Lee, p.115, who stresses Roman knowledge of an impending attack.
Theoph., AM. 5996, and Joshua §48, on Consantinus’ surrender of Theodosiopolis. Cf. also PLRE 1I.
s.v. Constantinus 14.
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ruthless in this case."

Some confirmation of Persian clemency may be found in‘ Kavédh’s treatment of
Martyropolis, which is reported only in Procopius’ de Aedificiis (11Lii.3-4).”* Its citizens.
in conjunction with Theodorus, whom Procopius calls the satrap of Sophanene,
surrendered instantly to the king; he responded mercifully and left Theodorus in charge.
It is significant that Procopius omits this episode from the Wars, where so many have
viewed his account as pro-Persian, since this is a clear example of Kavadh’s generosity.
The whole question of Procopius’ sympathies must be discussed later, however.*

Kavadh had thus marched south from Theodosiopolis, traversing Ingilene and
Sophanene. According to Joshua (§50), both these regions were laid waste by the king,
though Procopius’ account in de Aedificiis implies that some areas at least may have been
spared. So far Kavadh's campaign had been entirely successful, and he felt sufficiently
confident to hold captive the Roman envoy Rufinus (Joshua §50), not releasing him until
the fall of Amida (Joshua §54). But his rapid progress through Roman territory ground
to a halt at Amuda, where he arrived at the start of October. For three months he
besieged the city, which was only taken in the end through a piece of good luck: the
attackers succeeded in finding a passage into the city, which was carelessly guarded.™

Kavadh was not inactive during the siege, but dispatched other armies to penetrate
deeper into Roman territory. One force, under the leadership of the Arab chief al-
Nu‘man, pressed on in its ravaging of Osrhoene, pushing as far west as Carrhae and
Edessa; another seems to have headed directly south, comprising Persians, Arabs and

Hephthalites, towards Constantia. In the vicinity of this town there took place a battle

' Zach.’s account is rejected by C. Merten, ‘de Bello Persico ab Anastasio gesto’ in Commentationes
Philologae Ienenses V11.2, Leipzig 1906 (henceforth Merten), p.162, on the grounds that he is just trying
to praise Kavadh. Stein II. p.94, accepts Joshua’s version. Proc.’s description of the ‘building’ of a city
there by Anastasius provides some support for Joshua, but need not imply total destruction of what was
there before - de Aed. 111.v.3-4 and Wars 1.x.18-19.

12 Cf. Noldeke, Tabari, p.146 n.1, on two oriental sources which note the capture of the city.

13 Cf. Theodorus 52 in PLRE II; also N. Adontz, Armenia in the Age of Justinian, tr. N.G. Garsoian,
Lisbon 1970 (henceforth Armenia), pp.88-93 on the satrapies of Armenia. Section (c) below on Proc.’s

bias.

4 Proc. vii.22 on the luck of Kavadh in the capture; v.i. (b) (i) on the course of the siege. On
Kavadh's route, cf. L. Dillemann, Haute Mésopotamie et pays adjacents. Paris 1962 (henceforth Dillemann).
fig. XXXI1I1, p.235. and p.238 on Ingilene.
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Mesopotamian Theodosiopolis (Resaina) should be preferred.*

Amida fell in mid-January, and a Persian garrison, under the leadership of a certain
Glon, was installed. Kavadh returned to Nisibis, while his army remained between
Amida and Constantia, poised to move to the southwest against Edessa and Samosata

or to the northwest against Melitene."”

According to Procopius (viii.1), Anastasius despatched an army to the East upon hearing
of the siege of Amida. while Joshua (§54) reports two waves of reinforcements: first. the
Emperor sent some troops to garnson various cities over the winter, while in May he
sent forth a larger force. It seems likely that the second wave actually arrived at the
front in May rather than only setting forth from Constantinople then, since Joshua
recounts numerous operations in the east before July: the forces could hardly have left
Constantinople in May and have conducted all these operations in the East before July.
Moreover, Procopius states (viii.6) that there was a delay in the gathenng of troops and
their progress to the East.”

The year 503 was not a glorious one for Roman arms, despite the grand scale of the
imperial army. Its precise size is difficult to gauge: Marcellinus has the most
conservative estimate at 15,000 men (a.503.1), while Joshua (§54) has a total of 52,000.
These are the only two sources to offer figures, although Procopius states that it was said

to be the largest army ever assembled against the Persians (viii.4). Marcellinus’ figure

16 Stein I1, p.94 seems just to assume that Eugenius retook Armenian Theodosiopolis (Erzurum). cp.
Capizzi, p.182. PLRE 11, s.v. Eugenius 6, labels him dux utriusque Armeniae. and also believes that he
recaptured Armenian Theodosiopolis. Support for supposing that Resaina is here meant can be gained
from the Chonicle of Arbela, tr. P. Kawerau, Louvain 1985, XIX, p.101: there is no difficulty in supposing
that the Persians had captured Resaina as well as Erzurum. Note also that at §48 Joshua specifies
Armenian Theodosiopolis, which he does not at §52.

17 Theophanes A.M. 5996 on Kavadh’s return and the position of the army, although his use of the
word S1vaoreia here is somewhat opaque: Dillemann, fig. XVII (p.148) offers an excellent map of the

arca.

18 °f Constantine Porphvrogenitus, de Caerimoniis, ed. J.J. Reiske, Bonn 1829, 1.89 on embassies being
reckoned to take 103 days from Dara to Constantinople, noted by M. Whitby, Maurice. p.261.
Merten, p.176 n.1, assumes that Procopius is in error in placing the despatch of troops while Amida was
being besieged, despite the evidence of Joshua.
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1s obviously too small, even if he adds that Celer was dispatched with a further 2000
troops; doubtless there were forces left in the area, such as those under Eugenius, but
this still leaves only some 20,000 men, assuming that there were 3000 already in the East.
Joshua’'s figures. however, seem rather too high on the other hand, though the fact that
he 1s so precise lends credence to them; at any rate the impenal forces will not have
numbered fewer than 30,000.”

The cumbersome late Roman military machine assembled in Edessa, under no overall
commander: among the generals were the two magistri militum praesentales Hypatius and
Patricius, the magister militum per Orientem Areobindus. as well as the future Emperor
Justin and the redoubtable Lazic general Pharesmanes.”® To give an account of the
course of the year’s campaign is particularly difficult, given the divergence between the
three principal sources, Joshua, Zachariah and Procopius; a rough outline, however, may
be attempted.

Throughout the campaign the Romans had two armies in operation against the
Persians, excluding the force sent against the Lakhmid Arabs of Hira (al-Hira).*' The
one was commanded by Hypatius and Patricius, while Areobindus had charge of the
smaller force, put at 12,000 men by Joshua. It is possible that the two army groups were
united at one stage in besieging Amida, but this did not last long if it ever was the
case.”” The siege was left in the hands of the two magistri militum praesentales. while
Areobindus undertook an offensive into Persian territory; he was joined in this by the
former dux of Palestine, Romanus, and the Arab chief Aswad. This took place in June,
it appears, and met with considerable success: although Kavadh deployed his troops

which were quartered in the Singara area, these were beaten and forced back to Nisibis.

1 Note also the precise number of modu produced by the Edessenes (§54): Jones, LRE, pp.231-232,
calculates that the quantities of wheat specified by Joshua for the Roman army would provide an army
of 32,500 to 40,000 men with sufficient rations for six months. Cp. also Joshua §55, where he puts a part
of Kavadh's force at 20,000 men. At IL.xxiv.16 Proc. refers to a Roman army in the 540s as being 30,000
strong: for the claim to be made that the force in 503 was the largest ever assembled, it can hardly have
fallen short of this number, even if Proc. onlv reports the size as what was claimed.

2 gee Proc viii.1-3 for a list of commanders, also Theoph. A.M. 5997 (gathering at Edessa), Zach.
VI11.4, John Lydus II1.53.

21 Joshua §57 on this force; Timostratus’ troops are also not included among the two forces, since they
were certainly not so numerous. V.. n.29 on the attack on Hira.

2 7ach. VI1.4 claims that all the generals attacked Amida first.
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In the following month, however, the Hephthalites and Arabs came to relieve the Persian
force, led by the renegade Constantinus, and Areobindus appealed to Hypatius and
Patricius to come to his assistance. But they remained encamped against Amida. forcing
him to withdraw in haste. leaving his baggage to be plundered by the enemy. Meanwhile
on the southern front Timostratus, the dux of Osrhoene, had inflicted a defeat on the
Persian Arabs when they had penetrated as far as the river Khabur.?

After Areobindus’ retreat, his colleagues finally came to his aid. and the two armies
blocked Kavadh’s advance westward: the two magistri militum prasentales held the
northern fork of the road, leading to Amida, while Areobindus’ army guarded the route
leading west towards Constantia and Edessa.” Communication between the armies
appears to have been inadequate, however. and Areobindus retired to Constantia, while
Hypatius and Patricius remained in place. At this point the sources diverge quite
markedly over the battle which ensued: Procopius reports an initial Roman success
(viii.13). while Joshua insists that the Roman vanguard was beaten by the Persians (§57).
At any rate the Romans were defeated near Apadna. and the bulk of their forces fled

west to Samosata, seeking refuge behind the Euphrates.”

2 Joshua §55; Theoph., A M. 5997. On the pro-Roman attitude of the Nisibenes, cf. Zach. VIL.S and
q.v. ch.2 n.19. Theophanes gives other details on Areobindus’ successes, claiming that Nisibis was indeed
nearly captured. Joshua §56 on Timostratus’ victory, also PLRE II, s.v. Timostratus.

On the location of the battle, Marcellinus places it *ad Syficum castellum’, a.503.1 (one manuscript has
‘Syfream’, cf. Honigmann, Die Ostgrenze des Byzantinisches Reiwches, Brussels 1935, (henceforth, Ostgrenze)
p.9 n.7). Siphrius is also mentioned in Hierocles, Le Synckdémos d’Hieroklés et 'opuscule géographique de
Georges de Chypre, ed. E. Honigmann, Brussels 1939, p.64 #918.

* As Procopius describes at viii.10; Dillemann accurately describes the position of the battlefield on
p.315, using the accounts of Joshua, Proc. and Zach. Several sources ascribe this second invasion to
Persian awareness of the dissent among the Roman commanders, so Proc. viii.8, Theoph. A M. 5997. It
is possible that Hypatius and Patricius twice disengaged themselves from the investment of Amida: the first
time, they failed to make contact with the enemy (Joshua §56), while the second time they met with the
defeat described (Joshua §58), cf Dillemann. loc. cit., who separates the two manoeuvres of the generals.
and below n.69.

% Cf. also Marcellinus, a.503.1. Dillemann has a useful discussion of this campaign, pp.313-316, (cf.
also Honigmann, Ostgrenze. pp.9-10). But Dillemann’s order of events is odd: he seems to regard
Procopius’ description of the force dispositions as that at the outset of the campaign (p.314). which is
highly unlikely. He rightly doubts Proc.’s assertion that none of the generals attempted to invest Amida,
but places Patricius’ raid into Arzanene before the battle near Apadna (following Zach. VILS); it is more
likely, however, that it followed this defeat, v... p.108. On the location of the battle, v.i. n.70.

Joshua does not mention Hypatius in his account, though he refers to an officer called Peter: Procopius
includes both Hypatius and Patricius, but v... n.83 for his mistakes in prosopography in this campaign.
Hypatius could conceivably have been left to guard Amida.

The events of Joshua §56 concerning the attempt of Hypatius and Patricius to intercept the Persians
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Kavadh then seized the initiative and proceeded towards Edessa. following the retiring
columns of Areobindus. En route he attempted to capture Constantia, but soon pressed
on when it became clear that the city would not easily be taken: as Joshua notes, there
was a scarcity of provisions for his army. since he had already laid waste the area, and
he was unwilling to give the Romans a chance to regroup. Moreover, the end of the
campaigning season was drawing near, and Roman reinforcements were expected. For
nearly three weeks he paused just east of Edessa, attempting to wrest the city from
Areobindus. Then he endeavoured to extort a large sum of money in return for his
departure; the weakness of Areobindus® force is illustrated by the sum he agreed to pay,
although it was less than what Kavadh had demanded. Persian forces were also
despatched to overrun the surrounding countryside. though they failed to capture
Carrhae: the Arab contingent was sent westward, despite the recent death of al-Nu‘man.
but a Persian cavalry detachment. which penetrated as far as Batnae, was thrown back
by the early arrival of a new wave of Roman reinforcements.?’

This seems to have spurred on the Persian king. who at last launched an assault on
the city. After this failed, he determined to withdraw. reducing his demand to 2000 lbs.
of gold, whereupon he moved southeastward to Dabana. His attempt to collect part of
the money before the appointed time being frustrated by the growing confidence of
Areobindus. Kavadh returned and attacked the city once more, towards the end of
September. but again without success. This time he retreated southward to the
Euphrates. pausing only to launch an unsuccessful assault on Callinicum (Joshua §§61-
65).

The Lakhmid allies of the Persians also plaved a part in harrying the Roman empire

must precede this defeat; they doubtless returned to besiege Amida briefly, before co-ordinating with
Areobindus’ army.

* Joshua §58, cp. Proc. I1.xiii.8-15, where he too describes the role of the bishop Baradotus in
persuading the Persians to leave the city, but laving more stress on the weakness of the defences. Proc.
adds that the inhabitants supplied the Persians with provisions; he also oddly believes that Kavadh
approached Constantia from Edessa. having hardly attempted to capture Edessa (I.xiii.11).

*” Joshua §§59-60: the relief force. under Patriciolus, then moved forward behind the Euphrates 1o
Samosata. threatening Kavadh's northern flank. ‘
Despite J. Jarry. ‘Une prétendue invasion Perse en Egypte sous Anastase’, Bulletin de linstitu
d'archéologie orientale 64 (1966). pp.197-201, the notion that Kavadh penetrated as far as Syrian Alexandria
(Alexandretta). reported only by Eutvchius (PG 111. co0l.1061) may safely be rejected.
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further south: Cyril of Scythopolis recounts an incursion by al-Mundhur, described as the
leader of the Arabs under Persian control, into Arabia and Pé]estine. He places this
after the fall of Amida, but seemingly before the beginning of September 503. This
episode. often ignored in accounts of the war, illustrates how early al-Mundhir started
to serve the Persian cause, despite the appointment by Kavadh of a certain Abu Ya'fur
to replace al-Nu'man. The rivalry between Abu Ya'fur and al-Mundhir helps to explain
how Arabs allied to Byzantium were able to capture the Lakhmid capital Hira in August
503.%

This assault upon Hira, reported only in Joshua (§57), has been the subject of some
controversy, for he attnbutes the capture to the ‘Tha‘labite’ Arabs - but it remains
unclear whether they were Kindites or Ghassanids. Given that Anastasius had made his
peace with both these groupings less than a year previously, both might plausibly have
carried out this raid. It is possible, moreover, that al-Mundhir was unconcerned by the
capture of Hira: for it would have been the base of his rival, Abu Ya‘fur, who soon fell
from power.”

Meanwhile further Roman reinforcements had started to reach the front: Celer arrived
at Hierapolis, and the Roman forces dispersed to their winter quarters. Advanced
elements, under Patriciolus and his son Vitalian, had already prevented Persian cavalry
from proceeding beyond Batnae. Hypatius and Apion were recalled to Constantinople
(Theoph. A.M. 5998), the former having proved a liability to the Roman cause on

account of his hatred towards Areobindus. Apion was replaced by Calliopius as

% Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita S. lohannis Hesychastes, ed. E. Schwartz, Leipzig 1939, p.209 for the dating,
p-211 for al-Mundhir’s raid, cf. I. Kawar, ‘Arethas, son of Jabalah', L40S 75 (1955), p.209 and n.2 and
BAFIC, p.204, dating the raid to August-September 503; G. Rothstein, Die Dynastie der Lahmiden in al-
Hira - Ein Versuch zur arabisch-persischen Geschichte zur Zeit der Sasaniden. Berlin 1899, pp.71-74 on Abu
Ya‘fur as the (brief) successor of al-Nu‘man. Al-Mundhir. Shahid, loc. cit., was the son of al-Nu‘man.

?® Favouring the notion that the Thalabites’ were Ghassanids - Sartre, p.161, arguing that Thalaba
was Jabala's father. and that he was in charge of the tribe in 503, for which reason Joshua uses this term
to refer to the Ghassanids: cf. also Noldeke. Die Ghasséinischen Fiirsten aus dem Hause Gafna’s, Berlin
1887 (henceforth Ghassdnischen Fiirsten), p.6 and Aigrain’s entry on ‘Arabie’ in Dictionnaire d’histoire et
de géographie écclesiastique vol.3, Paris 1924, c0l.1197. )

On the other hand. G. Olinder, The Kings of Kinda of the family of Akil Al-Murar, Lund 1927, p.57.
Rothstein pp.91-92, Rubin, ZI p.272, consider that these Roman Arabs were Kindites, cf. F. Altheim and
R. Stiehl, Die Araber in der alten Welt V 1, Berlin 1968, p.371, and D. Potts, The .4rabian Gulf in Antiquity:
volume 2 - from Alexander the Great to Islam, Oxford 1990, p.226, which appears to be the more likely
alternative. Since Abu Ya'fur was the successor designated by Kavadh to follow Nu'man. Hira will
certainlv have been his base rather than al-Mundhir’s (so Olinder. p.62).
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praetorian prefect to the army, taking charge of the organisation of supplies. It is
possible that, as Joshua reports (870). Apion was sent 1o Alexandria. to organise the

despatch of supplies from there. It is uncertain who succeeded Hypatius as the other

magister militum prasenialis.™

With Celer’s arrival and supreme command begins the second phase of the war, during
which the Romans regained the initiative; their cause was further helped by the absence
of Kavadh. who was distracted by a war against Huns in the north (Proc. viii.19).*
Even before the opening of the campaigning season, the Romans took the field:
Patricius, upon hearing of the complacency of the Persians at Amida, set off from his
winter quarters at Melitene and destroyed the market outside the city. Kavadh reacted
by despatching a force to repel the Romans, but this was defeated by Patricius despite
the imitial rout of the Roman army (Joshua §66).” Patricius then set about investing
the city, while the main Roman force assembled near Resaina. Kavadh's reaction was
to send another army to dislodge him, but it proceeded only as far as Nisibis. The force
consisted of only 10,000 men, according to Joshua (869). and it is significant that they
did not attempt to confront Patricius at Amida. Two reasons may be suggested as to
why they failed to obey the king's orders: first. they may have had local unrest with which
to contend. Second. it is difficult to see how they could have reached Amida in any

case: Celer’s army at Resaina meant that any attempt to approach the city from the

* Mal.. p.399, notes the recall of Hypatius, who is not mentioned in Joshua after §56. Proc. mistakenly
states that Areobindus (ix.1) was recalled. It seems likely that Pharesmanes later succeeded as magister
militum prasentalis (Joshua §88). cf. Merten. p.185, and PLRE II. sv. Pharesmanes 3.

On the position of Apion and Calliopius see Stein I1. p.95 n.2, Joshua, p-44 (§54). n.3. John Lydus I11.17
and PLRE 11, s.v. Apion 2; on Calliopius, cf. also B. Croke, ‘Marcellinus and Dara: a fragment of his lost
de temporum qualitatibus et positionibus locorum', Phoenix 38 (1984), pp.83-84 and 86-83.

On a possible raid by Patricius into Arzanene at some point in 503, v.; p.108.

* Vi n.71 on these difficulties. Joshua does not mention Kavadh conducting any military operations
after his despatch of an army against Patricius at Amida in spring 504 (§69).

~ ¥ The Romans apparently retreated eastwards after their initial defeat, as far as the Kallath (i.e. the

Nymphios/Batman - Wright p.56 note *). This is not so surprising if the Persians were stil] in control of
the Apadna area, blocking the way south. in which case their forces may have approached Amida from
the south. rather than the east - the quickest way for them 10 come from the Singara area in any case.
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south. along the road through Apadna, was unfeasible. The alternative was a circuitous
march through Arzanene. which would leave Nisibis exposed to a Roman attack; and
Celer’s force could still reach Amida much more quickly than the Persians in any
case.™

Hence Celer's army at Resaina had effectively prevented the Persians from doing
anything to assist their garrison in Amida. Celer further took advantage of his position
by ordering Timostratus to capture the livestock of the Persian army in Nisibis, which
had been left in the mountains of Singara. Next Celer’s army moved north, to join in
the siege of Amida, which held out obstinately. In June the former governor of
Theodosiopolis. Constantinus, returned to the Roman side - an indication that the tide
had turned in Rome’s favour. Areobindus meanwhile led a force against Persian
Armenia. which caused extensive damage. as well as leading to the defection of an
Armenian army to the Roman cause (Joshua §§69-75).

At a later point in the siege. in winter 504-5, Celer took charge of a plundering
expedition himself, which inflicted great damage to Persian territory: the policy of the
Roman army was to kill all males above the age of twelve, and to cause as much damage
to the country as possible. The target of Celer’s invasion is not specified very precisely
by Joshua: he merely talks of a Persian force being defeated on the east bank of the
Tigris. But it seems that he turned his attention to Beth Arabayé chiefly, which had so
far escaped the Roman armies, save for Areobindus’ brief incursion. Nisibis nearly fell
to the Romans. yet Amida continued to resist.™

Just as Kavadh’s troops had been discomfited by the cold during their investment of
Amida, so the Roman soldiers suffered, and the army started to disperse. Kavadh saw
his opportunity to come to terms with the Romans, and the Persian astdbad was
'despatched to secure the safety of the garrison in return for the Persians not renewing

the war: he also returned all the hostages he had taken so far during the war. Celer

* Theoph.. A.M. 5998, on trouble among the Cadusii Kadishave (and a famine). q.v. n.4: Joshua refers
to the Kadishaye in §22 and §24 besieging Nisibis before the war.

* On Celer's raid, Joshua §79, Theoph. AM. 5998, also John of Ephesus (Nau) p.464. where he
specifies the Jands between Nisibis and Beth Arabaveé. repeating Joshua’s detail on the killing of males
above twelve years old. Marcellinus (a.504) also refers to a raid through Callinicum, in which Celer
commanded the Mesopotamian citizenry in their ravaging of Persian lands as far as Pons Ferreus. This
is said by Honigmann, Die Ostgrenze. p.10 n.1. to bridge the Euphrates in the heights of Ciesiphon in Beth
Arabavé. V1. p.108 on Proc.’s error (viii.22), placing Celer’s raid in Arzanene.
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attempted to reassemble the Roman army. but agreed to the Persian terms when this
proved impossible (Joshua §81). Most sources report that the surrender of Amida was
bought by the Romans: Zachariah states that 1100 Ibs. of gold was the price (VILS).
Procopius puts forward 1000 Ibs. (ix.4), while Theophanes (A.M. 5998) gives three (or
thirty) talents. Marcellinus (a.503.1) merely states that a large sum was handed over:
and although Joshua refers to no such agreement, he does mention presents given to
K>vadh, which included a golden service for his table (§81).%

Peace did not immediately follow the hand-over of Amida: the agreement concluded
between the astabad and Celer had to be ratified by the two monarchs, and in the
meantime Anastasius set about securing the frontier. Rebuilding work was carried out
at Edessa and Batnae. a wall was constructed at Furopus, and a whole fortified city
constructed at Dara: Armenian Theodosiopolis was also strengthened.® Zachariah
(VILS) asserts that Kavadh rejected the peace terms, which is not wholly credible: for
he also reports that Kavadh was unable to counter the erection of Dara on account of
his war against the Tamuraye (VIL6). Doubitless the constuction work which took place
in 505 was the cause of Persian complaints. but a truce was concluded nevertheless in
November 506. nearly two years after the actual fighting had ceased. Joshua (§97)
records some intimidation by the Romans during these negotiations, including scaring
the Persians into retiring to Nisibis from Dara, where the talks were taking place.”

The terms of the agreement are unclear. No doubt the ban on fortifications was re-
iterated, but much of the Roman refortification work had been carried out already. It
is probable that Anastasius offered a considerable sum to appease Persian pride, vet it

is unlikely that he agreed to regular payments for the duration of the seven years of the

% Cf. Merten pp.192-3 and Stein II, p.98 and n.3, dismissing Theophanes' figure, accepting those of
Zach. and Proc. De Boor's text (p.148) has three talents, Niebuhr has 30. It is odd that Joshua does not
mention a specific price, considering the detailed nature of his account. though he may have suppressed
such an unfavourable detail 1o the Roman side (cp. his insistence at §§8-9 that the Romans had not given
money to the Persians as tribute). On the problems caused by the cold weather to Romans and Persians,
cf. Lee, pp.92-93.

V4. ch.5 n.65 on the rank of astabad.

* Joshua §§87, 88, 90. 91 on the building work. cf. Capizzi. pp.214. 224; v.i. section (d) on Dara and
Theodosiopolis.

¥ The peace noted by Theophanes, A.M. 5998, concluded between Ammodius and Mardin. refers to
the talks in January 505, cf. Merten p.197: hence he can describe the war as having lasted three vears.
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truce.® No source makes this claim. and it is difficult to see why Anastasius would
have agreed to such a term, considerning the strong posttion of the Romans during the

negotiations and Kavadh's preoccupation with another war.®

% Proc. ix.24 on the seven years of the truce; John Lydus mentions modest concessions by Anastasius,
111.53.2. Blockley, ERFP. p.91. on its conclusion in October or November 506. though he now believes

that it was a full peace treaty. rather than a truce, p.91 n.42.

% Contra Stein I1. p.99. who claims tht 550 lbs. of gold a vear would fit well with the 11.000 1bs. handed
over in 532: but equallv it is half the 1100 lbs. handed over for Amida. Little can be demonstrated by
numerical conjecture. Blockley, ‘Subsidies and Diplomacy’. p.68. wonders whether the sums mentioned
by Procopius at x.17 are to be equated with truce payments. but it is preferable just 1o view them as a sop
to Persian pride and to ensure that hostilities were brought to a definitive close in 506. Dara was not
finished until 508’9 (Whitby. ‘Dara’. p.751). and Persian interference was not desirable (cf. Merten p.201).
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The Anastasian War: a chronology

Kavadh takes Theodosiopolis and Martyropolis

Start of the siege of Amida

Battle near Constantia and Tell Besmé, Romans defeated
Persian forces move on to Carrhae and Edessa

Eugenius recaptures Theodosiopolis (Resaina)

Fall of Amida: Kavadh retums to Nisibis, while his army stays
between Amida and Constantia

Anastasius’ army arrives in the East

Persian army besieged at Nisibis by Areobindus

Areobindus forced to retreat by Persian reinforcements

Hypatius and Patricius beaten near Mardin

Kavadh advances, fails to take Constantia, then lays siege to Edessa
Persian contingents lay waste as far as Batnae. Kavadh moves to
Dabana. near Carrhae

Kavadh besieges Edessa again. He withdraws southwards to
Euphrates, but fails to take Callinicum on his way back.

Celer arrives at Hierapolis.

Patricius moves from Melitene to attack Amida

Roman forces assemble at Resaina

Timostratus’ raid on Beth Arabaye

Celer and his army join in the siege of Amida

Areobindus raids Persarmenia

Celer leads a raid on Beth Arabaye

Negotiations start for the hand-over of Amida

Amida returned to the Romans

Work started on Dara: Anastasius strengthens other forts and cities
Kavadh initially rejects truce terms (?)

Terms for the truce finally agreed
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(b) Procopius on the Anastasian War

(i) vii

This chapter deals primarily with the Persian siege of Amda, which is also recounted in
considerable detail by Joshua and Zachariah: hence there is the opportunity of
examining Procopius’ method of reporting more closely here than almost anywhere else.

Procopius is alone in asserting that it was merely a loan which Kavadh sought from
Anastasius (vii.1-2), while the only other major source to mention the request in 502 is
Theophanes (A.M. 5996). Joshua (§23) and Theophanes assert that Anastasius was
willing to lend Kavadh money. but not to give it to him as he requested, although Joshua
places the incident before Kavadh's expulsion. Evidently Anastasius offered a loan to
Kavadh at some point, most likely in 502, and perhaps also earlier.*

Xanthopulus too recounts the incident. adding that a peace was concluded between
the two sides in the eleventh year of Anastasius; the Emperor then refused to give
Kavadh the money he demanded. offering instead a loan, as a result of which the king
launched his invasion." Procopius may thus have attempted to condense the episode
by leaving out an initial request for money, preferring to concentrate on relations
between the Hephthalites and the Persians, which are not mentioned by any other
source.” Tt seems more probable then that his failure to mention any Persian demands
to be given money is due to a desire for conciseness rather than to any sympathy for the

Persians, given the description of Kavadh’s invasion as é€ aitta¢ oddepiac.® That

* Cf. Merten, p.157, for the possibility that Theophanes made use of Joshua, cp. A. Cetalova, Jesu
Stilit ili Prokopij’, Vizantiskij Viemmenik 42 (1981), p.73. Pigulewskaja, ‘Theophanes' Chronographia'.
pp.57-58.

“ Xanthopulus (on whom qv. ch.1 n.20) XV1.36 in PG 1463, cols.195-196, cp. Theodore Lector,
Kirchengeschichte, ed. G.C. Hansen, Berlin 1971, 552. He mentions Anastasius’ demand for a
ypap pateiov, like Xanthopulus. but knows nothing of the peace.

** Stein I1. p.93 accepts Theophanes’ version. It is worthy of note that Proc. mentions the Hephthalites
not only at vii.2 but also again at vii.8, and he is the onlv source to note that the Persian contingent
defeated by Patricius and Hypatius in the following vear (viii.13) was composed of Hephthalites. 17i. n.78
on Proc.’s sources.

 Proc. vii.3 for Kavadh attacking é§ amia¢ ole piac: Kirchner. p.5, regards Procopius as giving the
Persian version, and is followed in this by Merten, p.148.
F. Altheim and R. Stiehl. Ein .4siatischer Staat. Wiesbaden 1954, pp.33 and 37 and Finanzgeschichte der
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Anastasius was consciously aiming to offend Kavadh by the offer of a loan may be
doubted, despite the suggestions of some scholars: he had no interest in provoking the
Persians, as is clear from his refusal to assist the Armenians in their revolt in the 490s.*

Procopius reports that there were no soldiers stationed at Amda (vi.4), since no
attack was expected; nor do any other sources refer to troops there. Those of the duces
appear to have had their quarters further from the frontier, at Constantia and Melitene:
in November they were defeated when trying to repel Persian raiders from Constantia.*
Although the Amidenes were taken by surprise by the arrival of Kavadh, their decision
to resist was perhaps not so unexpected as Procopius describes: the city was well fortified
to resist a siege, as the three months required to take it demonstrate, and since Kavadh
only arrived there on 5th October, its citizens must have hoped that the onset of winter
would discourage the Persians from maintaining the siege.*

Before starting his narrative of the course of the siege, Procopius provides an anecdote
concerning Kavadh’s respect for a local holy man, Jacob (vii.5-11), whom he places at
Endielon, a day’s journey from Amida (vii.5). It is uncertain where precisely this place

was situated. although Dillemann has suggested that 1t is to be identified with Egil; and

Spatantike. Frankfurt 1957, p.39, seem desperately astray in their interpretations of Proc. here: they
consider (a) that it was Kavadh who consulted his advisers at vii.1-2, when in fact it was Anastasius and
(b) that Proc. specifically says that Kavadh invaded for financial motives, reading an aiin¢ between
aitia¢ and otbe piag.

“ For the suggestion that Anastasius was trying to insult Kavadh, see Blockley, ‘Subsidies and
Diplomacy’, p.68 n.19, Stein 11, p.93, Bury, HLRE, p.11 and n.1; but the Emperor’s offer may equally have
been an attempt at a compromise. Joshua §21 for Anastasius’ refusal to aid the Armenians. A blatantly
pro-Persian account of events is furnished by Zach. at VII.3, where the Romans are blamed by Kavadh
for the Hephthalite invasion which defeated Peroz, on which q.v. ch.3 text to n.43.

Blocklev, ERFP, p.89 and n.25 on the possible conflation of Persian demands by Greek sources,
suggesting that no demand may have been made in 502.

“ Quv. n.15 on this incident. But cf. ND, Oriens XXXV1. p.78, for equites at Amida (and Constantia).

‘ On the strength of Amida, cf. Ammianus Marcellinus XV1I1.9 and his description of its siege in 359,
XIX.1-8, also.4mida, M. van Berchem and J. Strzygowski, Heidelberg 1910, esp. pp.7 and 277-297 (on the
walls and gates of the city) and D. van Berchem. ‘Recherches sur la chronologie des enceintes de Syrie
et de Mésopotamie’, Syria 21 (1954), pp.262-267. on the defences. W. Liebeschuetz, ‘The defences of Syria
in the sixth century’, Studien zu den Militargrenzen Roms II, Koln 1977, pp.495 and 499 on the absence of
garrisons in the east generally.

Zach. comments on the winter harming the Persian troops (VIL.3). Joshua (§50) records Kavadh's
arrival on 5th October.
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indeed Joshua mentions (§50) that Kavadh ravaged Agél on his way to Amida.”” The
actual anecdote, telling how the holy man immobilised some Hephtha]ites who tried to
shoot at him, is something of a topos in authors of late antiquity, though usually those
who are overtly Christian: so John Moschus tells a story of a Saracen being frozen for
two days by a monk reading on a mountain. until the monk finally let him go. Similar
stortes can also be found in John of Ephesus and Sozomen, both involving Huns.* No
other source records this episode, nor tells of the multitude which flocked to Jacob after
Kavadh granted him his request (vii.11); perhaps Procopius was relying on oral
information in this case.*

Worthy of note is Procopius” specific reference to the Hephthalites among the Persian
forces (vi1.8): Joshua also refers to Huns, evidently Hephthalites. The Huns in general
left a lasting impression among the inhabitants of the eastern provinces, as is evident
from some of the ‘Lives of the Eastern Saints. Procopius’ attribution of bows to them
is to be preferred 1o the versions of both Joshua and Taban, who report them as having
employed hand-to-hand weapons, rather than any missiles: thus Joshua refers to the
maces of the Huns. while Tabari recounts the fear struck into the hearts of the
Hephthalites by Sokhra when he shot the horse of one of their number. Joshua’s
reference does not exclude the possibility that the Huns also used bows, however. while
the Sokhra episode is worthy of very little credence in any case.*

Over the course of the siege there are few divergences between the sources; indeed

* Dillemann. p.87 n.1 - Agél or Igel is the equivalent of Greek Ingilene or Angilene. Egil, the place,
was the capital of Ingilene, Dillemann, p.103. Cp. Kavadh’s respect for Baradotus in the same war, Proc.
I1.xi11.15, and above n.26.

** John Moschus. Pratum Spirituale PG 87, cols.2995-2998, ch.133 on the Saracen being frozen; John
of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints PO 17 (1923) (henceforth Lives), ed. and tr. E.W. Brooks, pp.[20-
21]; Sozomen V11.26.8. Maenchen-Helfen refers to this freezing as ‘a well-known miracle motif’, p.240 and
n.250.

¥ On Proc.’s sousces here, v... n.86; Haury. Zur Beurterlung. pp.23. on his use of Christian Svrian
sources. A. Palmer, Monk and Mason on the Tigris Frontier - The early History of Tur ‘Abdin, Cambridge
1990. p.81. notes how John of Ephesus. born in Ingilene ¢.507, was entrusted 1o a stylite north of Amida,
who lived in an enclosure, cp. Proc. vii.6.

* Joshua §62 on the maces of the Huns; Tabari. tr. Zotenberg. 11.26 (p.143). cp. Noldeke, Tabari, p.127
on Sokhra, and the remarks above. ch.3, n.33.
On the impression made by the Huns in the East - although the references are probably to the Sabir
Huns - cf. John of Ephesus, Lrves. PO 17 (1923). p.[19] and p.[80].
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the similarity between them is striking. Both Zachariah (VIL3) and Procopius (vii.12-13)
refer to the battering rams employed against the city, and the successful counter-
measures of the defenders.® Next Kavadh determined to construct a mound to
surmount the walls of the city, but the defenders set about undermining the foundations
of the mound (vii.14-15). Joshua adds that the Amidenes also raised the height of their
own walls in response (§50), although the Persians succeeded in destroying the newly
built section of wall. All three sources report the undermining of the mound by the
defenders, though Zachariah's account is the most detailed. There is an interesting
difference between Zachariah's version of events and that of Procopius: according to the
former. the defenders deliberately engineered the collapse of the mound during a major
attack by Kavadh, while for the latter it was just the weight of the Persian attackers that
caused the collapse. At first it might seem as though Procopius’ version points to use
of a source on the besieging side, unaware of the ruse of the defenders; the most likely
explanation, however. is that Procopius was just condensing the material available to
him. and hence passed over this detail.*2

Joshua then supplements the other sources in telling of Kavadh's attempt to rebuild
the mound with firmer materials; but the Amidenes countered with a catapult, known
as ‘the Crusher’, which inflicted great damage on the besiegers (§53).** Fifty thousand
Persians perished in the siege, according to Joshua, and all the sources are in agreement

over the growing discomfiture of Kavadh's army. Only Zachariah (VIL3) tells of an

" Proc. vii.12; Zach. VI1.3, p.153, and n.2 on the word Kkpio¢ used in both authors, cp. Joshua §50 and
n.jj.
Haury. Zur Beurteilung, p.6. long ago rejected the notion that Proc. was merely imitating Thucydides’
description of the siege of Plataea here, and hence unreliable. He also compares in detail the accounts
of Proc. and Zach.. pp.22-23, cp. Merten, pp.164-174.

* The course of the siege thus far is closely paralleled by that of Plataea in 431 B.C. (Thuc. 11.75-8):
the Peloponnesians built a mound to overtop the walls, in response to which the defenders increased the
height of their walls and undermined the mound. But the defenders of Amida were more cunning in
propping up the mound until it suited them to destroy it. The monastery of Mar John was used to help
erect the mound, cf. John of Ephesus, Lives, PO 19 (1925), p.[563].

* Cp. the catapult used by the defenders of Theodosiopolis against Bahram in the 421-2 war,
Theodoret, Historta Ecclesiastica, ed. 1. Parmentier, Berlin 1954, V.37.7-10, known as ‘The apostle
Thomas’ and the effect on the morale of the Goths of a similar machine in Adrianople in 378, Ammianus

XXX1.15.

% Zach. mentions the cold, VII.3; Proc. (vii.16) moves straight from the failure of the mound to
Kavadh's decision to leave.
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offer by Kavadh to abandon the siege in return for a small gift of silver, which was
turned down by the proud leaders of the city. He goes on to describe Christ’s apparition
to Kavadh, announcing to him that the city would fall on account of the sins of the
inhabitants. That one of the sins of the inhabitants was the shameless behaviour of the
courtesans towards Kavadh (vii.18) is possible, though it is not explicitly mentioned by

Zachariah, whose primary concemn is the lack of a bishop to restrain the people.”
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3 Plan of”Amida, from van Berchem and Strzygowski, Amida, p.7.

There are again few discrepancies over the fall of the city. In this case Procopius’

33 Zach. VI1.3-4 on the lack of a bishop and Kavadh’s offer; Merten, p.167, on Proc.’s version. Mari,
p.41, also tells of Christ’s apparition to Kavadh, as does the Chronicle of Seert, part 2, PO 7 (1911), ch.17,
p-40. Proc.’s detail concerning the courtesans again points to use of a local source: clearly the hubris of
the defenders needed to be stressed in the aftermath of the city’s fall. Perhaps because of this motif, the
account of the siege, and the vision, remained popular in later Syriac accounts, e.g. in the Narrationes
Variae, tr. EW. Brooks and I. Guidi, Paris 1903 [CSCO ser.3 tom.4 pt.3], XVIII, pp.261-2, cp. also the
extensive account in the Chronicon anonymum ad a.c. 1234 pertinens {CSCO ser.3 tom.14], tr. J.-B. Chabot,
Louvain 1937, ch.51, pp.147-150.
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account is quite detailed, recounting how an (unnamed) Persian found a hidden passage
into the city, which was poorly guarded by monks on the day of Kavadh's assault (vii.20-
24); consequently, despite a valiant struggle. the city was stormed and the population
massacred (vii.25-30). Zachariah (VIL4) is fullest concerning the monks whose
carelessness led to the sack: they belonged to the convent of St John of Abarnia. whose
archimandrite was a Persian, and from this arose the later tradition that they had
betrayed the city.® The tower they were guarding, the Tripyrgion, was in the western
wall of the city, and it was here that the underground passage was discovered. Only
Zachariah (VIL4) and the later Syriac tradition tell of its discovery by a marzban named
Kanarak. who had observed the raids of a certain Kutrigo using the passage.’

One night, according to Zachariah (VI1.4), Kanarak pursued Kutrigo into the passage.,
and surprised the sleeping monks; he claims that they had drunk more than usual on
account of the rain, while Procopius ascribes their somnolence to a festival (vii.23). At
any rate the monks were slain at once. and an immediate assault ordered: Procopius
passes straight on to the attack launched once day had dawned, but Zachariah provides
details on the skirmishing which took place during the night. The battle which took
place the next day was bitterly fought. and both sources speak of Kavadh’s close
involvement in the fighting. urging on his men. just like predecessor Shapur II almost
one and a half centuries earlier.”

The besiegers triumphed in the end, eventually gaining control of the whole wall,
though they had to spend two nights and one day driving back the Amidene guards; then
they could open the gates, and the massacre began. The city fell on the night of 10th
January. 97 days after the start of the siege, so that Procopius’ eighty days (vil.29) is

actually an underestimate.” Procopius passes quickly over the sack of the city (vii.30),

‘ Dillemann, p.313 on the convent. where he corrects previous readings of the Syriac text, Marcellinus,
a.502, reports the city as having been betrayed by the monks, while Joshua notes that people were making
this claim (§33), cf. Merten, p.168. ‘

‘" Later tradition - e.g. Chron. ad a.c. 1234, ch.51, pp.148-149. Barhebraeus, p.72.

‘¢ Proc. has the existence of the passage reported to Kavadh before the assault is Jaunched, which is
preferable to Zach.’s version: on Shapur at Amida. Ammianus XIX.738.

% Later Syriac chronicles. e.g. Elias of Nisibis (a.814) in Elwe Meiropolitac Nistbeni Opus
Chronologicum. pars prior [CSCO ser.3vol.7]. ed. and ir. E.W. Brooks, Rome 1910. Chronicon Edessenum.
1. 1. Guidi [CSCO ser.3 tom.4 pt.1. versio). Paris 1903. (henceforth CE) ch.80. put the length at 97 davs.
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which lasted three days according to Zachariah (VIL.4): Theophanes adds the detail that
Kavadh entered the city riding on an elephant (A.M.5996, cp.vii.30). The survivors were
deported (vii.32) in line with standard Persian practice; some ended up as far afield as
the Caspian Gates, where they are attested some thirty years later.® The anecdote
concerning the complaint made to Kavadh about the massacre (vi1.30-32) is confirmed
by Zachariah. who reports how a certain Christian prince from Arran (Albania)
persuaded Kavadh to spare the fugitives sheltering in the Great Church of the Forty
Martyrs.*

Procopius continues his account with the installation of the Persian Glon in charge of
the city (vii.33). Zachariah (VIL4) puts Glon's garrison at 3000 men, rather than
Procopius® 1000, and provides the names of his assistants in ruling the city. Procopius
is probably mistaken. however, in believing Kavadh to have retired home with his army
after the siege (vii.34): although the king himself seems to have departed, his army
remained in the area of Amida and Constantia.? That Kavadh should release some
captives as a gesture is entirely plausible (viL.35). probably as an incentive to Anastasius
to accede to his financial demands, although Zachariah's evidence on the deportations
causes one to doubt that they were all returned. Procopius’ information on the rewards

granted by Anastasius to the city (vn.35) are confirmed by Zachariah (VILS).®

which accords with Joshua's dates, cf. Merten p.174.

% Zach. X11.7 on the survivors at the Caspian Gates, cf. Merten p.173; Joshua §53 on the deportations,
also Zach. VIL4 and John of Ephesus, Laes. PO 19, p.[565]. On Persian deportations. c¢f. S.N.C. Lieu,
‘Captives. Refugees and Exiles: A study of cross-frontier civilian movements and contacts between Rome
and Pesia from Valerian to Jovian’, DRBE. p.499. on this case. and Kavadh’s foundation of a new city, the
‘better Amida of Kavadh'.

Concerning the casualties. Zach. reports that 80,000 were killed in the city, cp. John of Ephesus (Nau).
p-463 (85.000) and Elias of Nisibis. a.814 (80.000).

® Merten is unjustly sceptical about Proc.’s story, which is accepted by Christensen, Le régne pp.108-9;
cf. Zach. VI1.4 and Michael Syrus Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Patriarche Jucobite d’Antioche 1166-1 199,
tr. J.-B. Chabot, Paris 1900. vol.2. IX.7. who makes the suppliant an Armenian prince.
A vivid account of the massacres is given in John of Ephesus, Lives. PO 19 (1925). pp.[564-566]. On
the church in which the population took refuge, cf. Palmer. Monk and Mason, p.116: it had been
constructed only twenty years previously.

% Theophanes, A.M. 5996, q.v. n.17: given that Proc. omits Areobindus’ campaign altogether here,
Theoph.’s account should be preferred in this instance (+.+. also n.78 on Theoph.'s sources).

® Cf. Lamma, ‘La politica dell' imperatore Anastasio I', p.178. on the courting of the border peoples
by both sides.
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(if) Lviii

This chapter may be divided into two sections: the first concerns the composition of the
force despatched by Anastasius to confront the Persians (vii1.1-10), while the second
recounts the battle fought at Apadna (viii.11-22). Procopius’ list of the commanders
despatched to the front is probably the most complete available, being alone in
mentioning Godididsclus and Bessas. and may reflect the use of official records.®

From Procopius’ text (viii.1-2) it would appear that Areobindus, Celer, Hypatius and
Patricius were all invested with equal authority and sent out at the same time.
Zachariah is in agreement with this (VIL4), though he implies that Areobindus arrived
somewhat later. But it emerges quite clearly from Joshua (§64), Malalas (p.399).
Theophanes (A.M. 5997-8) and Marcellinus (a.503.1) that Celer was only sent out later
in 503, once Hypatius had been recalled. Procopius himself appears aware of this at
viii.10 when he indicates that the forces of Celer had not arrived at the time of the battle
of Apadna.”

The common error of Procopius and Zachariah may go back to a common source,
dealing with the siege of Amida and its aftermath. If this source had relied on
information from the Amidenes, it is clear that they would have had difficulty in
ascertaining which generals were commanding the Roman army at any time, and in 504
Celer was indeed among the besieging army. Alternatively, if Procopius were relying on
official records, they may not have indicated when the commanders set off for the East,
or when they held their commands. This would also explain why he views the four
generals as having held equal authority, when there were never more than three in
charge at any one time. It appears that in 503 the three generals initially held equal
authority, while Celer had yet to arrive. But following the recall of Hypatius, the
command seems to have been entrusted to Celer, perhaps in conjunction with
Areobindus: Patricius must have been discredited to some extent by his failure to assist

Areobindus and the defeat at Apadna. Areobindus’ reputation, on the other hand. had

“ 17. n.84 on the use of official sources; on the various commanders, v.;. n.67.

* Kirchner. p.6, noting that Malalas and Theophanes are here independent. Joshua §64 on the
despaich of Celer in September 503, following the retreat of the Persians from Edessa.
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been enhanced by his attack on Nisibis, while his enforced retreat could be blamed on
his fellow commanders.%

While Procopius does not provide a figure for the total force, he notes the rumour
that it was said to be the largest army ever mustered, even if he does not endorse this
himself (viii.4). He also conveys the impression that it was a substantial force by the
large number of commanders assigned to the campaign.®’

As has been noted, Kavadh himself had indeed withdrawn following the capture of
Amida, though probably not his army (despite viii.6). Procopius’ statement that none
of the Roman generals undertook the siege of Amida (viii.7) is also incorrect; it is
difficult, however, to work out whether this is a chronological error - misplacing the start
of the siege of the city by the Romans - or an omission. Certainly he is being highly
selective at this point, since it is clear that the battle near Apadna and Tell Beimé
(viii.10-21) took place after Hypatius and Patricius had started the siege of Amida as
well as Areobindus’ successful céunter-attack as far as Nisibis.** While the events
leading up to the battle (viii.8-10) have already been considered,® Procopius” account
of the actual engagement contains some details not to be found elswehere, such as the
king’s discovery of the Roman army (viii.16). The battle took place in mountainous

country, it seems, for both Zachariah (VILS5) and Procopius (viii.18) refer to casualties

® Theoph., AM. 5998, for the replacement of Hypatius by Celer and below, n.73, on the supreme
command.

®” For their careers, cf. PLRE entries, s.v. Pharesmanes 3, Bessas, Apion 2, and Romanus 7 and
Iustinus 4; Theophanes, A M. 5997, adds that Romanus, the dux of Euphratesia joined the army group,
as well as a certain Zemarchus and the phylarch Aswad; at A.M. 5998 he mentions a Bonosus, cf. PLRE
I, s.v. Zemarchus and Bonosus 3. On Apion’s role (viii.5), q.v. n.30.

® It cannot be ruled out, however, that Procopius was unaware of Areobindus’ campaign - v... text to
n.84. He is either telescoping events drastically or poorly informed; the wealth of detail on various minor
matters, however, heavily tilts the balance in favour of the former hypothesis, cf Cameron, p.156.

% On the capture of Areobindus’ camp and baggage train, q.v. text to n.23. Neither Zach. nor Joshua
specifies where this took place but it could be in the vicinity of Apadna, in line with Proc’s account.
Joshua mentions Opadna at §57, as does Zachariah at VILS.

The distances from Constantia and Amida given by Procopius (viii.10) appear accurate, yet it is odd,
considering how near the two places are, that they are measured from two separate cities (as Dillemann
notes, p.314) and in different units. This may be explained if we assume the use of official reports here,
since Areobindus’ base was clearly in Constantia or Edessa, while Hypatius and Patricius were coming
from Amida: the commanders themselves may have been unaware of how close they were to one another,
or at any rate have seen fit to try 10 make it seem so. Doubtless blame must have attached to the two
magistri militum praesentales for their failure to support Areobindus.
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on the Roman side owing to the cliffs in the vicinity. The river mentioned has been
identified with the Arzamon, but the precise location of the battlefield remains
irrecoverable.”™

Two further inaccuracies in Procopius follow the battle: first, contrary to what he says
(viii.19) Kavadh certainly did not return to his country at once to fight the Huns, but
continued west as far as Edessa, before returning to Persia by a southerly route. The
war against the Huns is not mentioned by any other source, but is credible since Kavadh
was not present on the front after the 503 campaign; other sources mention various
peoples who were threatening the Persian empire at this point. It should be underlined
that there can be no doubt about Procopius® selectivity on Kavadh’s operations here,
given that he reports an attempt on Edessa at II1.xiii.9.” Second. the other Roman
army (viii.22). which raided Arzanene, was probably under Patricius, rather than Celer,
who cannot have reached the front in time to lead this operation; when he finally arrived
in the east towards the end of 503 he confined himself to assembling his forces in
Hierapolis before dismissing them to winter quarters (Joshua §65, Marcellinus a.504).

Procopius’ criticism on the lack of an overall commander (vii1.20) i1s one which could
frequently be levelled at armies in the sixth century; he repeats it in almost the same
terms when dealing with the commanders who succeeded Belisarius in Italy.”” Yet as
has been noted, there appears in effect to have been only one overall commander after
the appointment of Celer. who brought the war to a successful conclusion. Hence

Procopius’ comments are somewhat inappropriate at this point, though division among

® Zach. too mentions Arzamena and Aphphadna, though as places from which Areobindus fled, while
in his account Hypatius and Patricius fled from Thelkatsro; but his narrative is extremely unclear here.
Dillemann, p.315, for the identification of the fniver with the Arzamon and on Thelkatsro (also connected
by him with the river). Q.v. n.23 on the battle itself and the location of Siphrios.

™ Proc. viii.19 on the Hun invasion. also referred to at ix.24. x.15. and de .4ed. 111.5; q.v. n.33 on
Kavadh's other difficulties. Cf. Christensen, p.352 and Marquart, Eransahr, p.63 n.4, on the war against
the (Sabir) Huns. who irrupted again. however, around 515-6. q.v. ¢ch.2 n.27. Contra the views of (e.g.)
Whitby, ‘Defences’. DRBE, p.717, Kavadh’s war was not against the Hepbthalites, cf. ch.2 n.23; Proc. would
clearly have so specified them, if he were referring 1o them.

2 Veh, p.463, on this war foreshadowing Procopius’ later criticisms: Proc.’s criticism of the division
of command at viii.20, &4’ iooi mpo¢ éAAnior¢ ol orpatnyor ovreg... recalls Thucvdides 11.65.10 on the
mediocre successors of Pericles. echoed more distinctly by Proc. at Wars V11123 regarding Belisarius’
successors to the command in Italy. The defeat at Anglon (I1.xxv.23) is another example of the disastrous
effects of a divided command.
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3

the leaders had undoubtedly cost the Romans heavily in 503.™
(1) Lix

The narrative returns to Amida at this point, and the siege of winter 504: 1t had been
invested since the start of the year, when Patricius had heard of the Persians’ relaxation
of security. Procopius is in error over the recall of Areobindus (ix.1), since it was in fact
Hypatius who was summoned away, as well as the prefect Apion.™

That the Roman generals were unaware of the want of provisions among the
defenders is not unlikely (ix.2), especially since they knew of the provisioning of the city
which had taken place previously (Joshua §66, Proc. viii.7). The anxiety of the Persian
garrison (ix.3) is also referred to by Joshua (§71), and it s clear that they had little
option about coming to terms with the Romans: no relieving army could be expected,
while the massacre which had taken place in the city less than two years previously made
their chances of surviving a surrender slim indeed.

Concerning the hand-over of the city for a sum of gold (ix.4), discussed above,
Procopius is again closest to Zachariah (VILS) in placing the price at 1000 Ibs. The
discomfort of the Roman forces in the face of the onset of winter is confirmed by Joshua
(§81), though 1t 1s doubtful whether the Romans need have worned about the approach
of another Persian army (ix.2).” Although Procopius (ix.22) does not recount at such
length the macabre stories found in Zachariah (VIL5) and Joshua (§76) on the plight
of the inhabitants of the city during the siege, he does indulge in a digression to tell the
story of the death of Glon (ix.4-19).

The ambushing of Glon is also to be found in Zachariah (VIL5), and may be
presumed to stem from an Amidene source: the source used by the compiler ‘pseudo-

Zachariah’ actually names his informant as a certain Gadono of Akhoreé ‘whom I myself

™ Theoph.. A M. 5998, on Anastasius entrusting the war to Celer and Areobindus, and q.v. n.66; from
Joshua's account (e.g. §64) it seems that Celer was the supreme commander. cf. Merten, p.185. Even if
he held a joint command with Areobindus. his influence with the Emperor averted disunity (Stein 11. p.97

and n.1).

™ Joshua §66 on Patricius’ opening of the siege. some time soon after 25 December 503. Qux. n.30

on Apion.
™ Lee, pp.92-93, on the problems caused by the weather.
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know.” Procopius’ dating of the event is somewhat vague, but it is clear from Zachariah
and Joshua (§56) that it occurred in 503, shortly before the battle of Apadna, when
Hypatius and Patricius were besieging the city. Gadono, who is not named by Procopius,
lured Glon and a few hundred guards from the city, and they were cut down in an
ambush by the Romans. Procopius has elaborated the story somewhat, adding some
points of detail, such as the location of the ambush near Thilasamon (ix.14). placed to
the southwest of Amida by Honigmann: his statement that the Persians destroyed only
the sanctuary of Symeon among Amida’s buildings (ix.18-19) must be an exaggeration,
however. given the unanimity of the sources on Kavadh's sack. Zachariah adds that
Glon’s head was sent to Constantia.”

Procopius labours the disgrace to the Roman side of having permitted the Persian
garrison to escape intact (ix.23), when it was incapable of holding out much longer.
There is probably therefore some exaggeration in his tales of the cunning of the Persians
in keeping their want of resources a secret, and only being left with a week’s provisions
at the end of the siege; but it was a poor reflection on the Roman army that it had been
unable to maintain a siege over the winter. when the Persians had done so
successfully.” The suspicion remains, however, that Procopius is keen to underrate the
success of the Romans in this war, and the purchase of the surrender of Amida provides

an excellent means of so doing,
(c) The treatment of the war by Procopius and the other sources

Having compared Procopius’ version of events with that of the other surviving sources,
some consideration should be given as to whence he derived his information. Haury

proposed that he employed the account of Zachariah, pointing to the many similarities

® Zach. VILS puts the incident afier the batile of Apadna. immediately following a ruse by
Pharesmanes against the Persian defenders in Amida. Joshua §56 puts Pharesmanes’ ruse before Apadna.
Clearly Glon's death can be placed in 503, and since Joshua's chronology is more reliable on the whole
than Zach.'s, it should probably be placed before Apadna, moreover, after the battle at Apadna the
Roman army fled behind the Euphrates (Joshua §57).
Q.. nn.60-61 on the sack of Amida: and ch.1. nn.13-14 on ‘pseudo-Zachariah’.

7 Cp. Marcellinus a.504 on the disgrace of buying back an deserted city for a large sum: also Hdt. 1.21-
2 for defenders tricking besiegers into believing that they are adequately supplied with provisions.
On the Persian envov Aspabedes (ix.24), v... ch.S n.53.
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between them. especially in relation to the siege of Amida. The problems associated
with Zachariah have already been mentioned. but it remains likely that both the compiler
of what we now know as Zachariah’s work and Procopius made use of the works of
Eustathius of Epiphaneia, who dealt specifically with the siege. No doubt Procopius was
able to supplement the written evidence available to him with oral reports he heard
while at the frontier. There is at any rate a clear contrast between the apparently official
versions to be found in the chroniclers Malalas and Theophanes and the rather less
patriotic accounts of Procopius and Zachariah. A likely precursor to the chroniclers 1s
a certain Colluthus. who composed a verse account of the war, no doubt highly
creditable to the Emperor and his generals; his work does not survive, however.™®
Procopius’ account of the war has been seen to be highly selective, and actually in
error in places. While some may be genuine mistakes, caused by ignorance or
carelessness. in other cases it appears as though discrimination against certain generals,
such as Areobindus, is operating. The suspicion arises therefore that Procopius 1s
plaving down the importance of the wars before Justinian’s reign. and an examination
of his account, as well as that of other Justinianic writers, strengthens this impression.”
The other two authors who offer criticism of the conduct of the war are John Lydus
(I11.53.2) and Marcellinus comes. The former reports no details of the war, but 1s
heavily critical of the leadership of Areobindus particularly, and scarcely less so of
Hypatius and Patricius. After initial defeats as a result of the incompetence and
cowardice of these generals, Celer was able to turn the tables, and talks ensued with
Kavadh. according to John. Marcellinus’ account contains a few more details. and no

specific criticism of generals. Nevertheless he reports that the Romans fought ‘sine

s Q.v. ch.1 nn.8 and 14 on Fustathius and Zach. Haurv. Zur Beurteilung. p.21 n.1, on Proc.’s use of
Zach.. cf. pp.22-23 for his detailed comparison of the two writers concerning the siege of Amida. Bury
accepts the suggestions of Haury, HLRE 11, p.11 n4, cp. B. Rubmn. AK, co]s 363-364. who makes the
contrast between Proc. and the more official chroniclers. Cf. also Cameron, p.156 and n.35 on Theoph.
reflecting the ‘Byzantine’ perspective. On Proc.’s use of oral sources. q.v. ch.1 n.10.

Cecalova offers a useful analvsis of the relationship between the vanious sources on the war, and the
extent to which Eustathius was used. She rightly rejects the view that Theophanes’ account was dernived
principally from Proc. (p.72). and stresses the interrelationship between Greek and Syriac writers.

Colluthus' work is noted in the Suda. vol.3. ed. A. Adler. Leipzig 1933, p.146 sv. Kpiorfo¢ and
Cameron's entry in the Oxford Classical Dictionary (second edition). Oxford 1970, p.264. arguing that the
Persica referred to in the Suda dealt with the war.

® Cp. Cameron. p.156. for the cursory nature of Proc.’s account of the war.
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audacia’ at the battle near Syficum castellum (Apadna). This need not be taken as
criticism, and may well be true, but the way in which he describes the recovery of Amida
is hardly favourable: the Roman generals buy back a deserted city for a large price,
which 1s similar to Procopius’ version. Even his account of Celer’s raid of 504-5 is cast
in hostile terms. describing the slaughter of the Persian farmers and their animals (a.503-
4).

Procopius™ account is not so obviously prejudiced as that of John, and is rather fuller
than that of Marcellinus. Yet his omissions are similar and striking when compared with
the versions of Joshua and Theophanes. Of the three sources so far discussed, only
Marcellinus mentions something approaching a Roman success - Celer’s raid into Persian
territory. which is scarcely favourably portrayed. But Joshua's account, written so shortly
after the event. depicts several Roman victories, and is corroborated by Zachariah and
Theophanes.*

Now the bias of Procopius has not escaped notice, and motives have been suggested:
in the case of Areobindus, it is pointed out that Justin later recalled several of the
general’s enemies, such as Vitalian, Apion and Hypatius. His acclamation as Emperor
in 512 fnay also have led to a tendency to play down his importance in the war.®
There is no evidence, however, to support the idea that either Vitalian or Apion were
hostile to Areobindus: indeed Apion dissuaded him from returning to Constantinople
after Hypatius and Patricius had failed to come to his support.®® Furthermore, it is
difficult to see how the enmity of Hypatius should have caused Procopius’ account to
denigrate Areobindus, since Hypatius was also acclaimed Emperor and executed in 532.
We should .therefore expect both to be criticised by Procopius. and indeed he does
report that Hypatius and Patricius were the first to flee at the battle of Apadna (viii.19).
Hence it may be that Areobindus only appears to be more harshly treated by Procopius

because he had more success: no victories of Patricius and Hypatius could be passed

% Merten pp.143-6 on Joshua’s accuracy. p.147 on the usefulness of Zach.’s account.

*! Kirchner p.6, followed by Merten p.153, cf. Lamma, "La politica dell'imperatore Anastasio I', p.179
n.80 (on the attitude of Proc. and John towards Hypatius and Areobindus).

* Theoph.. A M. 5997. As Merten notes p.177, this points to friendship between the two: Theoph. is
surely mistaken in ascribing Apion's recall 1o hostility towards Areobindus, A.M. 5998. although this is
credible in the case of Hypatius.
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over, because there were none.®

Two factors may be suggested as contributing to the bias detectable in Procopius’
account. On the one hand, there was a tendency among writers of Justinian’s time to
play down Roman successes in Anastasius’ war, due in part perhaps to the fall from
favour first of Areobindus, then later of Hypatius, and partly too in order to magnify the
victories won by Justinian’s commanders subsequently. On the other hand, it may be a
reflection of Procopius® sources that he omits certain episodes: like Zachariah, it seems
as though he was using some Amidene source (or a work specifically about the siege),
and this may have caused something of a ‘northern’ bias in his account: the most
southerly event which Procopius reports is the battle of Apadna, although Zachanah
does refer to the attack on Nisibis by Areobindus.® The concentration on the sieges
of Amida thus points to use of a local source; but only in the case of the siege by the
Persians can Eustathius be postulated as a source, for he died before the Romans
invested the city.

The one chapter not concerned with Amida concerns the army sent out by Anastasius,
for which official sources may well have been employed, and the battle at Apadna.® It
is interesting that in this chapter (viii.7) he asserts that none of the Roman generals were
willing to besiege Amida before the battle at Apadna, although this is contradicted by
both Zachariah (VI1.4) and Joshua (§54). This appears to confirm that Procopius was
here using a different source from the other two chapters. It is impossible to determine
whence he derived the account of the battle, which bears slight similarity to Joshua’s
account: it may be suggested tentatively that some local source, though not from Amida,
was used. The official record, insofar as that is what is preserved in Theophanes (A.M.

5997), omits the battle, passsing straight from Areobindus’ forced retreat to the siege of

% The mention of the recall of Areobindus at ix.1 may be an innocent error. like his mention of Celer
at viii.21, where Patricius was probably the commander, q.v. p.108. Merten, p.157. suggests that since
Theoph. was using Theodore Lector as a source, who wrote primarily under Anastasius (cf. PLRE 111, s.v.
Theodorus 2). he might thus reflect a tradition rather favourable to Areobindus.

® Haury, Zur Beurteilung. pp.24-26, questions Theoph.'s account of Areobindus’ achievements. A
comparison of Joshua's account (§§61-64) with that of Theophanes (A.M. 5997) does not confirm the
latter’s description of a clear-cut (albeit unexpected) victorv for Areobindus at Edessa.

* Cf. Merten, p.153. on the use of Roman sources for the leaders at any rate; also Kirchner, p.6 where
he notes that only Procopius mentions Bessas and Godidisclus. ¢f. Cameron. p.156. On the official

sources, q.v. ch.1 n.11.
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Edessa.®

Finally there is the question of the supposed bias of Procopius in favour of Kavadh
and the Persians. It is true that he does praise Kavadh on several occasions. though 1t
is doubtful that he displays particular partiality towards the Persians.” For while it has
been noted that there is a tendency to pass over Roman successes in the war. this does
not imply that he is actually favouring the Persians. Instances of a supposed bias have
been suggested. such as Kavadh's sparing of Jacob; but although this 1s not found
elsewhere, numerous sources report Kavadh's decision to stop massacring the inhabitants
of Amida. after he is so entreated. And while Kavadh is praised for his release of
prisoners. Anastasius’ conduct 100 is lauded (v11.34-5). So despite the fact that there are
several incidents which redound to the credit of the Persians, there is no evidence of
active partiality in their favour on Procopius’ part: the fact remains that Kavadh had

invaded ‘for no reason’ (vi1.3). even if he was a clever and active king.*

(d) The aftermath of the war (x)

Procopius passes quickly over the remaining years of Anastasius’ reign. His account
remains as selective as that of the Anastasian war, but furnishes details unreported in
other sources. The first of these is the offer of the Hunnic king Ambazuces (x.9-10), to
which unfortunately he assigns no date; this is followed by a brief notice on building

work at Dara and Theodosiopolis (x.13-19).

% ‘The detail of the account on the battle. e.g. on the 800 Hephthalites (viii.13). perhaps points to a
local source. The greater quantity of religious material on this war than is usual for Proc. - the anecdote
on Jacob (vii.5-13) and that on Baradotus (I1xii1.8-15) - also conveys this impression.

¥ Despite Kirchner, p.5: Merten, p.148, even states that it is generally agreed that Procopius takes the
Persian side in this war in order to magnify Justinian’s victories, and at p.173 claims that the report of
Proc. that Kavadh released the prisoners shows this bias.

% Proc. vi1.30-32. Zach. VII.3. The placing of the episode concerning Baradotus at I1.xiii.8-15, during
one of Khusro's far more devastating forays onto Roman soil, favours the view that Proc.'s perceived bias
in favour of Kavadh mayv reflect a desire to magnify his achievements in contrast to his son's.

¥ At vi.19 he notes how Kavadh guarded his kingdom well. and remarks on his cleverness and
activeness. Almost the same phrase is used by Xanthopulus at X\1.36, PG 146'3, c0ls.195-196, before he
records a peace between the two sides, followed by the outbreak of war. Since neither the preceding nor
the succeeding passages in Xanthopulus relate to Proc., it may be that this praise comes from a third
source. such as Eustathius. In this case. it need not be seen as Proc.’s considered opinion on the king.
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First, however. Procopius provides a geographical excursus on the Taurus range, in
order to provide the background to Ambazuces offer of the ~‘Caspian Gates™ to
Anastasius (x.1-8). His description of the Caspian Gates and the Caucasus range
corresponds to that of other ancient authors: Strabo too, for instance, views the Caucasus
chain as a branch of the Taurus range.”® It is quite clear that he is dealing with the
Dariel Pass 1n this passage (x.4-8). since the Derbent Pass leads into Albania rather than
Iberia. His description of the pass is clearly from the Iberian perspective: beyond it lie
the Huns, who control the lands as far as the Maeotic Lake (Sea of Azov). and no
further details are given. Strabo, by contrast. approaches the pass from the north, and
provides more information on the difficulties of the route: seven days are required to
reach the fortress on the Iberian frontier. four of them spent on a single-file road along
the Aragus (modern Aragvi) river.” If the accounts of Strabo and Procopius are
combined. and it is assumed that the fortresses reported by both authors are located at
the same place. then the *Gates’ were situated less than six miles from the Iberian
trontier. at a particularly narrow part of the valley: but beyond them. to the north, lay
an arduous journey before the plains referred to by Procopius could be reached. The
best explanation of Procopius’ ignorance here is that he was relying on an Iberian source
for the information; there is no evidence to suppose that he had visited the region
himself.”

A trickier question lies in Procopius’ identification of the Caspian Gates with the

Dariel Pass. Ancient authors themselves differ over the location of the Caspian Gates:

% Strabo. Geography. ed. and tr. H.L. Jones, Cambridge Mass., 1917-1932. X1.8.1, X1.12.3-4, Pliny
Histona Naturalis (henceforth NH), ed.. tr. and comm. J. Beaujeu ef alii, Paris 1950-1972. V.98 on the
Caucasus being a section of the Taurus range; cf. RE 11.9 (1934). sv. Tauros, col.41. Proc., at VIIL.iii,
provides further details on the Caucasus range and those living 10 the north.

On the question of Roman payments for the defence of the Caspian Gates, q.v. ch.2, esp. nn.2-4.

* Strabo X1.3.5; cp. the description by W.E.D. Allen and P. Muratoff in Caucasian Battlefields.
Cambridge 1953. p 4.

” But he will doubtless have known Peranius. the son (possibly brother) of King Gurgenes of Iberia,
having served with him in Italy. q.v. ch.1 n.9 and PLRE III. sv. Peranijus. Procopius™ fifty stades. x.3,
equate to roughly 5.75 miles (9.2 km). but v.i. n.107 on Proc.'s stade. The Huns referred to (x.0) should
be identified as Sabirs, who had arrived in the region in the mid-fifth century. cf. Marquart, Eransahr,
pp.98-99 on the emergence of the Sabirs. and CHELA. pp.259-260.
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the title ‘Caspian Gates’ was in fact used to refer to difterent passes at different times.”
At first 1t was used in connection with the pass between Media and Parthia, a little to
the southwest of Rhagae; it was called the Caspian Gates on account of the neighbouring
Caspii tribe. Alexander the Great. who is credited by Procopius with the erection of the
Gates (x.9) probably did make use of this pass, but there is no evidence that he built any
fortifications.™

In the reign of Nero the term is first applied to the Dariel Pass, but in Anderson’s
view not until the seventh century is it used to refer to that at Derbent.” Hence
Procopius is in line with the general usage of his time, and is not utterly mistaken in
believing that the Pass had been known as the Caspian Gates from of old: he was writing
four and half centuries after Nero's officers had started to use the title. Although the
references in Priscus (frgs. 41.1, 47) and John Lydus (II1.52) leave some doubt as to
where they placed the Caspian Gates, Menander (frg. 6.1.315) clearly specifies two
passes over the Caucasus. Tzon and the Caspian Gates. The former of these can be
firmly identified with Procopius’ Tzur (VIILiii.4). the Armenian Cor, which is the
modern Derbent; hence for Procopius the Caspian Gates must be the Dariel Pass.”

A further problem lies in whether the fort mentioned by both Strabo and Procopius
at the Dariel Pass can be identified with the Biraparach mentioned in Priscus and John
Lydus. There is some disagreement here among modern scholars, though the consensus
favours the placing of Biraparach at Dariel rather than Derbent. The most clear piece
of evidence in favour of this view is Priscus (frg. 41.1). who actually states that the fort
was situated at the Caspian Gates. His other reference to the Caspian Gates is rather

more obscure, however: the Saraguri, in attempting to invade Persia, fail to breach the

% See Plinv. NH V1xi1.30 on the Portae Caucasae, and VI.xv.40, where he corrects the mistake being
made in his time of equating the Dariel Pass with the Caspian Gates. The best modern discussion is A.R.
Anderson, ‘Alexander at the Caspian Gates', TAP4 59 (1928), pp.130-163, supplemented by Synelli's
chapter on the Caspian Gates, pp.99-120, cf. Isaac. pp.44. 230, 404, and Marquarnt, Eransahr, pp.104-5.

 Anderson. pp.130-132, Synelli, p.100; Anderson tentatively identifies 1t with the modem Sirdara pass.

% Anderson, p.135.

% Cf. also Blockley. Menander, p.255 n.48 and Marquart, Erinsahr. pp.105-6. Anderson. pp.136-7.
Isaac, p.230, and Marquart, op. cit.. p.102, are uncertain over John Lydus’ and Priscus’ use of the term
Caspian Gates and cf. also Synelli. p.160 n.14.
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Caspian Gates. and are forced to find another route to Iberia (frg. 47).”

Neither the evidence of Priscus nor that of John Lydus allows a final resolution of the
matter. Whether in the sixth century it was entirely clear to the Romans where
Biraparach and the Caspian Gates were situated may also be questioned: for as
Marquart noted. the Persians may have employed ambiguous terms in order to extract
money from the Romans for the defences of the Derbent Pass (as well as the Dariel
Pass). We may conclude that there was a fortification of some sort at the Dariel Pass;
it may have been called Biraparach, but it remains possible that this was situated at
Derbent.”*

Although no credence is now given to the notion that Alexander had anything to do
with either pass across the Caucasus range, it is clear that such a view was widely held
in late antiquity: Jordanes too associates him with the Dariel Pass. The detours -
mepiodoi - mentioned by Procopius (x.8) more probably refer to less accessible passages
in the vicinity of the Dariel Pass than to Derbent; for the Derbent defile is more easily

traversable than that at Dariel.”

The Hunnic king Ambazuces (x.9) is unattested in any other source: he was probably
a Sabir Hun, since they were a major force in the region north of the Caucasus at this
time. Itis odd, however, that he should have held control of the pass, since the aim of

the fort was to guard against the incursions of the Huns. It was thus clearly failing to

* Cf. Isaac on Biraparach at the Dariel Pass, p.230 n.62; also RE XI (1921), col.58, s.v. *Kaukasiai
Pylai’, and 111.1 (1899), col.489. on ‘Biriparach’. On the name Biraparach. cf. Dillemann. p.92 and Synelli.
p.104: it has been connected with the Armenian word for Iberia (Virk).

% For a full discussion on the location of Biraparach, cf. Marquart, Eransahr, pp.100-104. At p.101,
he places the fort at Derbent: M-L. Chaumont. ‘Conquétes Sassanides et Propagande Mazdéenne’. Historia
1973, p.689 n.141, follows Marquart, but cf. Anderson, p.150 and Isaac, p.230 n.62. John Lvdus. I11.52,
is unhelpful, since it is unclear to which pass he is referring, cf. Isaac, p.230; Marquart (p.102) is probably
correct in seeing him as conflating the two passes, cf. M. Brosset, Description Géographique de la Géorgie
par le Tsuréviich Wakhought. St Petersburg 1842. p.506.

® So Anderson. p.151; as he points out, Procopius refers to Derbent as Tzur in any case. Allen and
Muratoff, pp.4-5, on the importance of the Derbent Pass - ‘this coastal route has always been the histonc
highway along which amies have passed the Caucasus’. Altemative passes, leading into Suania. are those
of San¢ar, Maruh and Kluhor (cf. the map of C. Zukermann, ‘The early Byzantine strongholds in Eastern
Pontus’, TM 11 (1991). p.539).
Jordanes, Geticu VI1.50, for the connection with Alexander: that he is referring 10 the Dariel Pass is
clear from the mention of the Lazi. as Anderson notes. p.152. Cf. also Rubin, PvK, cols.364-366. on the
legends connecting Alexander with the Caspian Gates.
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do so 1if it was actually in their power, and it is plausible to connect Hunnic control of
the passes with Kavadh’s problems in the north around 503."® Because Procopius
places Ambazuces’ offer just before the fortification of Dara and Theodosiopolis, it
cannot be inferred that the former must have preceded the latter. Itisin fact impossible
to place the king’s proposal any more precisely than the period between 506 and 518.
Given Kavadh’s activities in the Caucasus and Armenia late in Anastasius’ reign, it is
perhaps preferable to place it earlier rather than later: for since Ambazuces is described
as a friend of Anastasius (x.9). it seems implausible that he would have permitted the
Sabirs to launch their 515 raid on Roman territory. Thus it may be supposed that
Kavadh ousted Ambazuces’ sons from the Gates at some stage before 515, and was
therefore able to deflect the Sabir incursion into the Roman empire.’”

Anastasius’ refusal of the offer is unsurprising (x.11), even considering the Emperor’s
natural caution. The Romans, it is true, had at one stage even reached the shores of the
Caspian Sea, and in the fourth century they had still been active in Iberia, but over the
fifth century their influence in the northeast had waned considerably: even the Lazic
king, traditionally a Roman ally, had defected to the Persian camp.'™ Hence it is
difficult to see how the Romans could have taken up Ambazuces’ offer, even if
Anastasius been willing: a war would have had to be undertaken to recover not only
Lazica, but much of Ibena as well. When Justin did attempt to support the revolt of the

Iberian king Gourgenes. once the Lazi had returned to their allegiance with Rome, he

1% On these problems, q.v. n.71.
On Ambazuces, cf. PLRE 11, s.v. Ambazuces; on the name. Maenchen-Helfen, p.390. (‘having arms with
power’), and Moravesik. Byzantinoturcica, vol.2, p.65. H. Howorth, ‘The Sabin and the Saroguri’, JRAS
24 (1892), pp.614-515. believes Ambazuces 10 be a Sabir, and places his offer to Anastasius ¢.508.

01 Q.v. ch.2 n.27 for Kavadh's strengthening of Persian control in the Transcaucasus and the Sabir raid
of 515/6.

12 Past Roman involvement: Nero’s projected expedition. M. Griffin, Nero - the end of a dynasty.
London 1987, pp.228-9, R K. Sherk. ‘Roman Galatia’in ANRW I1.7.2, p.991 - Tacitus' passage (Historiae,
ed. E, Koestermann, Leipzig 1969, 1.6.2) on this matier is not altogether clear, cf. Isaac pp.44 and 404 a
fort was built near Mtskheta in A.D. 75, Isaac, p.44 and n.167. Under Domitian, a unit is found stationed
at Bejuk Dagh in Albania.cf. B.W. Jones. The Emperor Domitian, London 1992, pp.156-157. In the fourth
century a division of Iberia between Rome and Persia had been proposed. Ammianus XXV11.12.15-18 and

On the defection of the Lazic king Damnazes, cf. Zuckerman, ‘The early Bvzantine strongholds'. pp.542-
543 and Braund (pp.580-388).
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was unable to prevent the Persians from taking control of the whole kingdom (xii.1-
19).1% '

Thus the Emperor can hardly be condemned for declining Ambazuces’ offer.
Opinions vary as to whether Procopius is criticising Anastasius in laying stress on his
unwillingness to act swiftly: in general, Procopius appears to hold Anastasius in relatively
high regard. For although he usually rates energetic men highly - so Kavadh is described
as being dpaotipio¢ 018evd ¢ Hooov (vi.19) - this need not imply any criticism of those
who weigh matters up carefully before deciding: he appears to be unimpressed with the
speed with which Justinian and Justin accede to Kavadh’s request to adopt Khusro
(x.10-11)." In this case then. it is best to view Procopius as condoning Anastasius’
decision. considering that he gives good reasons to justify it (x.11): hence Isaac’s view,
that ‘this was perhaps a reasonable decision, despite Procopius’ strictures” somewhat

misinterprets the passage.'®

The second part of this chapter deals with the construction of two major Roman forts
on the Persian border, at Dara and Theodosiopolis (x.13-19). Procopius deals with both
forts in greater detail in the de Aedificiis, and considerable attention has been lavished
by modern scholars on Dara in particular. Since lengthy discussions are already available

on Dara at anv rate. this commentary will confine itself to a few remarks on the forts as

1% Tt appears from x.12 that Kavadh had little difficulty in taking control of the pass: Anastasius
already had problems in the area in any case. cf. Theodore Lector. 466B. on the Tzani overrunning Pontus
just after the conclusion of the Anastasian War. V... ch.5 (c) on the Persian invasion of Iberia.

'™ Cp. Maurice’s Strategtkon. VIIL1.5, recommending caution - To BovAeveofai Bpadew ¢ kai dodatow ¢
TV aveyKaiwy €oti.., p.270: on Proc.’s use of terms like dpaompio¢, of. Cameron, p.240 and n.84. 1.
Shahid. ‘Byzantium and Kinda'. BZ 53 (1960). pp.77-78, conmsiders Proc. to be portraying Anastasius
favourably here (contrasted with the rashness of Justin and Justinian at I.xi, on which cf. Rubin. PvX.
c01.366).

10* Isaac. p.230: the evidence he puts forward for the difficulty of warfare in the region supports
Anastasius’ decision. Proc.’s description of the Emperor’s crafty dissuasion of Persian intervention in the
building of Dara and Theodosiopolis also implies a favourable attitude to him.
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dealt with by Procopius here.'®

As has been pointed out, Procopius is in error in the figures he gives for the location
of Dara: he has apparently overestimated the length of the stade by a factor of two.
Thus although Phiny the Elder puts forward the conversion rate as eight stades to the
mile, Procopius appears to think that there were four. Consequently, he puts the
fortress 28 stades from the frontier, when 1t should be 56 (10.4 km). He is also mistaken
in his total of 98 stades between Nisibis and Dara: the cities are in fact 26 km from one
another, which would equal 70 Procopian stades (140 for Pliny). Clearly Procopius
thought that the 70 stades extended only from Nisibis to the frontier, and so added in
the 28 stades again, to give a total of 98 stades from Nisibis to Dara.’” Whence
Procopius derived his figures is not clear; Marcellinus comes places Dara 60 miles south
of Amida, 15 miles west of Nisibis.'®

The inability of the Persians to interfere with the building work is reported also by
Zachariah (VIIL.6), who ascribes it to a war being waged by Kavadh against the
Tamuraye.'” By the time Kavadh was in a position to take account of the new fort,
it was all but complete. Anastasius cleverly succeeded in ensuring Persian non-
intervention by threats and payments (x.17): these payments may have been connected
in some way to the truce halting the war in 506, but were probably unofficial. The less

than successful Anastasian war, followed by the uprisings within his empire, will have

1% For the modern discussion over the accuracy of Proc.’s account of the building at Dara (with
reference chiefly to the de .4ed. passage. 11.1.4-27), cf. Croke, ‘Marcellinus and Dara’, pp.77-88, B. Croke
and J. Crow, ‘Procopius and Dara’, JRS 73 (1983), pp.143-159, and the reply of Whitby. ‘Dara’, DRBE
pp.737-783. Whitby, pp.751-752. gives a good account of the founding of the city. cp. Capizz, pp.216-221.

" Dillemann. pp.226-228 on Dara, p.228 for these calculations; also Pliny, NH V.xi.63. For the
distance from Dara to the frontier, cf. George of Cyprus. ed. Honigmann, #912 (p.64) putting it at six
miles (though Honigmann regards this as a later interpolation): Whitby, ‘Dara’. p.750. puts it at S km,
while Dillemann, p.228, puts it at 10.4 km. Although Whitby’s figure of 5 km to the frontier would
eliminate the oddity of Proc.’s stade here, the problem still remains in cases such as the distance from
Dara to Ammodius, v.& ch.6 n.24. Haury, review of L. Ginetti, L Italia Gotica in Procopio di Cesarea, BZ
15 (1906), pp.295-298, calculates that seven of Proc.’s stades equal one Roman mile, though this fails to
solve the problem of distances here.

1% Marcellinus’ figures - Croke, ‘Marcellinus and Dara’, p.83. Haury’s review, p.296, notes that Proc.’s
98 stades between Nisibis and Dara is divisible by 7 (14 times): in such a case we find little difference
between Proc.’s 14 miles and Marcellinus’ 15.

1® .v. nn.33 and 71 on the problems besetting Kavadh; Proc.’s Huns referred to (X.15) must be Sabirs,
q.v. n.71. The Tamuraye (on whom q.v. n.4) may also of course have been troubling the Persian king.
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diminished Kavadh's zeal to provoke @ new war over the erection of two fortresses.
however important they were. Doubtless he complained of Anastasius’ violation of the

treaty mentioned at 1.15. though to no avail.!"

There has been less discussion concerning Anastasius” fortification of Theodosiopolis.
clearly undertaken in response to the ease with which it fell to the Persians in 502. As
has been suggested earlier, its lack of fortifications may have been the cause of its
prompt fall, which was later blamed on the treachery of the city commander,
Constantinus. Procopius deals with the strengthening of the defences in greater detail
in the de Aedificiis (IILv.1-12). and in both passages he stresses the inadequacy of the
Theodosian defences.

Doubt is cast on the accuracy of Procopius regarding Theodosiopolis by Croke and
Crow, though their case has been weakened by Whitby's refutation of their criticisms
concerning Dara. They point out that Procopius’ insistence on the poor state of
defences in Anastasius’ time is in contrast with Moses Khorenatsi‘i's lengthy description
of the foundation of the city by Anatolius.! As Whithy has pointed out, however. it
is clear that defences had been allowed to fall into disrepair in the fifth century, and
hence even if Procopius is understating the work of Anatolius. it is highly probable that
by 502 the city fortifications were in nced of extensive renovation.'” Thus it is not
surprising that there are parallels between the accounts of Moses and Procopius of the
building of defences at the city: similar work will have had to be carried out on both
oceasions.

There can be no doubt that these fortifications presented a major threat to the

Persians: Kavadh later lays great stress on the difficulties caused by Dara in particular,

"? Blockley. ‘Subsidies and Diplomacy’, p.68. suggests that the payments were connected with the truce:
note the gifts mentioned by Joshua §81. John Lydus. IIL52, mentions modest concessions by Anastasius
to Kavadh, which mav bear some relation to these pavments. Q.v. n.39 on the question of truce payments.

"' Croke and Crow, p.159; Moses Khorenats'i, II1.59 (tr. Thomson). cf. also n.1, p.331. and n 4, p.332
on the similarities between Moses’ description and Procopius. Procopius at de ded. 1IIv.2 seems
mistakenly to attnbute the foundation of the fort to Theodosius 1. but this is due 1o his misdating of the
Partition of Armenia. for at 111.1.11 he puts it in the reign of Theodosius. son of Honorius. i.e. Theodosius
II. Hence Procopius i¢ aware that he is referring to Theodosius II. but misplaces the end of the Arsacid
dynasty. On the foundation of Theodosiopolis. cf. Greatrex. *‘The Two Fifth Century Wars',

1> Q. n.5 on the poor state of fortifications in the east.
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asserting that it required him to maintain two standing armies (xv.7) - one at the
Caspian Gates and one near Dara.” Both of these arcas are first dealt with in this
chapter: evidently Procopius has sclected them because of their significance in later
events. Dara lay menacingly close to Persian territory: at x.19 Procopius refers to it as
an émiterylope. as he does at xvi.6. while in de Aedificiis 111.13 1t is portraved as openly
threatening enemy lands. The term itself denotes an offensive stronghold; confirmation
in the case of Dara may be found in John Lydus® striking description of the city as v
b wOALG Avaordoiog [tai¢ dajpryEi Ty mode piov émeBeaner (11128, cp. I111.47). On
the other hand. it is possible o over-emphasise the offensive role of Dara: of the six
possible aims of a fort isolated by Isaac, and applied by him to Dara, only one of these
1s as a base for operations against the enemy - in this case to assault Nisibis. But
although Anastasius” motivation may have been primarily defensive. and while Roman
raids were rarely launched unprovoked. tension between the two powers was raised

considerably by this building work.'"

"* Cf. Blockley. ‘Subsidies and Diplomacy’. p.69.

"!* Isaac, pp.254-255. cp. Whitby, Maurice. pp.212-213 on fort-building. On the term emiTeiyiopa, of,
M. Sartre, Bostra - des origines a I'lslam. Paris 1985, p.59. and Whitby. Maurice. p.212 n.28. Note also how
the generals who had commanded in the Anastasian War sought the construction of a fort (a) as a place
of refuge for the army. (b) as a place to prepare weapons and (c) as a protection against Arab raids: no
mention of an offensive purpose is made. Zach. VI1l.6.
Cf. Lee. pp.24-25, on Persian suspicion of Roman aims generallv.



CHAPTER FIVE: THE FIRST JUSTINIANIC WAR (PART 1)
(a) Rome and Persia, 518-532

Although the war which broke out between Rome and Persia in the late 520s was a
continuation of that begun under Anastasius, circumstances had altered considerably
during the intervening years. Kavadh's invasion at the start of the century had exposed
serious weaknesses in the Roman defences. which had deteriorated over the fifth
century.' Consequently Anastasius had begun a programme of improvement on the
Roman fortifications, carried through to completion by Justin and Justinian: in many
cascs it is difficult to determine who initiated the improvements, and it is likely that
Anastasius deserves more credit than is accorded to him in Procopius’ De Aedlficiis.
Thus it has been suggested that most of the building work carried out on the north of
the frontier was in a state of near completion by the end of Anastasius’ reign;
Theodosiopolis certainly was extensively refortified by him, and work begun at Mehitene.
There is still some controversy over who deserves the credit for bases such as
Citharizon.’

The other major change in the situation between the two powers had taken place in
the northern sector of the frontier. Here Roman prestige had gained significantly,
despite some reverses towards the end of Anastasius’ reign: an Armenian rising had
taken place in 513, followed by a Sabir raid two years later, which caused extensive
devastation.? But the 520s saw several notable Roman successes. First the Lazic king

Tzath defected to the Roman camp in 521/2. and only a few years later the Iberian royal

I ¢f. Whitby. ‘Development’. DRBE, pp.717-735. Maurice. pp.209-213. and E.W. Gray. ‘The Roman
Fastern Limes from Constantine to Justinian - Perspectives and Problems’, Proceedings of the African
Classical Association 12 (1973), p.30; also q.v. ch.4 n5.

2 1 D. Howard-Johnston, ‘Procopius. Roman defences north of the Taurus. and the new fortress of
Citharizon' (henceforth ‘Citharizon'), The Eastern Frontier of the Roman Empre, edd. D.H. French and
C.S. Lightfoot, Oxford 1989 (henceforth EFRE), pp.218-220, prefers an early start to the construction at
Citharizon and elsewhere. Reconstruction was started at Melitene probably not long after 505 (p.219 and
n.14, Proc. de Aed., 11Liv.19-20); but Whitby, ‘Development’ p.727 considers that Citharizon, along with
Martyropolis and ‘Mindon® were constructed during the 527-532 war, cf. M. Whitby, ‘Procopius’ description
of Martyropolis', Byzantinoslavica 45 (1984) (henceforth ‘Martyropolis’). pp.178-179 and ‘Dara’. DRBE,
p.758.

3 Stein II. p.105: on the Armenians, Chron. a.724 and Michael Syrus IX.11: q.v. ch.2 n.27 on the Sabir
raids. Howard-Johnston considers that Anastasius' rebuilding programme was extended to southeastern
Anatolia as a result of the Sabir raid. since other areas had hitherto had priority. *‘Citharizon'. p.218.
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family followed suit.’ Furthermore, the refractory Tzani were incorporated into the
empire duning this period, finally defeated by Sittas at some stage before the outbreak
of war." When this subjugation was undertaken is unclear, though it may well have been
linked to the raid of the Tzani launched in 505; the offer of the Hunnic chief Ambazuces
reported by Procopius may be another reflection of the rise in Roman prestige in this
area.’

Does this Roman resurgence point to a renewed aggressiveness against the traditional
enemy? It has been interpreted thus. yet it is far from clear that either Justin or
Justinian had any desire to come to blows with the Persians. Indeed there is every sign
that relations between Kavadh and Justin became quite cordial, despite the raid of al-
Mundhir 1n 519 (instigated bv Kavadh to further his continuing financial demands):
Cedrenus (1.638) even reports the conclusion of a peace in the third year of Justin’s
reign (521), in the context of which it is possible that the I.akhmid chief released the
Roman commanders Timostratus and John.” Whether or not the existence of a formal
peace treaty is accepted. the request of Kavadh to have Justin adopt his son Khusro
clearly points to friendly relations. even after the defection of Tzath. Only after Justin

agreed to intervene in Iberia was recourse had to armed force, and even then it was

* Cf. Whitby. CPW. p.106 n.330, for 521: Braund (p.593) places it ‘around 522".

* Proc. xv.24. clearly putting Sittas’ victory before the war contra Stein I1, p.291. Braund and PLRE 111,
s.v. Sittas; cf. Howard-Johnston. "Citharizon’, p.218, pointing out that it would in any case be unfeasible
to attempt to reduce this hardy tribe in wartime.

6 Proc. x.9-12 for Ambazuces’ offer. Howard-Johnston, ‘Citharizon’, p.218, considers that the conquest
of the Tzami would need to have been started under Anastasius to have been completed by Justinian's
reign, though it mav be doubted whether such a length of time would have been necessary. Tzanic raid:
Theodore Lector 466, Stein II. p.105.

" On the 519/20 raid. cf. Chromicon miscellaneum ad A.D. 724 pertinens [CSCO ser.3 tom 4 part 2], tr.
J.-B. Chabot. Paris 1903, a.830, Elias a.831, Gregorv p.73 and Michael Syrus IX.16, cf. Stein II, p.266 and
PLRE 11, sv. Alamundarus 2: 1. Shahid, The Martyrs of Najran: New Documents (henceforth Martyrs).
Brussels 1971, p.241. prefers to attribute two raids to al-Mundhir in successive years.

On the peace treaty of 521. cf. Shahid, Martyrs. p.241 and n.4: if his dating of the persecutions at Najran
to 518 (rather than 523, v.i. ch.7, n.15) is accepted. then it follows that the two Roman commanders were
released in 520/521 rather than 524 (contra e.g. Stein Il. p.266 and PLRE Il sv. Timostratus and
Alamundarus 2). On this opening phase of Justin’s reign. cf. also A. Solari. ‘La politica estera orientale
durante l<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>