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SOCIO-POLITICAL TERMINOLOGY
FOR SARMATIANS: THE ANCIENT
TRADITION, ANTHROPOLOGY,
AND ARCHAEOLOGY

E.V.Vdovchenkov

The purpose of the study is to compare the political terminology of ancient
authors, archaeological realities and modern scientific terminology using
the example of the Sarmatians (for period 3™ century BC — 2" century AD).
The specificity of the archaeological material allows us to reconstruct
the general principles of political organization and its structural features.
Nomads have two alternative models: hierarchical and heterarchical models
of society organization. The article discusses the use against the Sarmatians
terms such as Baogirevg, oknmtolyog, Suvdortal, rex, BaciAéwg, principes,
sceptuchus, oxknmtoUyos. Among the terms used by ancient authors for bar-
barian rulers is the term sceptuchus, mentioned together with the kings, which
indicates a two-level system of government. The analysis of the written tra-
dition allows us to identify an epoch for which the Sarmatians have more
than 10 mentions of kings (the Middle Sarmatian culture — 1t — mid-2"! cen-
turies AD). It is an obvious evidence of the processes of political central-
ization, as well as the increased political activity of the Sarmatians. Thus,
we can talk about the correlation of archaeological data and written tradition.
The areas where the kings are mentioned correspond to the regions where
elite monuments were concentrated in the first centuries. At that time, we can
assume the existence of a hierarchical model of nomadic society organiza-
tion and a form of political organization such as chiefdoms for these regions.
For the early Sarmatian culture, one can cautiously assume a heterarchical
model of social organization, which does not exclude, however, the temporary
rise of some leaders. Apparently, the Scythian society described by Lucian also
had a heterarchical model.
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TERMS AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the study is to compare the political terminology
of ancient authors, archaeological realities and modern scientific termi-
nology using the example of the Sarmatians (for period 3" century BC —
27 century AD). The analysis of terminology makes it possible not only
to know the sources better, but also to explore the historiography,
and the methodological and methodological problems that researchers
face when studying the social and political organization of the nomadic
population of the Sarmatian era.

The comparison of data from ancient tradition and archeology seems
obvious, but, nevertheless, such work has not yet been donel. The social
terminology of ancient authors needs careful analysis and definition
of the context of their use. A separate task is to search for possible archaeo-
logical realities for the societies mentioned by ancient authors. This article
is still a step in this direction.

In Soviet historiography, there was no analysis of the political ter-
minology of ancient authors in comparison with archaeological data
for the Sarmatian era. This was hindered by the insufficient knowledge
of the Sarmatian complexes. Many important discoveries and publications
in Sarmatian archaeology have been made in recent decades. But it is also
necessary to point out the Marxist methodology and conceptual appa-
ratus, which, in my opinion, are not able to adequately describe the spe-
cifics of the political processes of the early nomads.

Due to the idea of the evolutionary nature of changes among
the Nomads, as well as the significant role of autochthonism, which is fun-
damental to Marxist historiography, Boris Grakov, Konstantin Smirnov
and their followers consistently focused on cultural continuity in the devel-
opment of Sarmatian cultures. The emergence of a significant number
of rich complexes and the expected complication of the social structure
of society were considered as the result of progressive social and political
development, as a process of class formation, weakening of family ties,
and the development of family property. The idea of Sarmatian class
formation has been established in the texts of the Soviet period, in full
accordance with the Marxist paradigm of origin of the state. Speaking
about the Sarmatians of the first centuries, Anatoly Khazanov writes that
“the process of class formation among the Sarmatians is intensifying”,
meaning an increase in property inequality and social differentiation;

I'The purpose of this article is to close this gap. Some of the materials have
already been abstractly published (Vdovchenkov 2025). You should also pay atten-
tion to the article, which analyzes the rich complexes of Early Sarmatian culture
and written tradition (Glebov, Dedyulkin 2025).
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“poor and unequal strata appear” (Khazanov 1971: 82). Marina Mosh-
kova also writes that “the Savromato-Sarmatian tribes were at the stage
of decomposition of the primitive communal system and were experi-
encing an era of class formation” (Moshkova 1989: 208).

According to the Marxist paradigm, class formation led to the forma-
tion of the state. The assumption of the existence of a state among the Sar-
matians (“The processes of politogenesis have gone the most far among
the Siraks, who assume a state” (Moshkova 1989: 208)) can hardly be sup-
ported at the present time. Although this point of view about the existence
of an early state among the Sarmatians is expressed recently by Alexander
Medvedev (Medvedev 2010: 140, 145) and Alexander Simonenko (Simo-
nenko 2009: 239).

In general, the source of ideas about social relations among the Sarma-
tians in the Soviet period was archeology, but the interpretation of archaeo-
logical data was determined by the Marxist paradigm. The Marxist para-
digm that developed in Soviet times, in my opinion, does not adequately
reflect the specifics of social and political processes and institutions among
nomads, although it persists at the present time. The concepts of “class”,
“primitive communal system”, “class formation”, “military democracy”,
and “early state” need to be fundamentally revised in relation to the early
Nomads, and the Sarmatians in particular.

Since the 1980s the basic postulates about the origin of the Sarma-
tian cultures were revised. Autochthonism is gradually being replaced
by an understanding of the importance of migration in the forma-
tion of Sarmatian cultures and social changes. Studies have shown that
the emergence of elite complexes and new cultures among the Sarmatians
is associated with a new population.

Currently, neo-evolutionism has gained significant influence in social
archaeology. This direction suggests more diverse models of evolution, which
are influenced by a combination of internal and external factors. The neo-
evolutionist paradigm, which uses the concepts of heterarchy, homoarchy,
egalitarian tendencies, inequality, social complexity, and chiefdom, has
become a fundamental step in understanding the features of Nomadic
political development. This conceptual framework describes the social
and political realities of the early Nomads much more adequately.

The specificity of the archaeological material allows us to recon-
struct the general principles of political organization and its struc-
tural features. For nomads, two alternative models of society orga-
nization can be distinguished — hierarchical and heterarchical
(Vdovchenkov 2024). Heterarchy is the coexistence of different social
hierarchies and ranks, none of which is dominant. Both hierarchy
(Kradin 2020) and homoarchy (Bondarenko 2006) have been pro-
posed as an antonym for the concept of heterarchy. In this case, this
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discrepancy is not fundamental, but due to the peculiarities of archaeo-
logical sources, the word “hierarchical model” is preferable in this case.

Of course, the concentration of resources and labor costs comes
to the fore when determining the features of a hierarchical model.
Although, of course, the scale of the Sarmatian mounds is not compa-
rable to the classical Scythian mounds, but all the sizes of the mounds
are also important markers of the richest and most outstanding burials
(Yatsenko 2016). We are well aware of elite burials with outstanding wealth
and symbols of power — vivid symbols of inequality. The most important
feature of this model is also the established elite subculture.

The presence of a hierarchical model is usually compared with
a chiefdom. Among anthropologists and archaeologists analyzing ancient
societies, “chiefdom” has gradually become a central concept that allows
us to understand the ways of politogenesis. The signs of chiefdom are well
known (Kradin 1995: 16). Data of early nomads can be used to identify such
signs as the concentration of resources, the allocation of an endogamous
elite, the acquisition of various benefits as a result of exopolitan activities
and their further redistribution, cults and rituals associated with the figure
of a sacred ruler.

Chiefdom is an important discovery in nomadic research. In the absence
of resources to form a state, it is chiefdom that is the basic institution
of hierarchically organized nomadic societies. This is not an interme-
diate link between the tribe and the state, but a kind of peak of the poli-
tical development of the nomads. After the collapse of politics and decen-
tralization processes, nomads return to this particular political form
of organization at a new stage of their rise. A striking example here
is Scythia of the 5"-4™ centuries BC, known both thanks to Herodotus
and archeology. The level of development of Scythia can be characterized
as a complex chiefdom, and be a kind of model for similar reconstructions
among the early Nomads, due to the significant amount of information
from both ancient historians and striking archaeological sites.

The idea of the existence of chiefdoms among the Sarmatians has
already been considered and substantiated (Vdovchenkov 2011, 2016;
Skripkin 2015: 76), and now the existence of chiefdoms among the Sarma-
tians is not disputed. An important circumstance is the fact that chiefdom
is not typical for all Sarmatian societies.

THE ANCIENT TRADITION OF THE SARMATIAN RULERS
There is a point of view about the non-terminological nature of ancient

authors, that the concepts they use are rather vague. But the appeal
to the data of the written tradition on the example of Strabo’s “Geography”
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showed the value of this information and the need for a detailed analysis
of concepts and their meaning for each author. Strabo’s special feature
is a good knowledge of political diversity, a sober and realistic view
of various management practices. It is possible to trace the peculiarities
of the use of political terms.

The following patterns are revealed in Strabo’s political terminology.
The most general term for a ruler is hegemon (nysuwv), used for rulers
of various levels, including representatives of the Roman administration.

The main term for a legitimate ruler-monarch is basileus (facgtAevg),
used for the ancient kings of Rome and Greece, for Hellenistic monarchs,
kings of Persia, as well as for a number of barbarian rulers. Thus, Strabo
calls Dromichetes, king of the Getae (Strabo VII, 3, 8), and Abeak, king
of the Syracusans (Strabo XI, 5, 8), kings.

Dynasts in most cases are rulers of the middle rank, lower in compa-
rison with the basileoi. Characterized by the expression “BaciAéwv kai
Svvaot@v” (Strabo I, 2, 32, 26; XVI, 1, 11, 33), “kai BactAelc kal ¢
kal Svvdatat Sexapyiat” (Strabo XVII, 3, 25, 39).

Tirana (tvpavvot) is the rulers who violate the established order
of ruling. The phrase “they were called tyrants” in relation to the Bos-
porus rulers may express doubts about the legitimacy of their power.

Barbarian leaders are usually called hegemons, dynasties, sometimes
kings, and also philarchs.

SOCIO-POLITICAL TERMINOLOGY
OF THE EARLY SARMATIAN EPOCH
(39-1* CENTURIES BC)

At the end of the 3" century BC, king (Baatiet¢) Saitafarn and his
subordinates oknmrroUyo¢ from the Saya people, appeared in the vicinity
of Olbia. They extorted gifts and tribute from the city’s population (Decree
in honor of Protogenes. IOSPE I, 32).

The European ruler of the Sarmatians, Gatal, acted as the guarantor
for the treaty of Asia Minor rulers in 179 BC, Polybius used the term
Svvaortat (Polyb. Hyst. XXV, 2, 13).

Polyaen mentions, the wife of Medosacc, the king of the Sarmatians
in the Northern Black Sea region for the presumably first half of the second
century BC, “Audyn yvvn MnSoadkkov faciAéw¢ Zapuat@v” (Polyaen.
Strateg. VIII, 56).

Strabo has evidence of the Roxolani’s participation in the Crimean
Scythian war against Mithridates Eupator at the end of the 2™ century BC
(Strabo VII, 3, 17). The Roxolani fought under the leadership of Tasius
(nyeudva Tdotov) (Strabo VII, 3, 17, 24).
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Strabo reports that Abeak, king of the Siraks, provided 20,000 horsemen
when Pharnaces owned the Bosporus, while Spadin, king of the Aorsi, provided
200,000 horsemen (Strabo XI, 5, 8). The Aorsi were the population of Lower
Don, the Siraks were nomads on the right bank of the Kuban. This message
is from the middle of the 1** century BC, and it uses the term BagtAevg.

SOCIO-POLITICAL TERMINOLOGY
OF THE MIDDLE SARMATIAN EPOCH
(1*—THE MIDDLE OF THE 2" CENTURY AD)

The “Res Gestae Divi Augusti” mentions the kings of the Sarmatians
who lived on both banks of the Tanais and asked Augustus for friend-
ship: “Sarmatarum... reges” (Res Gestae Imp. August. XXXI) (the begin-
ning of the 1** century AD).

Tacitus mentions the participation of the Bosporan king Mithri-
dates VII in the war in the 40s of the 1** century AD. The Syracs were led
by king Zorsin (Tac. Ann.XII, 15: “Zorsines Siracorum rex”) and the Aorsi
were led by rex Eunon (Tac. Ann.XII, 19). It is important to note that
Zorsin’s desire to maintain the kingdom inherited from his father
(Tac. Ann.XII, 17) is an important evidence of the hereditary nature
of power among the Siraks in this case.

Tacitus also mentions in Eunon’s letter the “kings of great nations”
(magnarum nationum reges), who refer to both Eunon himself and the loser
of the war, and the kingdom of Mithridates VII (Ann. XII, 19).

The well-known epitaph of Plautius Silvanus tells about the events
in the year 62 AD in the Northwestern Black Sea region. According
to the well-founded opinion of a number of researchers, the opponents
of Plautius Silvanus — “kings unknown to the Roman people or hostile
to them” (ignotos ante aut infensos p(opulo) R(omano) reges) (CIL, XIV, 3608)
were the Alans (Yatsenko 2001). The same inscription mentions the “kings
of Bastarnae and Roxolani” (regibus Bastarnarum et / Rhoxolanorum).

The inscription Rasparaganus Rex Roxolanorum (CIL V, 32) (from
the city of Pola, Istria) dates back to the beginning of the 2" century AD
and refers to the king of the Roxolani, Publius Elias Rasparagan.

Sometimes he is considered to be the same king, whom Emperor
Hadrian was in contact with: “With the king of the Roxolans (cum rege
Roxolanorum), who complained about a decrease in annual payments,
he made peace after reviewing the case” (SHA. V. Adr. VI, 8).

The Mangup Decree, which researchers date to the middle of the 1* cen-
tury AD and associate with Olbia, mentions “great kings of Aorsia” (BaciAéac)
(Sidorenko 1996: 36—37). Researchers usually mean by this “Aorsia” the terri-
tory in the northwestern Black Sea region in the 2" half of the 1 century AD.
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In the Pantikapaion encomium of the Bosporan statesman and mili-
tary figure of the time Sauromat I (according to Sergey Saprykin), the kings
of the Alans in the Crimea are mentioned: “and to the kings of the Alans
(kat” totg AAavwv Baactievaotv) he considered it necessary to determine
(a fair punishment?) for (their guilt?)” (Saprykin, Parfenov 2012: 169). These
Alans are considered as the Don Alans at the end of the 1% century AD.

There are also issues with Sarmatian kings Pharzo? and Inismei
(BaoguA€wc) on the coins of Olbia of the 1% century AD (Karyshkovsky 2003).

In addition to kings, other terms are mentioned in the sources from
this period. Tacitus, in his “Historia”, when describing the Roxolani raid
in the winter of 67-68 AD, mentions “the leaders and all the nobility” —
principes and nobilissimi (Tac. Hist.I, 79, 1-4), which is an important evi-
dence of separations among the elite of the Roxolani.

At about the same time, at the Middle Danube was mentioned
“the leaders of the Sarmatian Iazyges (principes Sarmatarum lazugum),
who ruled the local tribes” (Tac. Hist. III, 5).

Among the terms used by ancient authors for barbarian rulers
is the term sceptuchus (oknmroOyo¢) (who are usually understood
as second-rank leaders) (Strabo XI, 2, 13, 18; Tac. Ann. 12, 19; Decree
in honor of Protogenes. IPE 12, No.32; App. Mithr.117). This word was
widely used by Greek authors. The origin of the term is connected with
the scepter, a symbol of power (gxijrrzpov). Strabo reports the following
about the population of the Pre-Caucasus: “they are ruled by the so-called
‘oxnntodyog’, and these latter themselves are subject to tyrants and kings
(Tupavvolg i| Bacebaiv)” (Strabo XI, 2, 13).

Sceptuchus are found in the already mentioned decree of the Proto-
genes of the 2" half of the 3 century BC — the beginning of the 2" cen-
tury AD, which describes the tributary relations of Olbia and the Sayy tribe,
which a number of researchers consider to be Sarmatian or Scythian.
This document says: “when many of Sayy tribe came to receive gifts,
but the people could not give them and asked Protogenes to help his
(straitened) circumstances, he offered 400 gold pieces. As an elected
member of the College of Nine, he offered himself at least 1,500 gold
pieces for future income, of which many skiptronders were satis-
fied in time. Many gifts were prepared for the king” (Decree in honor
of Protogenes. 12, No.32; IOSPE 32 A, stk.42). The value of the decree
as a source is all the more high because it illuminates the Northwestern
Black Sea region at a time when the number of archaeological sites there
was sharply decreasing, during the famous crisis of the “3 century BC”.

Sceptuchus are known in Tacitus’ description of the Sarmatian
raid on Transcaucasia: “Farasman, for his part, receives the support

2 There is a point of view on these kings not as Sarmatians (Shchavelev 2025), but
it requires a separate analysis.
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of the Albanians and raises the Sarmatians, whose sceptuchus, having
accepted gifts from both sides (sceptuchi utrimque do nis acceptis rnore
gentico diversa induere), according to the custom of their tribe, went
to the aid of both” (Tacit. Ann. VI, 33).

In Tacitus’ “Historia”, when describing the Roxolani raid, “the leaders
and all the nobility” are mentioned — principes and nobilissimi (Tac. Hist. I,
79, 1-4). Here we can assume that the mention of two levels in society —
the level of leaders and the level of nobility —is not accidental, and here
we probably observe a similar socio-political structure among the Roxo-
lani, the Iranian-speaking nomads of the Northern Black Sea region
of the 1** century AD.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
AND ANTHROPOLOGICAL COMMENTARY

In the Northern Black Sea region, in the area from the Lower Volga
region to the Carpathians, in the 2™-1% centuries BC, we see the appearance
of burials united by the name of the Early Sarmatian culture. Also at this
time, there was a shift of monuments to the west — from the Lower Volga
region and the Don region to the Dnieper, the steppe of Tavria and then
further, at the turn of the era, to the Northwestern Black Sea region.

For the early Sarmatian culture of the Lower Don region of the 21t cen-
turies BC, a small number of imported items, metal vessels and jewelry
were noted, and their quality and quantity are evidence of a less stratified
society. Among the five hundred burials of Lower Don, only one golden
hryvnia was found, and a fairly simple one —from a golden rod. There
is no elite subculture as a pronounced phenomenon, there are no sepa-
rate sections of the necropolis and mounds that can be associated with
the elites. Entrance burials into mounds are absolutely predominant,
and in terms of labor costs during burial construction, Early Sarmatian
burials are much inferior to those of the Middle and Late Sarmatian cul-
tures, where the main burials in mounds were common.

Currently, there is an opinion about the lack of expression of the social
structure among the early Sarmatians of the 2"-1% centuries BC
and the absence of royal burials among them. The reason for this was
the fact that the graves of the Sarmatian nobility of the 2"-1% cen-
turies BC look very modest both against the background of the gran-
diose royal burial mounds of the Filippovka I burial ground of the early
stage of the Early Sarmatian culture, and in comparison with the elite
burial complexes of the Middle Sarmatian and late Sarmatian cultures
(Khokhlach, Sadovy, Dachy, Vysochino VII, Kobyakovsky, Valovy I, Cast
iron-Crepe, etc.).
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There is another point of view about the Early Sarmatian culture,
expressed by V.P.Glebov and A.V. Dedyulkin (Glebov, Dedyulkin 2025). They
drew attention to the fact that several rich burials of the Early Sarmatian
period have recently become known. High-ranking burials were identified
among the elite complexes: Novozavedennoye V burial mound. 1 cemetery.
7, 30; Dyadkovsky-34 burial mound. 1 cemetery.19; Ipatovo-3 kurgan. 2
pogr. 14; Volzhsky burials 2, 3,4; Mayerovsky kurgan. 4 pogr. 3-B; Prokhorovka
kurgan. 1 pogr.1; Nogaichinsky pogr. 18 (Glebov, Dedyulkin 2025). These
elite complexes originate from Kuban and Stavropol, where they are most
abundant, as well as from the Lower Volga region, the Urals and the Crimea.
V.P.Glebov and A.V. Dedyulkin suggest that thanks to these complexes, we
can talk about a fairly developed stratification and the presence of chief-
doms among the Sarmatians in the 2"-15 centuries BC.

As an objection, I would like to point out that the level of richness
of the burials of the Early Sarmatian culture is still not comparable with
the Middle Sarmatian. Unlike in the first centuries of our era, the early
Sarmatian culture has not yet developed its own elite subculture. It is also
necessary to point out such an important indicator as labor costs, which
are still less during the construction of entrance burials of the Early Sar-
matian culture than during the construction of mounds in the Middle
Sarmatian culture.

In the 1° to the middle of the 2" centuries AD, the Early Sarmatian
culture was replaced by the Middle Sarmatian culture, the epicenter
of which was, most likely, the Dono-Volga interfluve.

What happened at the turn of the era, during the transition from
one era — the Early Sarmatian — to another? Impressive changes are taking
place in the steppe zone at the turn of the era. This is a change in the early
Sarmatian culture of the Middle Sarmatian; an increase in the number
of rich burials and the appearance of elite burials of “royal” rank;
the appearance of heavy cataphract cavalry in the steppe zone and a change
in nomadic tactics; the fixation of tamga — signs of family property. There
is also a closer interaction of nomads with the settled world. All this indi-
cates an increase in the complexity of nomadic society and an increase
in the importance of rulers. To a large extent, these changes were initiated
by the migration of nomads from the east, primarily the Alans.

It should be noted right away that the cultural standard of the early Sar-
matian culture was preserved in the first centuries of our era. In the burials
of the Middle Danube, the Dniester and Don basins (and correlated
with the Iazyges, Aors, Roksolans) of the 1*' century AD, and sometimes
of the 2"-3" centuries, we see the preservation of elements of the funeral
rite and cultural features of the Early Sarmatian culture. But the emer-
gence of innovations in military affairs, new models of elite culture
and new social relations could not but affect the entire nomadic world
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(with the possible exception of the Iazyges, who found themselves in rel-
ative isolation beyond the Carpathian Mountains on the Middle Danube).

For the early Sarmatian epoch, we have several references to the ruler.
There are two other names for the four kings (Saitafarn, Medosakk, Abeak
and Spadin) —hegemon Tasiy and the Gatal dynasty. Gatala is often referred
to as a king in the scientific literature, although this is not the case.

For the Middle Sarmatian era, references to kings predominate. In addi-
tion, there are two mentions of principes —among the Iazyges and Roxo-
lani, and one mention of sceptuchus in a campaign in Transcaucasia
among the Sarmatians.

For the Middle Sarmatian epoch, we see 11 mentions of kings at once —
and this, in our opinion, is obvious evidence of the increased political
activity of the Sarmatians and greater power (and these two phenomena
are mutually conditioned). The changes at the turn of the era were reflected
in the political terminology of ancient authors. The concept of king
(BaotAeug, rex) has become much more often used, as well as the desig-
nation of a two-level system of political organization, which is the most
important sign of chiefdom as such (fagiiet¢ and oknrrtolyog, principes
and nobilissimi).

As for the Sarmatians on the Middle Danube, they are an isolate that
should be considered separately. They were separated from the Sarmatian
world by the Carpathians, and the innovations that came to the Sarma-
tian world in the 1** century AD practically did not affect them — cataphract
cavalry, the use of tamgas. The first mention of the kings of the Sarmatians
on the Middle Danube — Zantik and Banadaspa — refers only to the Mar-
comannic wars (Dio Cass. LXXII, 7), in the events of 179 AD. Therefore,
Tacitus’ use of the word principes rather than rex may not be accidental,
and reflect the peculiarities of their social organization.

Separately, the problem of the Sayyas, their king Saitafarn and the scep-
tuchus in the decree of Protogenes should be discussed. Whoever it was —
and in sayyah they see Sarmatians, Scythians, and even Thracians (which
is quite incredible), during this period there was no stable population
in the Northern Black Sea region. The 3 century BC was a time of systemic
crisis, aridization, when the steppe zone was deserted. It is unclear who
King Saitafarn and the Skeptics ruled over. For this time, we are not aware
of stable necropolises in the Northern Black Sea region, except for the burial
ground near the village of Glinoe in Transnistria. During this period, there
are no nomadic societies for which a rather complex system of relations
can be assumed. There is one possible explanation —we are talking about
small military units with their own hierarchy, but which do not have
a large grouping of nomads. Another option is that these nomads could
have come from a remote region where nomads were still recorded at that
time — from the Trans-Volga region.
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LUCIAN’S SCYTHIA

There is another interesting source — the work of Lucian from Samo-
sata. Lucian’s dialogue from Samosata, “Toxaris or Friendship,” as well
as his other work, “Scythian or Friend,” are often considered as impor-
tant evidence of the Scythians described by Herodotus (see, for example:
Khazanov 1975: 107-108). Many Scythologists and nomadic scholars
tend to think that the dialogue is, in one way or another, about the so-
called “Herodotus” Scythians of the classical period. For a “Scythian”,
this can still be assumed: “In his homeland, Toksarid did not belong
to the royal family of ‘pilophores’ in felt hats, but was a simple Scythian,
one of many of those who are called ‘eight-legged’, that is, the owners
of two oxen and a wagon.” The term Pilophores, apparently, meant
the aristocracy (Lucian. Toksaris, 1). Meanwhile, in the story “Toksaris”
there are many signs that distinguish these Scythians from Herodotus,
and speak of a fundamentally different society. S.A.Yatsenko sees
signs of a Sarmatian society among the Scythians of Lucian, possibly
the 1** century AD (Yatsenko 2024).

What should be noted is that the kings of the Scythians do not
appear in the “Toxaris” —neither in negotiations with the Bosporus,
nor in a large-scale battle. A very interesting feature of the Scythians
in “Toxaris” is that in the case of a peaceful migration of a large horde
(Lucian. Toksaris, 39), it is led by several chiefs at once. The fact that
this is not an accident is shown by the repetition of such charac-
teristics, including outside the military context, in chapter 50,
in a conversation between a representative of the Scythian commu-
nity (and not the Scythian king!) — Lonhata with the Bosporan king.
For A.M.Khazanov is either a deliberate primitivization of Scythian
life, or a reflection of archaic everyday life (Khazanov 1975: 22).
But the custom of gathering a squad described by Lucian — the “skin
ceremony” — contradicts the idea of centralized power. Any Scythian can
organize an “army for one raid” (Lucian. Toksaris, 48), and, according
to Lucian, the Scythian Arsacom managed to assemble a detachment
of 25 thousand people from relatives and volunteers. And in the poli-
tical and military confrontation of the Scythians with powerful oppo-
nents, the king of the Scythians is not mentioned at all, which leads
to the conclusion that a completely different society is described than
the Scythians of Herodotus. Of course, in this sense, the literary text
is not a full-fledged source on the social organization of the described
nomads, and the “Lucian” Scythians could have their own king, but
in any case, not in the first roles.
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CONCLUSION

Archaeologically, these kings correspond to the regions where
there were concentrations of elite monuments in the Lower Don region
and the Northwestern Black Sea region in the Middle Sarmatian era.
For these regions, at that time, we can assume the existence of a hierar-
chical model and a form of polity as chiefdoms.

For the early Sarmatian era, one can cautiously assume a heterarchical
model of social organization, which does not exclude, however, the tem-
porary rise of some leaders. Apparently, the Scythian society described
by Lucian also had a heterarchical model.
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COIMAJIBHO-IIOJIMTUYECKAS TEPMMWHOJIOTUS
OJIs1 CAPMATOB: AHTUYHAS TPAAULINA,
AHTPOIIOJIOTHA 1 APXEOJIOTUA

E.B. BooBueHKOB

Llenb uccnenoBaHus — CPaBHUTD MONUTUUECKYIO TEPMUHOIOIUIO IPeBHUX
aBTOPOB, apxeoyioTMYecKye peanuy U COBPeMEHHYI0 HAayYHYI0 TepMMU-
Hojoruio Ha mpumepe capmatoB (III B.mo H.9.—1V B.H.3.). Crienuduka
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apxeoJIOTMYECKOTO MaTepuasa IO03BOJSIET PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh 06IIMe
MIPUHIIATIBI TIOTUTUYECKO OpraHM3anuu U €€ CTPYKTYpHbIe 0COGeH-
HOCTU. Y KOUYEBHMKOB MOXHO BBIJEIUTh IBE AJbTEePHATUBHbIE MOZEIN:
MepapxnuecKuil 1 reTepapxXmuecKuii IPUHITUIIBI OPTaHU3aIUM OOIIeCcTBa.
B cTaTbe paccMaTpuBaeTCsl UCIOAb30BaHME B OTHOILIEHU!M CapMaTOB TaKMUX
TEePMMHOB, Kak BadtAev¢, oknmtolyog, Suvdaotal, rex, factAéwg, principes,
sceptuchus, oknmtoUyo¢. Kuncimy Ucnonb3yeMbIX aHTUIHBIMY aBTOPAMU [T
BapBapCKMUX TpaBUTeNelt OTHOCUTCSI U TePMUH CKenmyxu, yIioOMUHaeMbIi
BMecTe ¢ napsmu (bacmiesiMu), UTO CBUIETENIbCTBYET O ABYXYPOBHEBOII
CcUcTeMe yIpaBiaeHMsl. AHaIU3 NMUCbMEHHON TpaJuLIMU TO3BOJSET BbIIE-
JIUTD 3IIOXY, [IJI1 KOTOPO¥ y capMaToB ecTh Gosee 10 yrioMuHaHMiA 1japeit
(I-cepenuna II B.H.3.), YTO SIB/ISIETCSI OYEBUIHBIM CBUIETEIBCTBOM IPO-
11€CCOB TMOJIMTUYECKON LIeHTpaam3alum, a Takke BO3pocCIIeit IOIMTUYEeCKOM
aKTUMBHOCTK. TakMM 06pa3oM, MOXKHO TOBOPUTH O KOPPEJISIVU JTaHHBIX
apxeoyoTUM U MUCbMeHHON Tpanunyu. Te 06/1acTy, Te YIOMSHYTHI 1Iapu,
COOTBETCTBYIOT PETMOHAM, B KOTOPBIX B ITepBbie BeKa ObUIM COCPEAOTOUEHbI
SIUTHBbIE TAMSITHUKU. [IJiSI 3TUX TePPUTOPUIL B TO BpeMsI Mbl MOXKEM TIpe[i-
TIOJIOKUTH CYIECTBOBaHME MepapXmMyeckoii MOJeny opraHusanyuy oobiie-
CTBa HOMAJIOB U Takoi (OPMBI MMOIUTUYECKOTO YCTPOICTBA, KaK BOXIe-
ctBa. [Iyiss paHHECaAapMaTCKOI 3MOXM MOKHO OCTOPOXKHO TPEeAIIONOXUTh
reTepapxmyeckyio MOJedb COLUMAIbHON OpraHM3anyi, He VCKITIOUaIoIei,
BIIpOYEM, BpeMEHHOTO BO3BbIILIEHNUSI KaKUX-TO BOXZeli. [eTepapxuueckas
MoOgeTb Obla, 10 BCeli BUAMMOCTH, M B OMMCAHHOM JIyKMaHOM CKMU(CKOM
ob1ecrTse.

KnroueBble c1oBa: capMaThl, BOKIECTBO, reTepapxusi, Mepapxusi, capmar-
CKasl apxeoyioTMuecKasi KyJlbTypa, lapu, CKeITyXN!.
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