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Justin’s Representation of Demetrios II Nikator and His View on the Parthians
Justin, who wrote an epitome drawn from the Augustan historian Pompeius Trogus, reports the military conflicts between the Seleukid Empire and Parthia leading up to the rise of the Arsakids and the disintegration of the Seleukid Empire. His narrative includes an important ethnographic characterisation of the Parthians. In this they are presented as cruel, insidious and proud. Thus, many Eastern rulers express their detestation of the superbia Parthica (Justin 39.10.5). Justin is especially interested in the description of the fate of Demetrios II Nikator (ca. 146–139 BC) and his capture by the Parthians after an unsuccessful campaign into the East in 139 BC (Justin 39.9.2f.). According to his account, the Parthians treated him with great magnanimity in captivity, and Mithradates I (ca. 171–132 BC) gave him his daughter Rhodogyne to gain dynastic foothold amongst the Seleukids. Nevertheless, he tried to escape twice – without success. Even so, Phraates II (ca. 132–126 BC) exercised leniency for the sake of Demetrios II’s wife and children and remanded him into Hyrkania. Only as his younger brother Antiochos VII Sidetes (138–129 BC) intended to rescue Demetrios II and win back the lost Upper Satrapies, Phraates II released the latter to breed discord between them. During Demetrios’ ensuing reign (129–126 BC), he is said to have become unbearable due to his intercourse with the Parthians (Just. 39.1.3). This paper studies the Greek and Roman perception of the Parthians by analysing the topoi (cruelty and lechery of the barbarians) and narrative strategies (didactic admonitions, amusing stories and lively moral characterisations) in Justin’s epitome. It is argued that Justin’s presentation of Demetrios’ failed second rule can only be understood against the background of traditional ethnographic descriptions of the Parthians in Graeco-Roman literature.


Dr. Eran Almagor (eranalmagor@gmail.com)
Independent Researcher, Jerusalem, Israel

Echoes of the Graeco-Persian Wars in the Roman-Syrian War in Greece (with an Emphasis on Plut. Cat. Mai. 12-14)
The Roman-Syrian War, which the Roman Republic fought against the Seleukid kingdom (192–188 BC), was not merely a military clash, but also implied propaganda battles, stirred by the need to sway public opinion in the Greek speaking world felt on either side. Part and parcel of this war of images was a continued use (and abuse) of the memory of the Graeco-Persian Wars that took place almost three hundred years before. Thus, while the Romans depicted Antiochos as another Xerxes (Flor. 1.24.12; Ennius F 269 Skutsch, cf. Alkaios of Messene, AP 16.5), the Seleukids portrayed the Romans as foreign invaders (Polyb., 3.7.3, 18.465–7; Livy 33; Seager 1980, 109–112). An intriguing remnant of this war of words is to be found in three of Plutarch’s Lives (Cato Major, Philopoemen and Flamininus): the biographer appears to be moving constantly between the arguments used on both sides. Three dimensions of this political instrumentalization of the past will be explored by focusing on Cato Major 12–14 and the Comparatio: (1) the motifs actually used in this clash (e.g., Thermopylai, liberation, autonomy, Greek language, royal features, parrhesia, eastern stereotypes); (2) the manner the Persian Wars of old aligned with the self-images of the Seleukids and the Romans and their imperial ideologies, not least because of the unique blends of Greek culture and non-Greek elements that subsisted in both powers and the almost inevitable road that led them to a conflict in the middle ground of Greece; (3) the literary mode in which Plutarch portrays both Cato and Antiochos by using this propaganda war; thereby, allusions to Herodotos (e.g, 6.107, 7.202) and fourth-century BC Greece as well as the specific memory of the Roman-Syrian War that was cherished in the Imperial period will be taken into account.


Marie-Astrid Buelens MA (mabuelen@ulb.ac.be)
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Antiochos fuit, Rome aussi ? La bataille des Thermopyles et son issue alternative dans un fragment oraculaire de Phlégon de Tralles (FGrH 257 F 36 III)
En 191, la défaite d’Antiochos III contre les troupes du consul M’. Acilius Glabrio à la bataille des Thermopyles pousse le roi séleucide à se retirer totalement de la Grèce, laissant les Étoliens négocier une délicate reddition avec le vainqueur. La ligue étolienne signe un traité de paix avec Rome deux ans plus tard, ce qui scelle la fin de son autonomie. Un fragment du Περί Θαυμασίων de Phlégon de Tralles, un historiographe du IIe siècle de notre ère, a pourtant conservé un récit alternatif de l’issue de la bataille des Thermopyles, qui se place en porte-à-faux avec les faits historiques. Selon ce fragment, peu après la bataille, trois oracles successifs – celui d’un soldat séleucide revenu temporairement d’entre les morts, celui de la Pythie, enfin, celui d’un général romain en proie au délire prophétique – annoncent aux Romains l’invasion prochaine de l’Italie par un roi venu d’Asie. Effrayées, les troupes de Glabrio dressent un sanctuaire à Apollon et reprennent la mer pour rentrer chez elles. Ce texte oraculaire fournit un témoignage précieux sur la situation « d’entre-deux » de la Grèce et son rapport diplomatique compliqué avec les imposantes puissances de l’époque que sont Rome et l’Empire séleucide. La présentation que nous proposons poursuit les objectifs suivants : repositionner le fragment dans le contexte historique et politique contemporain de la bataille, afin d’analyser les perceptions de Rome et de l’Empire séleucide défendues par le texte oraculaire, ainsi qu’explorer les possibilités quant à la paternité du fragment.


Dr. Omar Coloru (omar.coloru@virgilio.it) 
Associate Member of the Maison de l’Archéologie et de l’Ethnologie à Nanterre

Seleukid Diplomacy, the Roman Republic and the Circulation of Information
The history of the relations between the Romans and Syrians was not only marked by military clashes but also by diplomatic exchanges where the reciprocal spheres of influence were continually negotiated. In this framework, embassies provided a dialogical space where the Senate and the king, either himself or through his ambassadors, could express their ideology of power. Those missions were also a means to gain intelligence on each other’s moves. The aim of this paper is to explore the diplomatic activities of the Seleukid envoys both in Rome and in other locations. To this end, a few case studies on the functioning of the diplomatic apparatus of the Seleukids, the intelligence as well as the place of secret agents and the circulation of information in a war context will be presented. The historical period under consideration will especially focus on the reign of Antiochos III, which was directly confronted with Roman foreign policy in the East before and after the outbreak of the Roman-Syrian War (192–188 BC).


Dr. Altay Coşkun (acoskun@uwaterloo.ca)
Associate Professor of Classical Studies, University of Waterloo ON, Canada

Simon Maccabee, Friendship with Rome and Seleukid Disintegration: a Case-Study of Triangular Diplomacy (142/41 BC)
No one will disagree that the decline of the Seleukid Empire, the rise of Maccabaean and Roman imperialistic diplomacy in the Hellenistic East were interrelated throughout much of the 2nd century BC. However, when it comes to the precise mechanisms of political communication and to the historical impact of Roman involvement with Maccabaean and Seleukid matters, many questions have remained open, and this despite the relatively strong evidence that 1 Maccabees and Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities allow us to draw on. While interest in those topics have traditionally been strong, recent years have seen its surge in all three areas: several new studies into Roman diplomacy in the Hellenistic East, the History of the Seleukid Empire, and the rise of the Maccabaean monarchy have appeared. Certain advancements of our knowledge warrant a reconsideration of the rule of Simon Maccabee (142–135 BC), more specifically of his diplomatic exchanges with the Seleukid courts and the Roman senate. Kai Ehling’s Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der späten Seleukiden (2008) has provided us with a much more reliable chronological grid; still in preparation by the author is a set of studies devoted to the titulature of Jewish rulers (esp. on tetrarchs and ethnarchs), which will permit us to determine steps in the dynastic history of the Maccabees. Closely related is a research project on documentary evidence inserted into Jewish Historiography, which results in the conclusion that such documents were rarely forged, but that most of the several problems arising from them are due to their wrong position within the narrative. Against this background, the evidence that 1 Macc 14–15 transmits for the years 140 BC and 137 BC will be used to reconstruct two embassies from Jerusalem to Rome in 142 BC, and to study some of their ramifications pertaining to Simon’s interaction with Demetrios II in ca. 141 BC as well as the inner-Jewish political discourse as attested for 140 BC. 


Prof. Dr. Edward Dąbrowa (uwdabrow@cyf-kr.edu.pl)
Head of Department, Institute of Jewish Studies, Jagellionian University, Cracow, Poland

The Seleukids, Rome and the Jews (134-76 BC)
The aim of paper is to discuss the nature and context of the mutual relations of rulers of Judaea with the Seleukids and Rome in the period of the rule of John Hyrkanos, Alexander Jannaios, and Alexandra Salome. Even if this question has already been addressed several times, there is still scope for better explanations. The rulers of Judaea of this period had quite intensive contacts with Rome as well as with the Seleukids. These were especially intensive during the rule of John Hyrkanos, when on at least three occasions he sent delegations to Rome requesting her amicitia and support for his territorial claims against the Seleukids. It is interesting that their chronology coincides with Hyrkanos’ successes at the cost of the Seleukids. Why did Hyrkanos need Roman approval? Another aspect of Hyrkanos’ external policy is his expansion to areas under the Seleukids’ administration, which resulted in aggrandising the territory of Judaea and winning its real independence. This expansionist policy at the cost of the kings of Syria was continued by Alexander Jannaios. His successes were quite impressive, although he also had to deal with a very serious threats to his rule by Demetrios III and Antiochos XII. Why did he not appeal to Rome for support, and why did he not even try to renew any formal relations with the Romans during his reign? For these and some related questions, the author offers some responses.


Dr. Adrian Dumitru (seleukosnikator@yahoo.com)
Postdoctoral Research Assistant, Metropolitan Library, & Associate Lecturer, Bucharest, Romania

What Lies behind the River Tanais? The Treaty of Apameia and Its Territorial Clause
After the defeat at Magnesia in 190 BC, the power of Antiochos III the Great practically ceased to exist (at least in Anatolia). The Romans imposed conditions to ensure that he would stay outside the natural boundaries of Asia. At least, this is what the text of the Treaty of Apameia seems to imply that has come down to us through Polybios and Livy. There is, however, a problem concerning the text: Polybios was translating the original Latin into Greek, and Livy converted this back into Latin. As a result, it is quite difficult to identify the original terminology. One of the most important paragraphs of the treaty is vexed by an aporetic problem: the territorial clause. It is missing in Polybios’ account, while its Livian version does not seem to make sense: for it has king Antiochos withdraw behind a river that he had never seen nor touched: usque ad Tanaim amnem. This difficulty has generated a series of arguments and counter-arguments, involving scholars such as Ruge, Kahrstedt, Holleaux, Walbank, MacDonald, Giovannini and Dmitriev. This paper resumes the discussion of the river’s identity in order to come up with a new proposition for what may ‘lie behind’ Tanaim amnem.


Gunnar R. Dumke MA (gunnar.dumke@altertum.uni-halle.de)
PhD Candidate, Martin-Luther-Universität Halle-Wittenberg, Germany

Becoming Roman – Staying Seleukid? The Posthumous Philip Coinage Reconsidered
After the reorganization of the Eastern provinces by Pompey, the first ‘Roman’ coinage to be minted in Antioch were imitations of Seleukid coins originally issued under Philip I (88/7 to c. 75 BC). These kept the Seleukid legend, naming King Philip as the issuing authority, and even the king’s portrait on the obverse. In contrast, the effective authority, the governor Gabinius, is only referred to by a small monogram. Such coins continued to be minted until 14/3 BC, long after Augustus had established the principate. This decision is surprising, at least if we accept that images on coins were carefully chosen to deliver a message. What was the motivation behind imitating coin images of a dynasty the Romans just got rid of? This paper will approach the problem by first presenting the results of a die analysis for the minting activities of Philip I and of the Roman governors. Based on an estimate of the size of their issues, their purpose can be better understood. Next, this coinage will be discussed in the broader context of early Roman minting activities in the East and the measures taken by the Romans to control the economy of the newly-organized provinces.


Prof. Dr. David Engels (dengels@ulb.ac.be)
Chaire d’Histoire Romaine, UlB, Brussels, Belgium

Mais où sont passés les soldats babyloniens des Séleucides?

When it comes to analysing the composition of the Seleukid army, our sources are characterised by a singular peculiarity: whereas all important regions of the Seleukid empire seem to have provided important contingents to the king’s army, there is not a single hint to the presence of soldiers from Babylonia in our documentation. A thorough analysis of the material at our disposition – ancient historians, Greek epigraphy and cuneiform evidence – allows only for two, equally challenging explanations. Either, the Seleukids refrained from recruiting troops from Babylonia, somewhat similar to the Ptolemees who, until the battle of Raphia, avoided recruiting indigenous troops from Egypt – a hypothesis underlining even more the confidence the Seleukids must have had in their Iranian soldiers, present in large contingents in all major battles. Or, quite to the contrary, the Seleukids unrestrictedly integrated their Babylonian soldiers into their army’s core unit, the Macedonian phalanx, up to now always considered as being composed only of Graeco-Macedonian colonists and their descendants – a hypothesis opening a wholly new perspective onto the Seleukids’ way of defining Hellenistic identity, but also leaving us with an embarrassing number of onomastic issues. 


Dr. Kyle Erickson (k.erickson@tsd.uwtsd.ac.uk)
Head of Department of Classics, University of Wales Trinity St. David, Lampeter, Wales, UK

Antiochos IV and Apollo
Much has been written about Antiochos IV Epiphanes and his relationship with the gods, from the villain in the Maccabaean story to a crazed but devout follower of Zeus. It has also been noted that Epiphanes’ reign marks the return of Zeus to the coinage of the Seleukid house, and a wide range of scholars have discussed both the causes and repercussions of this change. The present papers will investigate those things which did not change on Antiochos’ coinage, by which I mean the portion of his coinage that retained what had hitherto been the dominant Apolline iconography of the Seleukid house. Examined will thus be the continued production of the traditional Apollo-on-the-Omphalos coinage and how it influences our understanding of the Seleukid Empire. Finally, it will be argued that Antiochos not only understood the multi-ethnic implications of Apollo’s support for the royal family, but was also aware that expansion into new areas required other divine patrons. Thus the introduction of Zeus onto Antiochos’ coinage did not represent a break in the iconographic pattern that had dominated Seleukid coinage from at least the reign of Antiochos I, but rather it demonstrates a royal understanding of the audience for their coinage.


Chiara Grigolin MA (chiara.grigolin@durham.ac.uk) 
PhD Candidate, Durham University, UK

Antioch’s Foundation Myth and the Antonine Cultural Milieu
The foundation myth of Antioch in Syria, which describes the archaiologia of the Seleukid city and its founding by Seleukos I Nikator, is transmitted at length by two very late authors. The first is Libanios, who lived in the fourth century AD and described the foundation of Antioch in his oration in praise of the city (Antiochikos); the second is John Malalas, a sixth-century-AD chronographer who, in his Chronographia, preserves a discussion on the foundation accounts of Antioch and other Seleukid cities by Pausanias of Antioch (4th century AD) (Malal. 8.199–204). This paper asks what these literary accounts can tell us about the reception and re-construction of the Seleukid past and identity in post-Seleukid Antioch. Scholars (e.g. Ogden 2013; Saliou 1999–2000) have generally argued that the aforementioned versions of the foundation myth of Antioch were entirely produced at the court of Seleukos I and his successors and mirror elements of Seleukos I’s propaganda. In contrast to this view, it will be emphasised that foundation stories were frequently “altered, manipulated and even created by cities over time for strategic or political purposes” (MacSweeney 2015, 4). More specifically, it will be argued that the episode of Seleukos I guided by the eagle (Lib. Or. 11.85-88; Malal. 8.200) was elaborated in second-century-AD Antioch as a result of a wider cultural dialogue between the Antonine emperors and the Greek cities of the Roman East. The Seleukid city aimed to re-construct and defend its Seleukid identity in reaction to the Roman conception of Greekness, as it was formulated within the Hadrianic Panhellenion ideology. Numismatic evidence produced at Antioch under Hadrian and archaeological material such as the Paseria capital (Seyrig 1940) will support this argument and offer a glimpse of the dialogue between Rome and the post-Seleukid East.


Robin Hämmerling MA (rhaemmerling@web.de) 
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On the Earliest Hasmonean-Roman Diplomacy and Its Impact on the Seleukid Empire (164–161 BC)
Due to the first two books of Maccabees, the earliest diplomatic contacts between Rome and the Jewish rebels led by Judas Maccabee have survived in much detail (2 Macc 11.34–38; 1 Macc 8.17–32). Scholars have mostly focussed either on the measures of the Jewish authorities or on Roman foreign policy in the Hellenistic world; this study, in turn, seeks to place the diplomatic strategy of the Romans within the context of the Seleukid court in the aftermath of the Day of Eleusis in 168 BC. For this purpose, the internal political situation of the Seleukid Empire will be taken into account. Furthermore, the documents of the Roman-Hasmonaean diplomacy will be compared with the Roman response to other insurgents such as Timarchos of Miletos. Particularly noteworthy is that Judas and his Jews were acknowledged as amici et socii populi Romani. Overall it can be assumed that the Jewish-Roman treaty of 161 formed part of a comprehensive diplomatic strategy, which enabled the Romans to destabilize the Seleukid kingdom without entering into military risks. The official recognition of political forces from withing the Seleukid Empire was part of a long-term plan to fragmentize the Middle East.   


DJ Houle MA (djhoule@uwaterloo.ca)
Phd Candidate in Classical Studies, McMaster University, Hamilton ON, Canada

Livy's Ethnics and the Soldiers of Antiochos III and IV
Livy’s account of Antiochos III’s battle against the Romans at Magnesia (Livy 37.38–44, App. Syr. 30–36, 190 BC) provides perhaps the most complete picture of the structure of the Seleukid army at the time, and it is a very different account from that of Polybios regarding Antiochos IV’s military display at Daphne in 166 BC (Polyb. 31.3). The purpose of this paper is to evaluate these accounts as evidence for the recruitment practices of Seleukid units and the impact that these practices had on their depiction in the literary source material mentioned, as well as Appian’s narrative of Magnesia. While the Seleukid force pre-Daphne is broadly rendered as a conglomeration of units separated by ethnicity (as explored by B. Bar-Kochva: The Seleukid Army, 1976/2002), it will be argued that Livy’s description of the army reveals an understanding of two distinct sources of manpower for the Seleukid throne: established military units with large and diverse recruiting bases, and more generalized forces drawn from a particular geographic region. This paper will focus on the latter, and it will be argued that the methods used by Livy to describe these individual units can reveal significant differences in his understanding of their composition, which will then be compared to epigraphic records detailing the military forces of several settlements (with particular attention given to Palaimagnesia: Th. Ihnken: Magnesia am Sipylos, IK 8, 1978, no. 1). This comparison will suggest a potential reality of the Seleukid system of military recruitment: that a unit demarcated by an ethnic label may derive its name from the military tradition of its founding group (see G. Cohen 1978, 1996, 2006), despite changes to its body of soldiers. Accordingly, Livy’s use of ethnic terms in his descriptions seems to be influenced as much by the traditions of the units serving the Seleukids as the actual composition of the force. This view will be supported with reference to the changes in the structure of the Seleukid army displayed by the reign of Antiochos IV, in which the prevalence of ethnic monikers for military units was strongly diminished.


Dr. Christoph Michels (christoph.michels@rwth-aachen.de)
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From One Hegemon to the Next? The Kingdoms of Anatolia after Apameia
The Peace of Apamea fundamentally transformed the political landscape of Asia Minor. Although the former Seleukid possessions had become part of the interest sphere of Rome, the Republic was more than reluctant to exert direct control but rather relied on its ‘friends’, mainly Eumenes of Pergamum and the Rhodians, to represent its interests. The result was not a stable post-war order, though. In a rather paradoxical constellation, the diverse kingdoms (and cities), on the one hand, competed for the benevolence of the Roman senate and claimed their support as basis for their authority; but, on the other hand, they also showed themselves surprisingly oblivious to demands and threats of Roman embassies when waging war onto each other. The paper focuses on the Attalid kingdom and asks for the repercussions of its new status as the most important kingdom of Asia Minor. While it has been claimed that the Attalids’ philhellenic and civil image constituted a ‘Sonderweg’ that separated this monarchy from all the other Hellenistic dynasties, this paper argues for the similarities with the other Anatolian kingdoms in this respect that, notwithstanding the peculiarities, links them to the system of self-representation dominant in the Hellenistic World.


Dr. Gillian Ramsey (g.ramsey@utoronto.ca) 
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‘The Four Generals in the Land’: Late Seleukid Administration in Babylonia
When Seleukid rule of Babylonia had ended and the original home of the dynasty’s imperial power belonged to the Parthian kings, the structures of day-to-day royal administration remained the same, and Greeks still served in many important government jobs. Babylonian evidence reveals significant continuities of administration in Babylonia during the latter days of the Seleukid rule there and the transition to Parthian control. One key aspect of this governmental system was the authority of the ‘four generals’ in Babylonia, a group of regional leaders introduced under the later Seleukids and retained by the Parthians. Holders of this title were instrumental during the years of conflict with Elam and Charakene (140-130s BC), when there was also unrest in Babylonian society due to differences in behaviour by Hellenic and Parthian officials. This paper investigates the history of the four generals as a branch of local government, their relationships to superiors in the midst of the regime change, and their developing place within Babylonian society. The persistence of the four generals as local authorities across a period of rapid and lasting imperial transition challenges the formal view of empire, wherein the structures define and limit the empire. Instead, this examination of the four generals and their context in the midst of political and social upheaval illustrates why the Seleukid regime is an example of informal empire at work, with its utilization of resilient, decentralized, and socially-embedded governmental systems suited to borrowing and perpetuation under later states.


Rabbi Dr. Benjamin Scolnic (rabbi.scolnic@gmail.com) 
Lecturer in Judaic Studies, Southern Connecticut State University, New Haven CT, USA

Reading Backwards: Antiochos IV’s Relationship with Rome and Its Implications for His Persecution of the Jews
Antiochos IV Epiphanes’s persecution of the Judaeans in the 160s BC is perceived as an enigma in Hellenistic history. The restrictions on the observance of Judaism seem to constitute the first known persecution of a people and its religion in its own land. The most popular theories state that the king himself was not the initiator of the attack on Judaism. If, however, we see this persecution not as an isolated event but in the context of his life, the event may make more sense. Antiochos IV’s hostage-ship in Rome in the 180’s BC as one of the provisions of the Treaty of Apameia structured his life and influenced his ambitions and policies. It was his special relationship with Rome that may be read into many events in his life including his rise to power, and the Day of Eleusis, and may help explain Roman actions after his death. As Goldstein suggested, Antiochos IV may have modelled his persecution of the Judaeans on one against the Bacchants in Rome and Italy when he was a hostage there. Antiochos could have learned a great deal about religious persecution as a means of defining a society and achieving greater power for the state. What primarily motivated Antiochos IV, as both Bringmann and Gruen have emphasized, was the assertion of power in a chaotic situation and so he responded to political instability in Judaea with a show of force that would resound throughout his huge and politically-restless kingdom.


Prof. Dr. Nicholas Sekunda (sekunda@ug.edu.pl)
Department of History, University of Danzig, Poland

The Seleukid Elephant Corps after Apameia 
Immediately after the battle of Magnesia, the Roman general Scipio negotiated terms of peace with Antiochos. Substantial further clauses, absent in the original agreement, were included in the final Treaty of Apameia. One of the most important of these further clauses was that Antiochos was to give up all the elephants he had then and not keep any in the future. According to our sources, the elephants were handed over to the Romans, who in turn gave them to Eumenes II of Pergamon as a present (Livy 38.39.5). A passage in Polyainos (4.21) tells us that Antiochos IV supplied the Romans with Indian elephants, but this testimony is generally discounted as spurious. According to 1 Macc. 1.17, the army with which Antiochos invaded Egypt in 170 BC included elephants. Elephants also took part in the Daphne Parade in 165 (Polyb. 30.25). Quite possibly Seleukos IV had obtained a fresh supply of elephants from Demetrios I of Baktria (189–167 BC), who had extended Baktrian rule into parts of India. When news of the premature death of Antiochos reached Rome, the Senate sent out an embassy to Syria, to hamstring the elephants, which took place in 162 BC. Some elephants, however, may have escaped the slaughter. We are told (2 Macc. 15.20) that the Seleukid army led by Nicanor ‘The Elephantarch’ included a number of elephants at the Battle of Adasa in March 161. The only way to reconcile the sources is to suggest that any surviving elephants were killed by Demetrios I in a attempt to appease the Romans.


Dr. Svyatoslav Smirnov (smirnovsv3@ya.ru) 
Postdoctoral Fellow, Institute of World History, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Russia

Timarchos – Satrap, Rebel and King in the Hellenistic East
The collapse of the Seleukid Empire in the 2nd century BC was accompanied by a tendency of local separatist activities. Soon after the death of Antiochos IV, a new phase in this development began. One of the most relevant revolts was led by Timarchos, a friend of Antiochos IV. When also Antiochos V had been killed, Timarchos acclaimed himself king. This paper focusses on the analysis of Timarchos’ coinage, esp. its iconography. By the end of his brief reign, Timarchos had struck several types of gold, silver and bronze. Almost all of them bear the images of various deities and symbols that are less typical for the Seleukids. Most remarkable are the gold staters with the image of the chariot (so-called quadriga type). A similar image of the chariot driven by Nike is displayed on the coins of Andragoras, Seleukos II, Antiochos IV and Antiochos VII. It will be argued that, in these contexts, the chariot was meant to embody Parthia. Probably this issue was commemorating a victory over the Parthians, which has otherwise not left any traces in the literary sources. In addition, the usual interpretation of the Dioskouroi type as a reference to an alliance between Timarchos and Eukratides will be confirmed. It will thus appear that Timarchos chose an iconography that drew on pre-Seleukid symbols, while, at the same time, emphasizing his connection with Antiochos IV and the latter’s power over the East. 


Dr. Rolf Strootman (r.strootman@uu.nl)
Ancient Middle-East History, Department of Ancient History, University of Utrecht, Netherlands

Antiochos IV’s Procession at Daphne as a Manifestation of the Revival of Seleukid Expansionism
This paper takes as its point of departure the Roman elements in Antiochos IV’s procession at Daphne in c. 165 BC. It will revisit the alleged aim of rivaling the festival celebrated by Paullus at Amphipolis sometime before. I argue that Antiochos, after his two Egyptian campaigns, no longer was in awe of Rome, and that he was conducting (or preparing to conduct) a policy of imperial restoration aimed not only at Iran and Central Asia, but at Asia Minor and Greece as well. The aggressive dynamics of Seleukid imperialism, and the ferocious interstate competition that characterized the world of the Hellenistic dynasties, left no room for balances of power or voluntary admittance of secondary political status: Antiochos still had behind him the vast military and financial resources of Asia. The Daphne Procession conveyed to an audience of ambassadors sent by the Aegean poleis a confident image of a most powerful, military successful and universalist empire capable of resuming its role as protector of Greek freedom. At the heart of the procession was the probable self-presentation of King Antiochos, Theos Epiphanes, as the New Dionysos—the victorious conqueror god who brings happiness to the West. Taken together with the king's imperial activities in Asia Minor and mainland Greece, and his open disregard of the military clauses of the Treaty of Apameia, these ideological “messages” add up to the likelihood that Antiochos was aiming to restore Seleukid power in the Aegean region—the 5,000 Roman-style infantrymen marching at Daphne may have been incorporated into the Seleukid main army in consideration of a possible military confrontation with Rome.


Marijn S. Visscher MA (m.s.visscher@durham.ac.uk)
PhD Candidate, Durham University, UK

Antiochos the Great as Hellenistic Poet? Acts of Kingship and the Literary Tradition
In 198 BC, Antiochos marched his army west as part of an expansionist war to incorporate mainland Greece into the Seleukid Empire. A century after Seleukos I’s ill-fated Macedonian campaign, Antiochos III was the first Seleukid king to set foot on mainland Greece. He aimed to connect lands that had not been united since the reign of Alexander the Great. His plans destabilised the balance of power between the Hellenistic kingdoms and, inevitably, led to conflict and war. In addition, Antiochos’ plans of a west-ward expansion made him cross paths with the Romans, which ultimately resulted in the biggest crisis for the Seleukid Empire since its founding: the treaty of Apameia in 188 BC and the loss of Asia Minor. Throughout his campaigns, Antiochos performed royal acts influenced by the literary culture at his court, as expressed, for example, by Hegesianax of Alexandria Troas and Euphorion. These literati constructed a narrative of empire, similar to Megasthenes’ Indika or Patrokles’ Periplus of the Caspian Sea. Such narratives created Seleukid space and time and scripted Antiochos’ actions. This paper explores four key moments during the campaign: Antiochos’ visit to Ilion, the (re-)foundation of Lysimacheia, the royal wedding on Euboia, and the first decisive combat at Thermopylai. The first act was the restoration of Lysimacheia, which was in various ways a key point in Antiochos’ expansionist plans. There was much more at stake for Antiochos than the conquest of a strategic point though: in order for the city to become the royal residence for his son, Antiochos presented himself as the new founder of the city. The second important moment was Antiochos’ visit to Ilion and sacrifice to Athena. This act is part of a long tradition of marking the transition from Asia to Europe (or vice versa). The third act focussed on stability and the grounding of Empire and took place on Euboia, where the king married a local girl and renamed her ‘Euboia’. This was the first conquest of Antiochos that was not based on hereditary claims and warranted an extraordinary performance of conquest and appropriation. The fourth act to look at is the Battle of Thermopylai. The king’s defeat by the Romans, and its location, were steeped in history. 
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The Failure of Kinship Diplomacy among the Later Seleukid Kings 
This paper examines the causes of the decline and dissolution of the Seleukid kingdom and explores what role, if any, the Roman Imperial Republic played in that decline. The approach that is taken in this study is to provide the view from 50,000 feet, as it were, so as to reveal the general contours of Seleukid history in the belief that it is through the longue durée that causal relationships can be most readily observed. In the course of this overview, two main arguments will be advanced. The first is that the Seleukid Empire ultimately dissolved not as a result of any external (i.e. military) factors, as such pressures routinely confronted the Seleukid Empire from its very inception in 311 BC, but as a result of its failure to evolve those basic characteristics of a state which were necessary for maintaining territorial sovereignty, legitimacy, and stability beyond a couple of generations of Seleukid kings. Two critical failures in particular stand out as especially significant. First, the Seleukid kings failed to create a distinction between the person of the king and the office of the king; and second, the Seleukid kings never developed a body of law pertaining to dynastic succession. The result of these two critical failures was that any time there was more than one heir to the Seleukid diadem, dynastic crisis inevitably ensued. But because the Seleukids also failed to develop a mechanism for establishing political legitimacy in their ‘spear-won’ kingdom, dynastic crises were typically followed by internal revolts and losses of territory to surrounding powers. The critical moment for the Seleukid kingdom thus came in 152 BC when Ptolemy VI married his daughter off to the first of three different Seleukid kings for whom she bore several more royal heirs. The result was interminable dynastic conflict followed by losses to internal revolt and neighbouring powers and ultimately the atomization of the Seleukid kingdom. The second argument advanced is that Roman intervention from the Peace the Apamea (188 BC) onward was often salutary for the Seleukid Empire to the extent that the Roman demand for royal hostages had the unintended result of reducing the frequency of Seleukid dynastic conflict.

