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R. MALCOLM ERRINGTON

Themistius and His Emperors

L Introduction

Late antique panegyric literature is difficult to classify. Were it not for the fact
that the more than sixty public panegyrical speeches which the manusctipt
tradition has preserved1 give the impression of offeting contemporary opinions
about ot even of having been influenced by the immediate circle of the impet-
ial court, historians might have given up the struggle long ago to separate the
nuggets of historically sensitive caviar out of what so often has the intellectual
texture of a cotton-wool sandwich: little taste and nothing to get yout teeth
into. The speeches have been variously classified en masse as merely part of
court ceremonial® — without setious thought in detail about the political func-
tion of court ceremonial or of its constituent parts — or in some vague sense
as official publicity material, aiming to influence a never-defined «public opi-
nion».? Too common to list are scholars who have even taken seriously the
explicit or implicit claims of panegyrical writers to be offering advice to the
emperor or even to be aiming to influence imperial policy;4 the vague ideal
«image» of «the emperom in late antiquity has been distilled from the eclectic
platitudes of panegyrical speakers,” without however reflecting MacLuhan’s
maxim that the medium can also be the message, which at least implies that by
analysing the medium we might find a message — but from whom?

! For an overview see W.PORTMANN, Geschichte in der spitantiken Panegyrik.
Frankfurt — Bern — New York — Paris 1988.

2 Cf. eg A.CameroN, Claudian. Poetry and Propaganda at the Court of Honorius,
Oxford 1970, 37; S. MacCorMACK, Latin Prose Panegyrics: Tradition and Discontinuity
in the Later Roman Empire, REAug 22, 1976, 29-77; id., Art and Ceremony in Late
Antiquity, Berkeley — Los Angeles — London 1981.

3R, g J.StraUB, Vom Herrscherideal in der Spitantike, Stuttgart 1939; V. AscHE,
Roms Weltherrschaftsidee und AuBenpolitik in der Spitantike im Spiegel det Panegyrici
Latini, Diss. Bonn 1983; C.E.V.Nixon — B.S.RopGERS, In Praise of Later Roman
Emperors, Berkeley — Los Angeles — Oxford 1994.

* Most recently A. CHAUVOT, Opinions romaines face aux barbares au IVC siécle ap.
J.-C., Paris 1998, esp. 195f.

> Most recently A. MAusg, Die Darstellung des Kaisers in der lateinischen Panegyrik,
Stuttgart 1994.
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The only scholar who has systematically and critically studied the historical-
political function of a selection of panegyrics is Hans-ULricH WIEMER in his
seminal study of Libanios and Julian.® In his summary of conclusions he dis-
cusses briefly the use of Libanios’ panegyrics as historical sources, and makes it
clear that each speech (and a fortiori each speaker) has to be regarded as a
separate case which requires analysis of its (or his) precise political status and
function.” In particular it is important to attempt to discover the conditions
under which speeches were delivered and to ascertain as precisely as possible
the audience which might have been addressed. WIEMER distinguishes four
main classes of speeches actually delivered: the purely epideictic speech, which
has the emperor as subject, but which otherwise has no connection with the
court («Das Schaustiick»); the introductory speech at court, the primary put-
pose of which is to recommend the person of the speaker for future use («Der
hofische Probevortragy); the ambassadorial speech, in which the speaker ad-
dresses the emperor and the court not in his own name, but as representative
of (say) his city or province («Die Gesandtschaftsrede»); and — politically the
most far-reaching category — the official speech on a major occasion of state
such as consular celebrations or imperial anniversaries, where the speaker can
only have been officially invited and where his function is to praise the emperor
as the emperor’s chosen spokesman. This latter type of speech can not unrea-
sonably be described as propaganda, since it depicts the emperor as he and his
intimate court advisers wished him to be seen; statements respecting events,
facts of policy — particulatly about the immediate past or future — are in
speeches of this sort inevitably official versions or policy statements. The role
of the speaker is to provide the rhetorical structure and dress, the intellectual
glamour, which such official occasions required.8 This differentiated view repre-
sents a major breakthrough in thinking about late antique panegyric and opens
the way, as WIEMER implicitly, but too briefly, indicated,’ for a new evaluation
not only of Libanios but of the whole corpus of late antique panegyric. Scholars
have been slow to realise this, and consequences have not been drawn for the
evaluation of the other panegyrical speeches as historical sources. It seems likely,
for instance, that several of the eleven classic Panegyrici Latini are no more than
rhetorically dressed-up versions of the official attitude to the events described in
them — a view to which lip-service has indeed often enough been paid, but

which has never been consistently observed in practice. '

® Libanios und Julian. Studien zum Verhiltnis von Rhetorik und Politik im vierten
Jahrhundert n. Chr., Minchen 1995.

7 As n. 6,367 ff.

8 Cf. Libanios Ep. 1434,4.

? As n. 6,376.

10 "T'his view is explicitly rejected by Nixon in: NixoN — RODGERs (as n. 3) 31: «few
of the panegyrists seem to have been commissioned to deliver the speeches»
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But this is a subject for another paper. Here I am concerned to remain in
the East and to apply WIEMER’ results to the public speeches of Themistius in
order to assess the quality of the information which can be gained from him
about political decision-making at the highest level of the Empire and its diffu-
sion. Three recent works, though they do not adequately address the primary
historical problem of the functionality of the speeches and therefore of the
status of the information offered by Themistius, have nevertheless eased the
lot of the historian working with Themistius.'! For it must be admitted that of
all the panegyrists surviving from late antiquity at first sight Themistius seems
to come closest to offering the classic cotton-wool sandwich, and any and
every attempt to understand his meaning and intention makes a welcome con-
tribution to what is otherwise a fairly thankless task. Themistius is not an easy
author and 1 make no claim to have seen everything correctly: there will re-
main, even after detailed discussion, many uncertaindes and imponderables.
But of all the writers of panegyrics Themistius has also the greatest claim to
be regarded as the «speakem of the emperor in WIEMER’s sense, since he
served no less than four emperors, Constantius II, Jovian, Valens and Theodo-
sius, in each case performing publicistic functions on occasions of the greatest
ceremonial importance on invitation of the court.

It is clear enough that not all the surviving «public» speeches of Themlstlus
belong to WIEMER’s top political category, in particular those held for Constan-
tius at a time when Themistius was first building up his position and influence
show traces of uncertainty. Only detailed discussion can clarify the issue, and
even then, given the nature of the problem, doubts will remain. But enough is
known of the circumstances to be reasonably certain of being able to posit
major public occasions for the majority of Themistius’ surviving public
speeches. He himself in the speeches of the post-Constantian period occasion-
ally provides explicit evidence that he speaks on the invitation of (indeed, un-
der pressure from) the emperor or the court,'? and he it is who provides
indubitable evidence for the emperor’s not being personally the prime recipient
of formal panegyrics on himself, since it is he who informs us several times

' R. Maisano, Temistio, Discorsi, Torino 1995; J. VANDERSPOEL, Themistius and the
Imperial Court. Oratory, Civic Duty and Paideia from Constantius to Theodosius, Ann
Arbor 1995; H.Leppin — W.PorRTMANN, Themistios, Staatsteden, Stuttgart 1998. See
also the brief comments, unfortunately without argument, in P.J.HEATHER -
J.E MarTtHEWS, The Goths in the Fourth Century. Translated Texts for Historians 11,
Liverpool 1991; also the essay by P.J. HEATHER, Themistius: a Political Philosophert, in:
M. Whrtsy (ed.), The Propaganda of Powet, Leiden — Boston — Kéln 1998, 125-150.
The translation of Themistius by D.MoNCUR, noted by HEATHER as «forthcoming
1999» and to which he makes frequent reference, was not available to me at the time of
writing.

12 Or. 5,63¢; Or. 8,104¢; Or. 10,129a; Or. 11,143b; cf. Or. 7,84b, Or. 18,217d.
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that Valens, with whom he was particulatly closely involved, could not undet-
stand Greek at all (Themistius plays fancifully with the notion that Valens
nevertheless enjoyed the sound of his words!),13 and one of his panegyrics is
directed to the three-year-old Valentinian Galates.!* The main recipients of his
messages wete therefore the assembled Eastern officers, officials of the court
and other dignitaries, often enough the Senate in Constantinople. And if this
was the case for Valens, there is no teason to believe that the fundamental
function of his panegyric in a ceremonial situation was significantly different
under Jovian and Theodosius. Only for Constantius, as we shall see, do the
extant speeches seem less well integrated into the structure of imperial cere-
mony — two were certainly not delivered in the emperor’s presence, but in his
absence before the Senate at Constantinople — and suggest that this was the
period in which Themistius was building up his influence, which he then later
used on behalf of the three named emperors. Ceremonial did not exist for its
own sake, but was a stylised form of selective communication serving impetial
purposes, and the panegyrist as communicator, as soon as he became inte-
grated into court ceremonial, also served imperial purposes both in what he
said and in how he said it. There is no evidence nor is it fundamentally likely
that under the autocracy of the Late Empire formal public or semi-public cere-
monial occasions were the place where an outsider would be given the oppot-
tunity repeatedly to air his own new ideas about high imperial affairs for the
first time. It follows from this that concrete requests formulated by a speaker,
or «advice» on policy given by him in a major ceremonial situation cannot be
taken at face value, since neither the speaker nor the emperor could afford to
be seen to be unsuccessful, ungenerous or inaccessible on an important for-
mally structured occasion before the assembled magnates of the court and/or
the whole Empire. The occasion always demanded a no-risk situation for both.
It follows from this that the more conctrete the speaker’s formulation is, the
greater is the likelihood that he is using vetted material, the more general and
«philosophical» the formulation, the less immediately political the message will
be.!® In both cases, howevert, the general political context is critical: for in-
stance, in the middle of a wat praise of peace can only be a prepared political
statement intended to make the hearers sit up and pay attention; in the midst
of peace an identical formulation might be metrely a «golden age» platitude.
The function of the panegyrist performing on such ceremonial occasions is
thus highly political, not wholly different from that of a modern democratic
«government speaket» ot even a totalitatian «propaganda minister». His function
was to «sell» his product by praising it, whether it was the government, its com-

B Or 6,71c.
4 Or. 9.
1> Cf. WisMER (as n. 6) 372f.
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position, character, quality of policy, to those high-placed listeners who consti-
tuted the broader political class of the Empire — who were, however, not so
highly placed as to have been directly involved in influencing governmental deci-
sions at the highest level — who through their education were accessible to the
severely traditional form of communication represented by the panegyrical ad-
dress. The speaker will doubtless have been granted sufficient artistic licence to
produce the type of educated structure supported by the usual eclectic rag-bag
of imperial themes of self-justification taken from popular philosophy and the
poetic canon which the developed genre demanded. He was operating at high
pressure at the highest level of imperial policy, at the point where it overlapped
with structural ideology, where it could (or, according to imperial tradition, must)
be presented as an expression of philosophical commitment and in its ceremo-
nial presentation be so deeply embedded in the cultural substrate that it was both
understood, but also respected and accepted by listeners who shatred, or pre-
tended to share, that same cultural substrate. The panegyrist is a medium of
imperial communication in this complex politico-cultural environment; he is im-
portant under such circumstances, since the form in which he clothes the impet-
ial message is also constitutive for its particular flavour, therefore for its suitabil-
ity and acceptability: the medium is thus indeed at least part of the message. But
the actual decisions or policies which the speaker announces or interprets by
praising in his own particular way will have been prepared, as ever, in the imper-
ial scrinia and decided in the consistorium, to which the speaker may, or pethaps
more likely may not, personally have had access. In modern terms, the panegyrist

performing on a high imperial occasion is the spin-doctor. 16

II. Constantius 11

In the eleven years between Themistius’ first rhetotical performance before
Constantius in 350 at Ankara'” and the emperor’s death in 361 Themistius had

become the most influential senator in Constantinople with a position which

19

he later descirbed as proxlmzkz.lg A direct contemporary of Constantius,”” son of

16°So also HeATHER (as n. 11) 141.

7 Or. 1. On the date see R.M. ERRINGTON, The date of Themistius’ First Speech,
Klio, forthcoming,

18 Or. 34,13. & éxeivov tiig meootaciag tabtng Hmropny, &€ dtov pe moeoPedew eig T
doidipov Pounv &xewgotoveite xol 1og tov maida &otédiete tov Kwvotavtivov. The
ngootacie which Themistius here claims has caused much confusion, since it cannot
adequately be associated with any formal office or rank, cf. most recently VANDERSPOEL
(as n. 11) 105f,, who argues that Themistius was princeps senatus, though this function is
not attested for Constantinople. Better with G.DAGRON, L’empite romain d’otrient au
IV® siécle et les traditions politiques de I’hellénisme. Le témoignage de Thémistios, T &
MByz 3, 1968, 217, to regard it as an unofficial but widely accepted position of prestige.

% Or 1,18a.
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a Paphlagonian philosopher (or teacher of philosophy: neither late antiquity nor
modern scholarship seems to make a distinction), he took up residence in Con-
stantinople, it seems in the 340s, and devoted himself to teaching philosophical
texts to young men.”’ In 350, perhaps on the occasion of Constantius’ annual
celebration of his becoming Augustus on 9th September, someone, perhaps
FL. Saturninus,?! introduced Themistius to the court as speaker in a delicate
political situation, in which the emperor had just broken off the Persian War
without making a treaty in order to hurry westwards to negotiate with the
double usurpers Magnentius and Vetranio. It was a make-or-break situation for
Themistius, who took his chance with a bravura speech ignoring the civil war
completely, blaming Shapur for the unsatisfactory ending of the Mesopotamian
war and praising with such intensity and at such length the classic imperial
virtue of philanthropia/clementia in Constantius that this became also in the fu-
ture the most frequently emphasised characteristic of this emperor.??

For several yeats we know nothing more of Themistius’ relationship with
Constantius until in 355 an imperial letter arrived at Constantinople, which was
read out in the Senate on 1% September by the proconsul Iustinus, appointing
Themistius to the Senate and describing him in terms which amount to a pro-
grammatic statement of some of Constantius’ aims and expectations for Con-
stantinople. It is an expression of imperial policy for the political and social
restructuring of the East, cast in the form of a panegyric of Themistius, an
attempt to capture the intellectual high-ground of Eastern society by rewarding
a patticulatly loyal subject of the emperor and the city after the disastrously
brutal reign of the decidedly non-philosophical Gallus.?

20 On Themistius’ life see now VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) with earlier literature.

2 Or. 16,200b (delivered on 1% January 383) places his first contact with Saturninus
«more than thirty years ago, as I first began to appear at the palace».

22 Aur. Victor, Lib. de Caes. 42,23: placidus clemensque pro nmegotio . . .; cf. Zonaras
13.11.13; Amm. Marc. 17.13.28: . .. affusi sunt vestigiis Angusti clementis; 21.16.10: mortem
Sactura crimina aliquotiens lenius vindicabat; 21.16.11: iustumque in einsmodi titnlis capitali odio
oderat, cum maxime id ageret, ut instus aestimaretur et clemens; Julian, Ep. 33 (Biprz-CUMONT);
Ep. ad Ath. 270c.

25 Or. Const. is printed in vol. 3 of the Teubner edition, 122f.; Maisano (as n. 11)
follows DINDORF and prints it before Or. 2. Here cf. esp. 21d: ... addaigetog Npdv
yeyovag OguioTiog £QuoTng nol TV TOMV TNV MUETEQUV OlxelQ %QICEL TQOLTIUNGCE Thg
&veyxoLoTg ®ol TEOTEQOV yvdun moAitng N meoonyogiq yeyove. The circumstances of
delivery emerge from a scholion in the codex Salmanticus. The original Latin version
reached Antioch in 355, and was made known to Libanios, who however needed a
translator (Ep. 434,2); the Greek version which we have is transmitted uniquely in three
manuscripts but always in the company of speeches of Themistius, and the question as
to who did the translation is legitimate. O.SEEcK, Die Briefe des Libanios, Leipzig
1906, 294 n. 1, following HARDUIN, guessed the translator to be Themistius himself.
DAGRON (as n. 18) GOff. draws attention to even verbal similarities or echoes in later
speeches of Themistius, but regards SEECK’s suggestion as unfounded (20). The reason
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Themistius offered a useful paradigm for the building out of the new city,
since his career up to this point had been almost ideal: he represented in his
person precisely the level of provincial society which Constantius needed to
attract to Constantinople: he was not super-rich — but not poor ecither; he was
not an official of the government; but above all he had chosen of his own
accord to come to Constantinople, to live thete and to build his career and the
future of his family there. That he was involved in philosophy — ie. the educa-
tion of the young rich — put him into the class of influential leaders and
formers of public opinion which the emperor needed to win in order to con-
solidate the rule of the dynasty.>* Themistius will set up «the gymnasium of
virtue»,?> while providing a role model to be imitated, that of the educator
who does not neglect public affairs, but who by creating good men also cre-
ates excellent citizens.?® However bound up in the ideas of the classical city-
state the form in which these ideas are expressed might be, particulatly in the
Greek translation which we have, there can be little doubt that «excellent men»
who are «excellent citizens» meant in practice loyalty to the dominant political
structute: «lovers of us», as Constantius formulated it in praising Themistius. 27
Themistius’ nomination to the Senate was thus a bid for the loyalty of the
intellectual class towards the political values of the ruling dynasty and advertise-
ment for Constantinople as the ruling city: behave like Themistius and you
have a brilliant future in the imperial city open to you.

It is legitimate to ask in what circles the idea can have been born to put
Themistius in the forefront of the battle for the heatts and minds of the East-
ern intellectual classes, to promote Constantinople and its Senate as theit parti-
cular focus of political loyalty and social ambition at this patticulatly difficult
time for Constantius. It is not easy to imagine that the Western court circles
within which Constantius had moved since leaving the Gteck-speaking wotld
in 350 would have had much interest in boosting either Constantinople ot
Eastern intellectuals; on the other hand Themistius was not the only Greek
intellectual to tise in favour at court in 355: Julian’s appointment as Caesar on
6™ November 355%% brought another student of Greek philosophy into much

seems to be (explicit in Teubner ed. 122) that Themistius in Or. 6, pronounced in
Gteek before Valens, apologises for being unable to deliver a speech in Latin. But this
does not mean he understood no Latin, see n. 96 below. In view of Themistius’ later
use of this translation it seems possible that he had transformed the official Latin into a
Greek version in his own style and then included it with his collected works which
formed the basis for the surviving manuscript texts, perhaps already incorporated in the
Constantian library in Constantinople (Or. 4,61cd).

2* Or. Const. 22a—c.

%5 Or. Const. 21b.

26 Or. Const. 22b.

%7 Or. Const. 21d, quoted above n. 23.

* Amm. Marc. 15.8.12.
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greater political prominence, and although other factors were doubtless decisive
there, the coincidence is striking; and it should not be forgotten that Themis-
tius and Julian corresponded early in Julian’s period as Caesar,”’ and that among
the compliments which Themistius paid to Constantius in his speech thanking
him for his appointment to the Senate was that he had made his partner-
in-rule a philosopher through their association in virtue.*® «Philosophy» was
programme, and it is perhaps not being too wildly speculative to think that
Themistius himself might have had something to do with its initiation.

He certainly picked up the ball which Constantius had thrown to him, and
in a lengthy and learned piece thanking the emperor for his generosity, deliv-
ered in the Senate in Constantinople towards the end of 355,31 he laid down
once more the general lines of the imperial image of Constantius the philoso-
pher, which policy demanded that the Senate of the new city hear and adopt.
Themistius’ thanks are thus expressed as praise and learned discourse, but also
— how could it be otherwise under the circumstances? — are not without their
political element. For in the midst of the general argument intended to prove
that Constantius is a true philosopher Themistius draws attention to Constan-
tius’ way to powet, thus reminding the senators of the preferred official ver-
sion.®? Just as Zeus drove out Typhon and so freed the Egyptians from barbar-
ian rule, so Constantius had to deal with several such: this emperor was not
chosen at a drinking party by a bunch of drunks (so the favoured version of

2 Julian’s letter to Themistius of 356 was a reply to a communication, a protreptikos,
of Themistius. The date ist disputed, but I follow here S.H.BraDBURY, The date of
Julian’s Letter to Themistius, GRBS 28, 1987, 235-51, against earlier views that it was
written after Julian’s usurpation, e.g. DAGRON (as'n.18). I am not convinced by
T.D.BARNES’ and J. VANDERSPOEL’s attempt to have it both ways, Julian and Themistius,
GRBS 22, 1981, retained by VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 118f, and to show that Julian
indeed wrote his reply in 356 but left it lying around for four years until 360, when he
added the tail-piece, which they interpret as justification for the revolt and propaganda
intended to attract public sympathy, like the letter to the Athenians (which, however,
does not require modern ingenuity to reveal it as propagandal), and only then sent it to
Themistius, but as an open letter. This does not seem to conform with Julian’s method
of working, as displayed in his other pieces, all of which seem to have been written in
extremely short time.

30 Or. 2,40a: ... tov cuvixovia iAdcogov Emoouto, mistranslated by LEPPIN, in:
LeEpPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 67 («daB3 er einen Philosophen zum Mitherrscher ge-
macht hat .. »).

31 Or. 2. The critical date as terminus post quem is Julian’s accession as Caesar on
6" November 355 (Amm. Marc. 15.8.17). Julian’s martiage to Helena deinde diebus pancis
is not mentioned by Themistius — news of which arriving in Constantinople has since
H.ScHorzg, De tempotibus librorum Themistii, Diss. Goéttingen 1911, 13, been re-
garded as a certain terminus ante quem — but is hardly relevant to the «philosophical»
context in which Julian is mentioned in Or. 2, therefore as argumentum ex silentio of
dubious value. The traditional date, however, will not be far wrong.

32 Or. 2,34a.
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the usurpation of Magnentius), but was born to rule.® Tt was philosophy
which gave him the courage and power to defeat Vetranio, whom he gener-
ously allowed to live on as an imperial pensioner;34 the other (Magnentius)
committed suicide («became his own tyrant-killer»);*> a third (Silvanus) was

36 Themistius could reason-

ovetcome before he noticed what was happening.
ably have stopped here with his flattering parallel Zeus-Constantius, but chose
to go on to mention the much more delicate family history: how the hand of
God brought the whole empire into Constantius’ hands without his having to
do violence to a brother: «Look hete. There was a time when it seemed that
our emperor would have to choose either to accept the status quo and be
satisfied with the possession of only a small part of his fathet’s empire or, if he
wanted it all, to fight a civil war against his kith and kin. But watch the wis-
dom of the divinity: almost like a dramatic poet who holds his spectators in
suspense by frequently threatening some fearful event, and then unexpectedly
with some sutptise trick finds a solution to the difficulty in his play, so the
playwright of real events, having presented the emperor with the alternative of
being seen either as wrongdoer or coward, has brought on his surprise solu-
tion, which allowed him to escape both, indeed which caused the opposite to
happen. For he did not do violence to his brothers, but expetienced the oppo-
site, suffering along with one of them, feeling great pain on behalf of the other
because of his excessive love for him, and so came into sole possession of
their father’s inheritance. So there you have it»?’

This passage is at least as remarkable for what it does not say as for what it
does. Less than a year since the murder of Gallus, the Caesar who had ruled
the East, a speech in the Senate of Constantinople could present Constantius’
rise to sole power as if Gallus had never existed. Only the three brothers

3 Or. 2,36b: 6 8¢ tij hoer Pacihede.

* Or. 2,34b, 38a.

3 Or. 2,34b, 38b: cuvnvéyracey EavTod Yevisdul TUEAVVOXTOVOV.

% Or. 2,34b. The identification of the third «Typhomn» is not wholly certain, but Silva-
nus seems most likely (so G. WirTH, Themistius und Constantius, Byz. Forsch. 6, 1979,
301f, followed by LePPIN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN [as n. 11] and MaisaNo [as n. 11]
ad loc.).

37 0r. 2,38cd: adosite obv Gde. My mov wal dpaiveto, dvayxaiov H 16 Omdgxovia
ayar®dvia tov Baciiéa polguv OAynv wentficda tfig motodag doyxfig, i o Edpumavrtog
dQLYVOLEVOV TIEOG TOVG CUVAILOUG Ta dAa ®velv ol oTaoldley. 0pate 0DV TNV 10D Soo-
viov coeiav. Zyedov yap nol domneg £l ounviig 6 oD dEANATOg TouYTg SEWOV TL %ol PO-
Begov madnua morkixig Emngepdoog tolg Yewpévolg ndte magardywng & punyavig Aboty
ebeeTo TP doapatt Tig duoyeeiag, obte ®ol 6 TdV dAnhvdv Tadnudtev puvdorowg megt-
otoag Evitev nal Evidev 1@ PBacthel §j ddmiog avayxnyv 1 dvavdpiag, Opeg Enfyoye pmya-
vag dote Gueo dpuyelv, pdilov 8¢ dote Eunaly dupo ovpPijvar. OV yag adinAcag Todg
adehpoisg, GAAG TovvVavtiov T@ pév cuvvalyfoag, tod 8¢ xol mavy UTEQUAYNoUG VRO TG
dyav erhodehpiog Hovog £yreatng &0t TV tatedwv. Eiev.
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belonged to the family; to the usurpers only the «batbarians» (Typhons) — for
which purpose Vetranio became a kind of honorary barbarian. The choice of
emphasis is delicate, under the circumstances statesmanlike. For the first time,
it seems, we might be seeing here Themistius growing into that well-informed
representative of government policy which he was under Constantius’ succes-
sots, here instructing his colleagues in the Senate in Constantinople of the
preferred official version of recent events at the highest level of imperial poli-
tics. It is hardly surprising that Constantius was so pleased with this perfor-
mance of his new appointee that he granted him a bronze statue for it.*
Themistius was a2 made man, chief candidate for embassies to Constantius,
who since 350 had remained in the West. His two remaining surviving Con-
stantian speeches result from such occasions. One (Or. 4) was delivered in con-
nection with an embassy which would have involved winter travel and which
Themistius refused to undertake, speaking instead in Constantinople of Con-
stantius’ «love» for Constantinople — where he had not been seen for six years
at the time of the speech, and showed no sign of imminent return! The
themes presented by Themistius are, as so often, diffuse and merge impercept-
ibly into one anothet, but his praise of Constantius’ love and attachment to the
city founded by his father seems to be the main theme, dressed up in various
thetorical guises: the imperial «tribute payments» to Constantinople show the
city as a dynastic temple,®® the civil wars are depicted as saving the city from
its fears,*" the careful victory announcements sent to Constantinople show
high respect for the city,* and the celebrations in the hippodrome set the seal
on the emperor’s attachment to the city.* Constantius’ influence, even in diplo-
matic affairs, is explicitly not limited to where he happens to be (the Persians
want to negotiate even while Constantius is in ‘Gaul).* Then come the infra-
structure investments in Constantinople: baths, colonnaded streets, architectural
decorations and, for Themistius particularly important — though others might
have set other priorities — a library and scriptorium, which Themistius inter-
preted as an attempt to put Constantinople on the map as the premier centre
of learning.** He did not refer to the potential competitors for intellectual
leadership in the East, Antioch and Alexandria, but his heaters will have under-
stood the implications, that Themistius was counteracting expressed ot implicit
criticism of Constantius in senatorial and perhaps other circles by emphasising
the emperor’s attention to and favour for Constantinople. Once more it is

3 Or. 4,54b.
 Or. 4,52¢d.
40 Or. 4,55d-56d.
4 Or. 4,56d.
42 Or. 4,58a.
3 Or. 4,57ab.
4 Or. 4,59¢.
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hardly likely that Themistius was here speaking at the express wish of the
court; at the same time, however, there can be little doubt that in his praise he
was again representing imperial policy, from which he and his fellow Constanti-
nopolitan senators could only benefit, even if they might have preferred to see
Constantius in person more frequently.

A few months later a second request to Themistius to go to the West could not
be so easily rejected. The embassy from Constantinople was part of Constantius’
ceremonial visit to Rome in early summer 357, from 28™ April to 29™ May 357.4°
Themistius” embassy to him there is thus firmly dated to spring 357. Or. 3 pre-
sents itself as the speech held on this occasion, and there is no internal reason to
think that it is not what is purports to be.*
in April/May 357 is disputed. Ever since MommseN, following the Paschal
Chronicle, «corrected» in the Consularia Constantinopolitana the transmitted edidir

The specific occasion for the embassy

ot to edidit vicennalia,* with rare exceptions scholars have assumed that Con-
stantius celebrated his viennalia in Rome.*® But neither Ammianus’ substantial
account of Constantius’ visit to Rome* nor Themistius’ Presbeutikos mention
this event, and if Themistius had travelled all the way from Constantinople to
Rome as representative of the Senate in order to help celebrate the vicennalia, it
would indeed be astonishing if he did not even mention the occasion in his
speech. Victory celebrations are, however, named explicitly both by Ammianus
and Themistius and are commemorated in 24 hexameters engraved on the base
of the obelisk intended to mark the occasion; it therefore seems obtuse to seek a
different reason for the visit.*” Themistius’ speech, formally a presbentikos directed

5 Amm. Marc. 16.10.20.

* Scrorzk (as n. 31) 14ff. took the view that the speech was merely sent to Con-
stantius, not delivered in person. But the speech itself offers no reason to doubt the
intitulatio TIPEZBEYTIKOZ YIIEP KONXTANTINOITIOAEQY PHOEIZ EN PQMHI,
and in Or. 34.13 Themistius says explicitly that he was chosen to go to Rome and
Constantius (text in n. 18 above) as reptresentative of the Senate. Given Constantius’
itinerary, this can only have been during these wecks.

# Chron. Min. 1239. The most recent edition by R.W.BurcEss, The Chronicle of
Hydatius and the Consularia Constantinopolitana, Oxford 1993, reverts to the manuscript
reading,

* Most recently Maisano (as n. 11) 209; DAGRON (as n. 18) 21; unsure PORTMANN,
in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 68.

*16.10ff.

50 TLS 736. StrAUB (as n. 3) 176ff,, correctly points out that the dies imperii of Con-
stantius was cither 9™ September (as Augustus) or 8" November (as Caesar). 23" May
was merely the date of Constantine’s decease. He disputes, therefore, it seems correctly,
that vicennalia wete celebrated at Rome. VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 101 and n. 138, while
in principle following STRAUB, thinks «Constantius . . . found pretexts to celebrate some-
thingy»; also sitting on the fence PORTMANN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 68.
T. D. BArRNES, Ammianus Marcellinus and the Representation of Histotical Reality, Ithaca
— London 1998, 135 thinks «the official occasion was the emperor’s thirty-fifth year of
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to Constantius — though neither the precise occasion within Constantius’ visit to
Rome nor the public before which it was held can be worked out with any cer-
tainty — verges again on being an official statement of public policy in the form
of praise of Constantius, Rome and Constantinople, which is now the second city
in the Empire after Rome.”' Most remarkably Themistius formulates no explicit
request to the emperor — the usual function of a presbeutikos (though we know
that behind the scenes he affected the restoration of the full annona to Constanti-
nople, which Constantius had eatlier halved, and thus boosted his position in
Constantinople, not just in the Senate but also generally in the city).>* Themistius,
though indeed a serious student and teacher of philosophical texts, as his Aristo-
telian work shows,> seems to appear here increasingly as a willing instrument of
impetial policy, for in the meanwhile his own career was firmly tied to it. He
returned to Constantinople not merely with the restored annona but with the man-
ifest favour of the emperot, which brought him xowovia roanélne, >t and the
imperial instruction to recruit more senators for Constantinople. He later claimed
responsibility for increasing the senatorial class in Constantinople from less than
300 to 2000;° and even if he were exaggerating the level of personal achievement
which this increase represented, Themistius’ close involvement in the procedure
and his role in it is documented by several letters of Libanios, who was not enthu-
siastic.”® He was also the last occupant of the proconsulship of Constantinople
before the status of the post was changed into an urban prefecture on the Roman
pattern in 359.%” Given the formal patronal structure of ancient society, it is scar-
cely surprising that the recruiter of new senators enjoyed a generation of promi-
nence and influence in the group which he had himself largely created and ad-
vanced to prominence. This prominent role in Constantinople, though without
further office, which he later called his prostasia and dated from the time of the
embassy to Constantius, Themistius was able to uphold until his death.

rule (admittedly celebrated a little early)». Not just «a little eatly», but a whole year and
a half before the first possible date on 8™ November 358. This is hardly a serious
suggestion, despite its air of authority. The editor of the Cons. Const. has probably
merely inserted the item under the wrong consuls and then falsely attached it to the
Rome visit.

°! Or. 3,42cd.

52 Or. 23,298b; Or. 34,13. VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 105 seems to think the siteresion
which Themistius restored was a public office: «he undertook the sizeresiom.

5% Whether this makes him «a real philosopher, as HEATHER (as n. 11) 127 claims,
others may judge.

5% Libanios Ep. 66.

> Or. 34,13.

¢ Eg. Epp. 34, 40, 67, 70, 76, 86, 99, beginning in 358/59.

57 Libanios, Ep. 40. See on this matter L.]. DALy, Themistius’ Refusal of a Magistracy,
Byzantion 53, 1983, 164212, refuting DAGRON’s rejection of this office for Themistius ([as
n. 18] 213f£).
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111 Julian and Jovian

Themistius’ role under Julian is a classic field for dispute, especially in recent
years, and neither clarity nor unanimity has yet emerged.”® Here I am only
concerned with the question whether some kind of official or semi-official
function can be established for him. That Themistius as ex-proconsul and re-
cruiter of senators remained influential in the Senate at Constantinople can
hardly be doubted, and that he will have addressed Julian in this capacity at
some time during Julian’s period of residence in Constantinople from Decem-
ber 361 to June 362 is extremely probable: it would have amounted to a quite
unnecessary mutual insult if he had not, or if Julian had refused to listen to
him. Libanios provides positive evidence that Themistius had indeed composed
a panegyric on Julian, which Libanios asked to see®” and received before
Julian’s death, but the letter which he wrote to Themistius about it dated after
he had received the news of Julian’s death.® More we cannot know with
certainty. ¢!

A recent book sums up Themistius’ activity under Jovian so: «He attempted
to place his own stamp on imperial politics as a public dissident for the first
time, revealing maturity as both a philosopher and a politician»%? This could
hardly be further from the most likely interpretation of Themistius’ career, for
it is under Jovian that Themistius’ function as a speaker of the government,
dressed indeed in the scanty robes of the philosophical representative of the
Senate of Constantinople, is for the first time cleatly and unmistakably observa-
ble.%® The single speech which we have was held in Ankara — no unfamiliar
ground for the Paphlagonian Themistius — on 1°° January 364 to celebrate the
consulship of the newly acceded Jovian and his baby son Varronianus.®* The-
mistius spoke on the express wish and invitation of the emperor.®> Moreover
the content of the speech was regarded as so important that it was repeated
shortly afterwards in Constantinople.®® VANDERSPOEL could not therefore be
much further from the truth when he asserts that Themistius’ «relations with
Jovian thus begin and end with the panegyric delivered on 1 January 364 at
Ancyra .. »%" The speech for this highly important ceremonial occasion could

58 See the chapter Themistius and Julian in VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 115£. with literature.

¥ Ep. 818.

0 Ep. 1430.

61 See appendix I on some modern attempts to know more.

62 VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 154.

65 See HEATHER (as n. 11) 141f.

4 Amm. Marc. 25.10.11.

5 So convincingly LePPIN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 101 n. 6.
6 Sokr. H. E. 3.26.3.

7 (As n. 11) 137.
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not have been conceived or have been delivered without significant preliminary
consultations with responsible advisers. Since SEECK scholars have been
puzzled about the reason why Themistius was not part of the senatorial em-
bassy to Antioch to greet and congratulate Jovian when he arrived there on the
way back from Mesopotamia.®® But it should be clear that Themistius, as the
established leader of senatorial opinion, was potentially far too important to
waste on such a mission of mere congtratulation. When it became clear that
Jovian would survive as emperor and his advisers realised their need for an
influential publicist, then was time enough for Themistius to become person-
ally involved. Thete is no good evidence that Themistius was ever asked and
refused to go to Antioch: this is a metre suspicion uttered by Libanios in a
flattering personal comment, which receives no confirmation elsewhere; it does
not deserve to be taken at face value.®

Jovian came to the throne under quite exceptional circumstances on the
death of Julian in Mesopotamia, and Ammianus explains at length his difficul-
ties in establishing his authority in the Empire, particularly in the West.”” In
the East his peace-treaty with the Persians attracted immediate opposition and
continuous notoriety as a result of his surrendering Nisibis;”' and if there was
ever an emperor in need of a good spin-doctor Jovian was the man. It is there-
fore hardly surprising that efforts were made to win the support of Themistius
and the Constantinopolitan Senate for the new emperor. Themistius praises
Jovian for his choice of advisets, one ot other of whom will doubtless have
been responsible for this particular piece of stage-management and Themistius’
participation in it.”> It was thus no accident that it was Themistius who was
chosen to celebrate the incipient new dynasty on its first joint consulate, the
first grand official ceremonial occasion of the new emperor. It was, indeed,
unfortunate for the protocol that Jovian’s winter journey across Anatolia had
been so slow that he had not reached Constantinople by 1°" January (which
must surely have been his aim); but even here Themistius was the man for the
job. He knew how to reach the ears of the influential Constantinopolitans and

8 Skrck (as n. 23) 301. SErck thought Jovian as a Christian would be a poor and
unattractive listener for Themistius, who only agteed to appear before him after an
edict of religious toleration had been issued. VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 137, suggests he
did not want to compromise himself by meeting Libanios. There is, as usual, no evi-
dence, but these explanations seem far-fetched.

% Lib. Ep. 1430,5: noi megl KAedoyov pev Og £0®VIog YRAQES xal g adtd mod Tiig
noeoPeiag eivar Todpov. ov 8¢ ot dg Eodv oY d¢ £oucdeic mote MAdeg. xaitor v
BovAnyv dunyovov tnv onv vregPfivor merdom, S fiv mhelm yewmoyel wol yeyévetor peilov,
GAA’, otluot, EEOPOcW’ Xofv Y6o pe xal Tadty ®kaxdg nadelv.

0 Amm. Marc. 25.8-10.

T E.g Amm. Marc. 25.7.13: ignobile decretum. Full sources in: R.Soraci, L'imperatore
Gioviano, Catania 1968, 42—44. :

2 Or. 5,67ab.
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had sufficient authority and influence to get away with a repeat petformance
there of the consular speech. This seems to be a unique event, so emphasising
the importance of the message he bore.”

In the speech all possible points of criticism are adtessed, though with dif-
fering emphasis, and given a more positive, tegime-friendly interpretation,
though the severely criticised peace-treaty with Persia is heavily underplayed.
This speech, however, is in general not the type of harmless panegyric which
totally avoids awkward subjects, but is aggressively forward-looking, a presenta-
tion of the new emperor, both his person and his policies, to a potendally — or
actually — hostile world, inevitably clad in the «philosophical» literary gath
which Themistius had made so peculiatly his own. So his own invitaton to
speak is presented as the recall of «philosophy» (i.c. himself) to a place of
honour at the court, thus implicitly criticising the court ethos of Julian, and
implying that his own role under Julian had been negligible.” After the prooe-
mium Themistius addresses the awkward and essentially unaesthetic and politi-
cally unconvincing problem of the joint consulate of the emperot and his baby
boy,” but has an explanation for why this had happened: an accident of fate
had made a last-minute change necessary — certainly a reference to the sudden
death of Jovian’s father, whose distinction and qualities are then praised in the
next section of the speech.”® Jovian had not challenged Julian on Constantius’
death — here, therefore, implicit praise of his loyalty to the Constantinian
House — but in the crisis after Julian’s death was elected by the free choice of
the electors and the soldiers.”” Even the Persians «elected» Jovian, in that they
did not attack.”® A spate of classical allusions covers with delicate distancing
filigree the fact that peace had, however, cost territory.79 So, therefore, the

7 Sokr. H. E. 3.26.3 says the repeat performance was &ni tob mAfidovg. It is not easy
to imagine what he means — perhaps a performance in the Senate House not restricted
merely to Senators, or «before a full house» (suggestion of WIEMER).

™ Or. 5,63¢, cf. also Or. 7,99b—101a.

™ Varronianus was «as old as his father’s purple» (Or. 5,652); on the rather scurri-
lous scene see Amm. Marc. 25.10.11.

7% Amm. Marc. 25.10.16-17.

" Or. 5,65cd: of 8& fipétegot yneopdgol xai creutidtar Thg Tob cduartog GyyioTeiag
™V Tfig Wuxfc meoekfitacay, xal GnEenvay ®Angovopov Tfig GAovEyidog OV ®ANQovOpoV
tfic Goetfc, ol tadta odx &v oyohi], odx &v elgnvy, obte EvBidovtog tob xapol Yegomeiog
nal naoayyediog xal Senacpods, GAN dg &v Gxufi tfic "Evuodc 2v 1oig Eipeotv, &v toic
50Quol QEEOVTEG TOG WNPOVG, GMAQARANTOV YvduNy, GroTaoAEDAGTOV YElgoToviay, fiv O
#a10g £yneileto, mEog fiv 1 xoeia &xerguydyet, kol 16 ye E11 Bavpocidtegov, &v Exnincia
Omepogi®, EEm tfig Popaiov yiig, Onép tfic Popciov doyfic.

78 Or. 5,66a: 61 yap ody Ariov oe TMégom &yggotovovy Popainv, Edetav 10 dmia
olyavteg, émedn tiig avagonoeng fjodovto, xal tovg adtovg mEd 1ol pév Yagoolvreg,
OMy® 8¢ Votegov evhafovpevor.

7 Or. 5,66¢: GAAG TadTY THY Yiiv Gvapifaviee, ol Ty drodecty 100 TOAEHOL GUpNa-
yiag Gpogumny Towmohevor.
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official version, which can be compared with the «historical» situation depicted
by the contemporary witness Ammianus.®” Bloodletting in civil war had been
averted — here certainly criticism of the House of Constantine, perhaps direc-
ted above all at winning the sympathies of those «many» opponents of dynastic
war in the East, who had even opposed Constantius’ civil war against Magnen-
tius,®! but above all an official hope for the future, that this might still be the
case, an advance warning perhaps also to supporters of other potential candi-
dates for the throne, such as Procopius, of the unpopularity civil war would
bring with it.

The problem of religious tolerance takes up by far the longest section of the
speech and must be official programme. Praise of tolerance in a programmatic
speech on the first major ceremonial occasion of the reign means an official
policy of tolerance and certainly a warning to Christian groupings that hate-
filled triumphalism after the death of Julian would not meet with imperial
approval or support.®? Whether or not Jovian had already issued legislation on
the issue, perhaps in Antioch to the local authorities there, is not of central
importance to understanding Themistius.®> Here the court and provincial digni-
taries of the diocese Pontica, in the second performance the Senate and per-
haps other highly-placed persons in Constantinople — that is, taken together
the whole body of Eastern decision-makers and formers of public opinion —
were being addressed and had to be convinced of the benefits of tolerance
after the upheavals of Julians reign, had to be convinced that it was a good

80" Amm. Marc. 25.5-7.

51 Or. 4,62b.

82 Sokrates H. E. 3.24.1-2 draws attention to the hopes of the leaders of Christian
sects to win imperial approval and support, each for his own views, and Jovian’s toler-
ant approach.

8 1t it difficult to avoid the conclusion that Jovian had already issued some kind of
pronouncement which could be regarded as law before Themistius spoke (so SEECK [as
n. 23] 301). VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 148—49 argues against this, since there is no such
law in the codes, and wants to interpret Themistius’ statements on the matter in terms
of the emperot’s being vopog Euyvyog (64b). This might perhaps be possible if Themis-
tius had merely used the substantive vopog, which might indeed be used imprecisely,
but his use of the verbal form vopodeteiv twice, which he usually uses concretely, and
vopodeoia (only in Ot 5) together with vopodétng, which — while inevitably including
Plato — also seems not to be used in a metaphorical sense (see examples in:
A.GARrzYA, In Themistii orationes index auctus, Napoli 1989, s.vv), suggests some
concrete activity. Moreover VANDERSPOEL misunderstands the political situation of the
speech, being misled by Themistius’ artistic licence in dressing up his praise as a plea
(on this see now HEATHER [as n. 11] 145f,, who however cites no source for his asser-
tion that there was already a law), and finds a «logical fallacy» (148 ad n. 61). Certainty
is impossible with an allusive author like Themistius, but it seems probable that some
kind of decision, perhaps only of local relevance, was the basis for Themistius’ playing
on the theme, and that this was now to be turned into imperial policy for the whole
Empire.
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thing that the imperial government had no intention of taking sides in matters
of religion. 34

This message was — given the space devoted to it by Themistius — cleatly
the most important aspect of the new government’s programme (whose mem-
bers also teceive their due meed of praise from Themistius in a section leading
immediately into the description of the new religious policy).®> The most con-
troversial aspect of Jovian’s short period of rule, the peace-treaty with the Per-
sians, is by comparison massively played down. 8 The treaty was nothing to be
proud of, nothing which could win over influential opinion for Jovian, nothing
about which anything could be done immediately, since a revision did not
come into question, therefore nothing to be treated to Themistius’ normal
spin-dry. Opinion, it seems, had to be won for Jovian, despite the treaty with
the Persians. Themistius fits it in nevertheless briefly (having alteady admitted
en passant that territory had been divided up to obtain peace)®” in the epilogue
where, however, he puts Constantinople elegantly in the centre and introduces
Persia only in the psychologically distancing form of a reference to Athenian
celebrations after the battle of Salamis: just as the Athenians celebrated the
mysteties on their ships, not being able to reach Eleusis, so after the peace
Jovian has celebrated «outside the temple» and will complete the ceremony
when he reaches the sanctuary, i.e. Constantinople. The phrasing is particulatly
careful: that Jovian celebrated a victory is never explicitly said, only suggested
by the comparison with the Athenians. Jovians celebration is merely «after the
peace». 8 The message seems clear. The Persian treaty was to be played down,
victory not loudly claimed, but defeat not admitted. There was after all some-
thing to celebrate.®

8 Praised by Sokr. H. E. 3.25.20-21.

8 Or. 5,67ab.

8 Tt is mentioned briefly, but certainly not «discussed» (so, however, misleadingly
VANDERSPOEL [as n. 11] 138).

87 Or. 5,66¢ (text above n. 79).

8 Or. 5,71a: Ilégoag 8¢ wai Admvoior vixdviec &v toic vovoiv &dgdodynoav Td
uooThO, *al Bacthedg petd TNV elghvny E£m Tod vem T4 TEOTEAEID puNoag €ig TO Gvax-
toga v teketiiv xoatodfoeton. HEATHER (as n. 11) 141 does not do justice to the
subtlety of Themistius’ expression when he claims that «Themistius stood up and
claimed it as a Roman victory».

8 The coinage which Jovian issued was not all so modest in taking up well-estab-
lished military themes: some eastern mints issued solidi with the by now traditional
reverse legend securitas rejpublicae, whereas traditional victory propaganda was restricted
to bronze issues with wictoria Romanorum or gloria Romanorum (overview in RIC 8). On
these coins see K. EHLING, Der Ausgang des Perserfeldzuges in der Miinzpropaganda
des Jovian, Klio 78, 1996, 186—191, who, however, does not attend to the long tradi-
tion of these legends, which suggests that their absence after a major campaign might
well have been regarded as more significant and have attracted more attention as an
admission of defeat rather than that their presence was seen as an active assertion of
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Perhaps nobody would be convinced, but Themistius made his talents avail-
able to the new regime to praise the quality of the new emperor, who with his
select band of advisers promised internal stability, peace and religious tolerance:
the civilian in Themistius could doubtless find much in that programme to be
thankful for as he prepared his propaganda offensive.

1V, Valens

Jovian’s sudden death before he had even arrived in Constantinople put an end
to Themistius’ hopes of playing a long-term publicistic role on his behalf. The
game had to begin again. But Themistius had no need to worry. His position
as leader of the Senate and former of opinion in the circles which mattered in
Constantinople was secure. Indeed, a new petiod of prosperity and influence
was openied up to him by Valentinian’s appointment of his brother Valens as
co-emperor with special responsibility for the East at Constantinople on 28"
March 364.%° If the Pannonian soldier Jovian had needed Themistius, then his
fellow-countryman Valens, who had been much less prominent in the army
and had had no close connection with Eastern society, being at first unable
even to understand Greek,”! had precisely the same publicistic needs. Under
Valens Themistius floutished, served the regime loyally, and claimed to have
gained influence on the emperor.”> We have no good reason to deny this,
though his formal public speeches are not the place to look for it, despite the
literary form of their presentation.”?

No less than seven public speeches of Themistius are preserved from the
reign of Valens, all of them delivered on important ceremonial occasions

victory. It seems nevertheless possible that Jovians advisers may have had different
messages for different levels of the population, Themistius and the unspecific but reas-
suring message of the solidi being directed above all at the rich ruling classes, the tradi-
tional victory message, restricted to the bronze issues, aiming at the lower classes and
above all the army, who will have been the first recipients of the new bronze coins.

% Amm. Marc. 26.4.3. .

' Them. Or. 6,71c. We have, howevet, no reason to believe that Valens, who spent
most of the next 14 years in a Greek-speaking environment, continued to be wholly
ignorant of the language, though even after ten years he was not up to following a
speech of Themistius without interpreters (11,143c). This is perhaps not entirely sur-
prising!

92 Or. 31,354d. It is not clear which emperor he refers to in Or. 34,14, but Valens is
not improbable (see below, appendix I, p. 901), cf. Sokr. H. E. 4.32.2. Which emperor
granted him his second bronze statue (Or. 34,13) remains also unclear, but Valens is
again not excluded, indeed quite probable. In spring 365 Libanios attested Themistius
,d0vapug as a result of his reputation and his speeches nai t@dv dAiov (whatever that
might mean precisely), dating back to early winter 364 (Ep. 1495,4).

> So also briefly HraTHER (as n. 11) 146—47.
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where, even if Themistius had not explicitly indicated that he spoke on the
invitation of the court, it would be necessary to assume a prior consultation
with the responsible members of the government. Read as governmental pub-
licity, each and every one of them makes excellent sense as a statement of
public policy, as a fixation of what was seen to be important by the highest
levels of the Empire at specific moments in time. The first of the extant
«Valens» speeches was held at Constantinople in the Senate and in the presence
of the emperor probably late in 364, since the overriding theme is the func-
tional «brothetliness» of the joint rule of Valentinian and Valens — which
gained the speech the title ®1M&delpog — whereas the first joint consulship,
which began on 1°* January 365 and would have added a further welcome
dimension to Themistius’ rhetorical palette, is not mentioned.” The speech
must therefore be dated earlier.

Serious problems were created for the imperial system by the successive
sudden deaths of Constantius, Julian and Jovian within a three-year petiod. All
had ruled the Empire — or, in the case of Jovian, had appatently intended to —
without a formally equal colleague, and the soldiers who elected Valentinian
insisted that it was time this demonstrably unsatisfactory system of one-man
rule should stop: Valentinian should choose a colleague of his own liking.?
The structure demanded by the troops was, of course, also problematical, as
the history of the Constantinian dynasty had shown only too well, but Valenti-
nian capitulated and with Valens as colleague returned to the solution intro-
duced by Diocletian, dividing responsibility with his colleague geogtraphically
between East and West. Specific problems were posed by this solution; particu-
latly affecting the East was the question of the suitability of a Pannonian sol-
dier ignorant of Greek to rule there, but more general problems wete also
raised: did the Empire still exist as a single political unit after the division, and
if so how would it work in practice? Were the new emperors so firmly in the
saddle that usurpation was excluded, and did they adequately represent imperial
tradition? What was to become of Constantinople, a particulatly utgent ques-
tion to Themistius” heaters in the city when he rose to speak.

He addressed all these matters. The most obvious immediate problem, Va-
lens’ lack of experience in the cultured world of the East and his ignorance of
the Greek language Themistius attacked head on. He himself spoke, of course,
in Greek, but he pretends to know no Latin (though later in the speech he
betrays this as a rhetorical conceit when he refers positively to Valens’ recent

% So ScHoLZE (as n.31) 25-27. Themistius seems to have held another speech
shortly afterwards, which ScHoLzE, 27, identifies as a speech for 1% January, now lost.
Libanios Ep. 1495,6 merely calls it Aoyov tOv 1€ ViV, contrasted with TOv 1€ 70 T0DdE,
ie. Or. 6. See also VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 157f.

% Amm. Marc. 26.3—4.3.
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speech in the Senate, possibly even in the same meeting, which he must there-
fore have understood!).”® The rhetorical purpose of the apologetic confession,
however, is to make Valens’ inadequacy seem less important by drawing atten-
tion to the speaket’s own linguistic weakness, especially since Themistius as-
serts firmly in his opening words that Latin is the «ruling language», and there-
fore by implication for a ruler entirely adequate; at the same time he is putting
himself on the same level as his Eastern audience; in any case, he says, the
meaning is more important than the precise words, and there is a flock of
helpers and translators to hand.”’

More fundamental were other problems, and Themistius approptiately
spends much longer on them. For all who had lived through the dynastic con-
flicts of the Constantinian dynasty culminating in Julian’s recent usurpation,
blood relationship among rulers must have seemed to offer in itself far too
weak a guarantee for family solidarity in practice. The problem had been set-
ious, and is the main theme of the speech, the tenor of which is that despite
recent expetience these two brothers were different and did indeed offer a guar-
antee of stability, that the geographical division of responsibility was part of
this security system, which ensured that «the emperom was at the same time in
Italy and on the Bosporos, in Britain and in Syria, on the shores of the ocean
and on the banks of the Tigtis, which otherwise only god (as Zeus, in Homer)
could achieve.”® The Empire was thus paradoxically united and strengthened
by being geographically divided, the brothers in their mutual trust and interde-
pendence, in which they received the support of divine powers, were the ideal
solution to the problems of the Empire.

The positive side of the imperial tradition was also emphasised as part and
patcel of the Valentinian solution: the soldiers (explicitly) had chosen Valenti-
nian, whereby the wishes of the powers above had manifested themselves.?’

% Or. 6,81a: xai tadta Evavkov el w0 @ta Evdedundta Teopéoay ETL TOV Adyov, Bv
no@nV Stehéxdng mEog v BovAnv xal Taudedwrag Eyyuntny Tiig pellodong evdaoviag.
Cf. ibid. d: &tav 8¢ nal tag Omeép o0 MOTEOE PWVAG Evvoniom . . . Modern commentators
have usually misrepresented Themistius’ linguistic competence, cf. DAGRON (as n. 18)
GOff., even suggesting that Themistius was proud of his ignorance of Latin. But The-
mistius disclaims merely his ability to deliver a ceremonial speech in Latin i.e. an active
knowledge of the language at the highest cultural level, and the passages cited show
that his passive knowledge was at least adequate. A direct parallel from an eatlier age
would be the much-read Plutarch, who also claimed difficulties with Latin, which, how-
ever, did not prevent him from reading a great deal of it (Demosth. 2.2—4, cf.
C.P.Jongs, Plutarch and Rome, Oxford 1971, 81ff).

97 Or. 6,71¢c—72a.

% Or. 6,75b—d.

9 Or. 6,73¢c: pn yop oleode, @ yevvoior, ToOC GTEUTIOTAS %VEIOLG EIVOL THAXADTNG
YEWQOTOVING, GAN Gvadev avtr xdteioty N yijpog, dvadev 1 Gvigenotg teletodtal — Todto
8¢ pnow “Oungog, 1 Tod A Bovin — t0ig tdv dvdgbnov diaxoviog. CL 75b.
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That means, the army was satisfied and so everybody else — in particular The-
mistius’ listeners in the Constantinopolitan Senate — should be as well. But this
was not enough in itself: imperial qualities come from god, especially philanthro-
pz'amo and respect for the values of phjlosophy;101 Titus, not Domitian is the

model; 102

and out of the recent past Constantius’ generous treatment of his
opponents after the civil war against Magnentius and Vetranio can serve as a
positive example.'® For the interests of Constantinople Valens offers better
prospects than even Constantine, since Valens was raised to the purple
there, % had publicly called the city «mother of his imperial rule», 1% and there-
fore owed it gratitude (i.e. investments) over and above the mere building out
of the Hebdomon, where the imperial power had been ceremoniously con-
ferred on Valens.'%
in the last sentence of the speech: «O royal Zeus, father of mankind, protector
of the cities of Rome, both that in the East and that in the West, may you

preserve these coupled cities, this yoked pair of emperors, who guarantee the
107

The total message is summarised in the form of a prayer

fulfilment of your will.»

The problems addressed by Themistius in this speech are quite different
from those which had seemed important to Jovian’s advisers at the beginning
of the year. Here is no concrete programme expressed as policy: the emper-
ors themselves are, it seems, the whole programme. The stability of the im-
perial structure and the role of Constantinople in it are the main problems
which presented themselves to Valens’ pragmatic advisers and — rightly en-
ough — to the leaders of opinion in the Fast. Religion is only mentioned
where a diffuse god, in the chosen literary clothing addressed as Zeus, is
claimed as supporter of the new imperial pait. There were, it seems, after
Jovian’s death, greater difficulties and more acute problems facing the Empire
than those posed by questions of religious tolerance. It was not long before
they emerged.

The usurpation of Procopius and its successful suppression provided the
occasion for Themistius’ next surviving speech, which is to be placed in au-

10O, 6,73¢, 78a, 784, 79d.

101 Or. 6,72a and passim.

192°0r. 6,72d, 74c, 80ab.

193 Or. 6,80c.

104 O, 6,83b.

105 O, 6,82d: pntéea dvermav Tiic Pactieiog.

196 O, 6,83a.

107 Or. 6,84a: 4\ & Pacirels Zed, & métep dvdobdrav, O molobye, xal thc &hog
Poung nai tig Eomegiag, puiirttolg pev Tdv TOhewv TV Euveeida, euhittog 3¢ TV Paoct-
Aéwv ol 10 cov BobAnua dwesdlovoiv. Both Marsano (as n. 11) ad loc., and PORTMANN,
in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) ad loc., alter the order of Themistius’ Romes, and
place West before East. We may be sure that Themistius’ order — East before West —
was deliberate.
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tumn 366 or winter 366/67.1% The precise occasion on which Themistius
delivered this speech «On the Unfortunates under Valens» cannot be estab-
lished with certainty. Since he addresses the emperor, but also asserts the
claims of the soldiers to their part in the victory,!” it will be best to assume
the presence of at least the highest ranks of the army; and since Themistius’
usual audience was the Senate in Constantinople, a scene can reasonably be
constructed of a Senate meeting attended by emperor, court and consistory
including the generals. The speech dates not to the immediate period after the
defeat of Procopius, but to some months later,'' is thus not primarily a vic-
tory speech congratulating Valens, therefore not in the first instance concerned
to relate and interpret the events of the wat, but above all to discuss the
empetror’s policy after it, expecially his generosity to the defeated, and his use
of his victory in general. It is therefore essentially forward-looking. Themistius
claims, of course, explaining his delay rather disingenuously, that philosophy
needed time to reflect on events and cannot rush in with well-considered state-
ments at short notice. But given the fact that Procopius’ usurpation had origi-
nated in Constantinople and some sympathies for him doubtless still existed
among the senators, the delay will have served Themistius well enough to find
out, pethaps even to influence, Valens’ attitude and future policy. We cannot
tell what had been going on behind the scenes before it came to this ceremo-
nial occasion several months after the victory, but the time had by no means
been eventless, and what Themistius means here is that he had to know what
policy was before his «philosophy» could present it adequately in public: the
close identity between Themistius himself, his views on policy, and what he
apostrophises as philosophy is cleatly apparent here, and not for the first time.
Since the historians Ammianus Marcellinus and Zosimos both write about a
reign of terror immediately following the victory over Procopius on 27"
May, """ Themistius’ speech has often enough been regarded as shameless flat-
tery. But this would be to misundetstand its function: if a government speaker
six months ot more after the victory and after a period of searching out ac-
complices and fellow-travellers in a speech before Senate and court — ie. be-
fore those who knew well enough what had been going on — praises the
generosity and mildness of the emperor, while at the same time blackening the
character of the defeated usurper and reminding his senatorial listeners of how

18 So ScHorzE (as n.31) 28-29 and all subsequent writers. The most extensive
recent discussion of Procopius’ usurpation is by F.J. WikBr, Kaiser Valens und die heid-
nische Opposition, Bonn 1995, 3—85. WiEBE, however, is interested in Themistius only
as an additional source of facts and is therefore disappointed, «von nur mifigem histo-
riographischen Auskunftswerty (4).

1" Or. 7,85d-86a.

"0 Or. 7,84c.

1 Amm. Marc. 26.10.6—14; Zos. 4.8.4—5. Sce also WiEBE (as n. 108) 57-61.
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badly Procopius had treated the Senate, this can only mean one thing: that the
reign of terror was over, that the official view was that it could have been a lot
worse, and in particular that the highly placed and potentially endangered lis-
teners now had nothing more to fear. Themistius does not cover up or deny
that punishments had taken place, but he speaks of them in the past tense.!!?
In particular Themistius praises the release of the philosopher Maximus ‘of
Ephesos and uses it to illustrate and emphasise Valens’ true honouring of phi-
losophy, by which he also seems to be sending out the message that he The-
mistius, as self-proclaimed representative of true philosophy, was back in busi-
ness at the court.'!?

In the following spring Valens began a three-year campaign against the
Goths on the lower Danube, whereby he wintered at his military base Matcia-
nopolis, some 400 km from Constantinople. In March 368 Themistius was pre-
sent at the imperial winter quarters, invited to participate in the celebrations of
Valens® guinquennalia. His speech on the occasion is preserved.!'® Much of it is
fairly general stuff on the good ruler without obvious immediate relevance to
the current situation, but a reference to Valens’ still not being able to follow
the words of the speech!!’® makes it again clear that Valens himself was not
the primary audience for the speech, so that Themistius’ praise of the empet-
ot’s being a good listenet to advice is in effect a concealed compliment to his
advisers (including, of course, Themistius himself!)."!® The extraordinary thing
about this speech, delivered at the imperial base camp on a major ceremonial
occasion in the middle of an ongoing war just as a new campaign was being
prepated, is Themistus’ generally negative attitude to militaty activity: far more
important to him in this speech is the financial side of imperial affairs, within
which his sparse references to military activity are firmly embedded, beginning

12 Cf Or. 7,93a—c.

3 Or. 7,99b—101a. In this passage it becomes ever more clear that when Themis-
tius speaks of philosophy and its influence he means, or can mean, little more than
himself: «philosophy» is his code-word for his own person and personal values and
views. His criticism of Julian (the man with the beard in 99d) for not damaging, but
merely neglecting philosophy, is thus merely a further admission that Themistius had
not had the influence under Julian which he would have liked and which he had had
under Constantius, Jovian and now again under Valens. WiEBE (as n. 108) 75, thinks the
man with the beard in 99d was Procopius, who, as his coins show, also wore a beard
(good photograph of a solidus of Procopius in RIC 9, plate XI,6); but Procopius can-
not have been described by Themistius after his defeat as xal 100 @rhoco@wdTov THOV
Bootiéwv dvtimoobpevog. In the next sentence this beard-wearer is a pupil of Maximus
of Ephesos and emperor, neither of which could be asserted of Procopius (xai tobrov
pev €@, aALa Tov nodnyntyv éxeivouv Tod adTOREATOQEOS . . ).

114 Or. 8. On the date see SCHOLZE (as n. 31) 29ff.; on the imperial «invitation» 104c.

115 Or. 8,105¢.

16 Of. 8,109a.
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with a long-winded truism, that the emperor cannot spend more than he takes
in, and the assertion that the best present to his subjects is to lower the
taxes.'!” This latter is being done, despite the ongoing war. More remarkable
are explicitly negative remarks on military activity: the emperor’s subjects bene-
fit far more from his reducing expenditure than from recovering lost territories
in Mesopotamia or by taming the Goths, since the latter benefits merely the
local populations recovered, whereas tax reduction benefits everybody in the

Empire;'"® even booty and prisoners benefit only the soldiers and not those

who pay them; ' true victory is when both the Goths and the taxman are
simultaneously defeated, to stop the taxman being even more frightening than
the barbarian.'?® In this way the emperor will gain eternal fame, for not even
Trajan or Marcus Autelius would have enjoyed a good reputation merely
through their military successes: the sufferer does not ask if he is suffering
under Goth or Roman: whoever it is who does wrong is always the enerny.121
Given that these drastic statements were made by a highly placed invited
speaker on one of the most prominent ceremonial occasions the Empire had
to offer and were uttered in praise of an emperor who was stuck in the mid-
dle of a faitly hopeless frontier war in the presence of the court, the highest
echelons of the army and (presumably) the local dignitaries from the diocese
of Thrace, it seems impossible to believe that they had not been vetted in
advance. What Themistius is saying is that listeners should not think that the
current war was worth the expense, that other things were more important for
the good of the Empire as a whole, therefore that an indefinite continuation
of the war until total victory was achieved (whatever that might have meant in
practice) was ruled out, was no longer part of imperial policy.'?? Themistius
also gives a hint of where the military machine, which Valens is praised for
having already made cheaper and more efficient, might be better employed: a
recent refugee from the East serves Valens and is an omen for future victories

17 Oy, 8,112a—d.

18 Or. 8,114c.

19 Or. 8,114d: %ol tdvV pév Aapbonv xai T@v aiypoidtov &g Todg 16 dmha péQOVIag
povoug 1 drdoravoig neguotatat, xoi TO TEAYHe oLdauds icov, modoeogelv pev OmEQ TOD
%QUTELV T@V TOAEMI®V, TAOV GOAwV 8¢ pun ®owvovelv Tovg potodotas.

120 Or. 8,1152: %ai todTVv TV Vikny dAndwiv, & fv dua Txddag xoi tdv dacpo-
AOYOV DTEQPQEOVNCOUEY, %ol 0% EcovTal pot TdV BaBhewv ol mEaxtoges PoBeomTeQot . . .

121 Or. 8,115¢.

122 Somewhat in this sense HEATHER — MaTTHEWS (as n. 11) 25, though postulating
an undefined «public opinion». I see specifically military officers on the spot, local digni-
taries and the representatives of the Senate and the court as the prime recipients for
the message, which bears a strong civilian flavour. CHAUVOT (as n. 4) 195-97, sees
Themistius here as «porteparole d’un courant d’opinion répandu dans PEmpire» esp. in
the Senate, and thinks Valens did not allow himself to be convinced because Themis-
tius” arguments were too feeble.
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in the Bast.!? Opinion at the camp and in the army was cleatly being pre-
pated for the transfer of activity from the Danube to the eastern frontier; and
had not the unexpectedly extensive Danube spring floods prevented all effec-
tive military activity in the area in 368,'** we might well have seen the famous
agreement concluded with Athanaric on the boat anchored in midstream tak-
ing place in the immediately following winter, not as actually happened in that
of 369/70.

One further point is worth noting in the epilogue, a place where Themistius
regularly puts important statements. Here the listeners ate being publicly pre-
pared for a future public impetial role for Valens’ two-year-old son Valentinian
Galates. Themistius -sees him as a future Alexander, he himself as his Aristotle;
Galates already shows royal characteristics.'® It is worth remembering that it
was only as recently as 24 August 367 that in the West Valentinian had raised
his eight-year-old son Gratian to the purple.'®® Themistius here gives the first
hint that Valens was not prepared to wait so long to introduce a parallel devel-
opment for Valentinian Galates in the Fast. The dynasty was all set for internal
consolidation.

The next stage of public recognition was a consulate for the child, and this
must have been agreed with the Westerners, since the second consul to take
office on 1** January 369 was also an Easterner, the general Victor. 1?7 Once
more Themistius made the winter journey to Marcianopolis to make his pub-
licistic contribution to the ceremonial of this central measure of dynastic con-
solidation; %8
primary audience cannot have been the nominally addressed recipients of the

once more the circumstances of the speech make it clear that the

123 Or. 8,116¢: o& 30 9N Tig 16 oUfinTEe dreddV ¢ maTeda, xui TadTa 0dx Gpavode
Bacikelag, petavaotng Auet dogupognowv, dyadov oidvicua t@v &nd Thg £ tQOomMainV.
The exile is identified as Bacurius of Ibetia by D. Horrmann, Wadomar, Bacurius und
Hariulf. Zur Laufbahn adliger und furstlicher Barbaren im spitrémischen Heere des 4.
Jahrhunderts, MH 35, 1978, 307-318.

124 Amm. Marc. 27.5.5.

1% Or. 8,120a.

126 Cons. Const. ad ann. 367; Sokrates H. E. 4.11.3.

127 Downey, Teubner Themistius vol. 1,181 mistakenly thinks the consul was the
later Valentinian II, who, however, was not yet born!

128 Since ScHoLzE (as n. 31) 37 the unfounded suspicion has been regularly repeated
(most recently by VANDERSPOEL [as n. 11] 172), that Themistius might have merely sent
the speech to Marcianopolis and not delivered it in person. No reason has ever been
given for this odd idea. It seems on general grounds quite inconceivable that Themis-
tius would have passed up the opportunity of appeating in person on this most delicate
imperial occasion, and the speech as we have it is such an important piece of dynastic
propaganda that Themistius must have known in advance the line he needed to take.
Moreover, as LEPPIN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 173 n. 4 points out, the refer-
ence at Or. 9,128ab to the limited time available for speaking also argues strongly for
Themistius” having been personally present.



886 R. Malcolm Errington

praise, the child Valentinian Galates, since he was not yet three years old, and
Valens himself, who nine months before was still addressed as not compre-
hending Themistius’ Greek,'® but the assembled court, senators — for The-
mistius will scarcely have travelled alone, particulatly since he claims to repre-
sent Constantinople and the Senate there — and local dignitaries of the city and
the diocese. Praise of a small child on the scale required of a consular speech
was a challenge even to an experienced speaker; but Themistius lost no time in
addressing the main purpose of the occasion already in his prooemion: the
consulship was only the beginning of impetial honours for Valentinian Ga-
lates.’** The main subject of the speech is, however, inevitably Valens himself,
who provides an admirable model for a ruler: he had created harmony in the
kingdom at the time of Galates’ birth (so the official view of the measures
taken against the usurpation of Procopius),'? as a lover of the Muses — parti-
cularly Kalliope — he had picked out Themistius as his own «professor and

132 2and Valentinian Galates can learn even more, given his

director of studies»,
natural advantages of having been born in the purple and receiving the succes-
sion not like Valens as a reward for his aree, but because of his birth.?® He is
a direct parallel with Gratian;'** the Empire currently has three protectors,
soon it will be four.'?> This state of affairs — framed as a request by Constan-
tinople as a whole, not just the Senate'® — should be achieved as soon as
possible, and Valentinian Galates and Victor should come to Constantinople,
where Valens had been made emperor.

The speech, properly understood, is a contemporary document of the very
first order for the concrete nature of the plans of the imperial brothers Valenti-
nian and Valens to continue the consolidation of the political structure of the

Empire by creating a dynasty which (they doubtless hoped) would effectively

129 Or. 8,105c.

130 Or. 9,120c.

131 Or. 9,122¢.

132 Or. 9,123b: odx Gripdler xaielv Eavtod xadnyepdva xai dmotdny Eva meecBoTnv.

135 Or. 9,124bc: 811 pév yao Epuc &x Bacthéwy, of 88 &E idibtov, mheovexrtelc 6t 88 ol
pév aoettic adrov éxagrdcavio v Pactieiav, col 8¢ N 100 yévoug didwot dradoyn.

134 Or. 9,125b: 1oV dpdGTOrXdV GOl AATTHQN TOD YEVOUC.

135 Or. 9,127ab.

136 Or. 9,128ab. The sentence & &1 viv GvtiBorel piv 6 Sfpog avtiforel 8¢ N peydin
Bovin, moocdeic, tva pn mépa oD xoEod droyxAoinv, dmaiid&opom is often regarded as
evidence that Themistius here «represented the Senate» or was «instructed by the Sen-
ate» (e.g. LEPPIN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN [as n. 11] 173). This is in an obvious sense
correct, since Themistius was its most prominent member, but does not do justice to
the epilogue, where Themistius claims to represent Constantinople as a whole, demos
and Senate; Nueig in the next sentence means, of course, not Themistius but Constanti-
nople. The tenor of the whole speech shows that Themistius is here, as usual, speaking
for the imperial government.
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rule out the chance of further usurpations like that of Procopius. Valentinian
Galates, tiny as he was, gave them the chance of creating in the East a directly
patallel structure to that in the West; there Ausonius served already as teacher
and guardian of Gratian in Trier, while Valentinian travelled on imperial busi-
ness; so Themistius hoped — or expected — to serve the same function in due
course in Constantinople for Galates, who might be expected to take up resi-
dence there once the war on the Danube was ovet. That the ending of the war
was officially planned, Themistius’ speech for the guinguennalia in March had
shown; that this was not forgotten, despite the frustrating lack of development
during the year, is perhaps suggested by his «request» to Victor to rest awhile
on his shield and visit Constantinople with his fellow consul. It could be a
gentle indication that the militarily indispensable 7zagister equitum might hope to
be free during the year of his consulship to leave the front and visit Constanti-
nople.'?” He missed it by just a few weeks.

When the peace came, after another fairly ineffective trans-Danubian cam-
paign, it came through the famous head-to-head negotiations between Valens
and Athanaric on the ship mooted in the middle of the Danube around Febru-
ary 370.® On the return of the court to Constantinople in ca. February/
March 370 it fell to Themistius once again on the express wish of the emper-
or,' to interpret events of the war and their less than satisfactory outcome to
a doubtless sceptical public in the Senate at Constantinople. Once more he
feels compelled to address the language question for those who might have
regarded the dramaturgy of the scene as more than slightly bizarre: Valens,
says Themistius this time, prefers ideas to words, therefore is happy for The-
mistius to speak Greek. ' Once again, however, with all desirable clarity, The-
mistius is revealed as speaking to a different audience than formally seems to
be the case. He is not addressing Valens directly so as to be understood by
him. The audience for this piece of imperial spin is therefore to be sought in
Constantinople. Selling compromise as victory — even though opinion had
been prepared for this solution for more than 18 months — to those living
neatest to the potential danger was a tricky problem, and it is perhaps no
sutptise that after the speech Valens did not stay for more than a few mote

B7 Or. 9,128¢d.

138 Amm. Marc. 27.5.6—10, cf. Them. Or. 10,134ab. On the date see appendix II.

139 PorRTMANN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 184 rather sophistically remarks
that although Themistius says he has often spoken before the emperor he does not
mention an explicit invitation in this speech. But the expression he uses for his speech
dike an annual tribute» (Homeg eloEoEAv Eviadolov @oITdv olel ool Jelv xal TNV &x TV
Loywv ovvtédewav) is surely clear enough: elopogd was never entirely voluntary. The
phrase does not, however, necessarily imply that this was Themistius’ first speech of the
year, as SCHOLZE (as n. 31) 39 suggests, «quasi novum tributum novi anni».

140 Or, 10,129¢d.
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weeks in the city. For Themistius’ role it is important to point out that he had
been on the spot with Valens when the peace was made, and that he liked to
represent this participation in imperial diplomacy as performing an embassy for
the Senate of Constantinople.141 In this way Themistius involves the Senate,
his immediate audience for the speech, by depicting them as representing the
interests of the Goths, by their having elected «philosophy» — Themistius’
favourite self-description — as their ambassador for peace.'** He thus binds
the senators in moral responsibility for the peace-treaty. Otherwise the speech
fits well enough into the normal model of imperial victory propaganda and
requires no further interpretation here.

By the end of the Gothic war Themistius was cleatly well established as
persona maxime grata at Valens’ court, as the chosen interpreter of major govern-
mental policy decisions to the most influential Eastern intellectual and political
circles. Valens’ departure to the eastern provinces, where he remained for seven
years, except for the winter 370/71 which he spent in Constantinople, meant
that Themistius’ immediate contacts with the court were less easy to maintain
at the level of intimacy which characterises these early years. Only two more
speeches are preserved from the next eight years, of one other, now lost, we
have information. Two periods during which Themistius was at court after
Valens finally left Constantinople in May 371 can be reconstructed: in March
373 when, probably in Antioch, he delivered a speech celebrating the emperor’s

143

decennalia,”™ and again two yeats later in the autumn, when he held a speech,

now lost, announcing a change in religious policy, which gained him a notice in
the ecclesiastical histories of Sokrates and Sozomenos. !**

The audience for the speech on the decennalia will as usual have been com-
posed of the court and the local, this time Antiochene, upper classes; no
doubt Themistius was not the sole representative of the Senate in Constantino-
ple present. The speech, however, does not betray the immediate level of infor-
mation and purpose which the earlier speeches demonstrate. Nevertheless, an

145 and, as with all such

explicit imperial invitation was again its point of origin,
invitation speeches, it is clear that opinions expressed by Themistius on matters
of public policy or attitudes will have been lanced or vetted by the imperial

government. Once more Themistius makes explicit reference to Valens’ lack of

141 Or. 10,132¢—133a.

142 0Or. 10,133a: GAAG Pooiiedg @V pév BaoPhoov mOANGG Gmémepyev eic Todmicw
noeoPelag GmphxTovg, TNV 8¢ MuETEQY ®ATNdECUT. nai, dG Eowrev, LMEQ TrLV®DV Vpeic
éxsltzgorovf]cmrs prhocopiav, v povny deiav te odoav xai dixarov Jvpdv ratangoivery.

Or. 11.
144 Sokr. H. E. 4.32.2; Soz. H. E. 6.36.6—37.1, cf. Scnorze (as n. 31) 43f, see also
. R.M. ErRriNGTON, Church and State in the First Years of Theodosius I, Chiron 27,
1997, 28 n. 38. )
145 Or. 11,143b.
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competence in Greek, thus indicating yet again — despite translators — that the
immediate audience was not the emperor but those Eastern courtiers and
other dignitaries who were present. 46

After a long introduction, in which the only concrete point is a reference to
a tax amnesty,'*’ and which otherwise emphasises — how could it be other-
wise? — the importance of philosophia and philanthropia, Themistius comes to
speak about the ongoing war against the Persians, which concerned all his
listeners in Antioch. What was the difference between Goth and Persian? Why
was it possible to make peace with the one but not with the other? The an-
swer is disappointing, and no doubt disappointed many of his listeners: be-
cause the Goths were passionate but chaotic, the Persians, however, treachet-
ous and deceitful. The only solution for them is to eradicate and extirpate
them.'*® Themistius then drifts off into describing how physically hard the war
was and how gteat the personal engagement of Valens, to impress the listening
civilians with the quantity of hard personal effort that was being invested on
their behalf by the emperor.

But that is all: there is no hint of a solution other than a military one.
Themistius then passes on to civilian policy — investment and help of all kinds
for the cities, but especially for Constantinople’s water supply.'* How well this
last point will have gone down in Antioch is dubious, but there is no doubt
that it represented imperial policy, even if the concrete hopes Themistius and
Constantinople had associated with the child Valentinian Galates five years eat-
lier had vanished as a result of his premature death in 370 or 371.'% It is
therefore only consequent when, in his epilogue, as five years before, Themis-
tius comes to speak of the fortune of the dynasty: the hope that male children
might be born to share the responsibility of rule.’>! Galates is not mentioned.

The last surviving speech from the reign of Valens is a panegyric of Gratian
known as the Erotikos.'>® A marginal note in the codex Ambrosianus says it
was delivered in Rome which, however, could be merely a guess based on the

153

last sections of the speech.”>” Modern opinion offers uncertainty both on place

and date, since apart from this speech only a reference in the g century

16 Or. 11,144c.

47 Mentioned merely en passant as something obvious and well known: Or. 11,143cd.

48 Or. 11,148d—149a.

9 Or. 11,151a~152c.

10 He died in Cappadocian Caesarea, where Valens will probably have passed
through both in 370 and in 371: Sokr. H. E. 4.26.21-24.

151 Or. 11,153d: nogacticaig 58 adtd »oi maidag cuvoxoviag fdM &yyeveic xai adtodg
aperdorelc, auedetiovg, dogupata Eoopeva [MAdTovog ®ai AQIGTOTEAOLG, TATOMA TAQM-
delypoto EEovrag evdeiag xal edpeveiog.

192 Or. 13.

153 “Exgydm &v gdpm (sic).
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Hopaotdoelg cOvtopot yeovixai under the title meol Yeapdtov registers a visit of
Gratian to Rome, sometime after his marriage, and the accompanying erection
of silver statues of Gratian and Constantia. This might well be merely a late
inference from knowledge of the statues, which did not need the personal
presence of Gratian and Constantia to be erected.' Suggested solutions to
the problems raised by the circumstances of the speech include: it was a
speech held in Rome before the Senate in Gratian’s absence, but at a time
when a visit was imminently expected,'> perhaps at an adventus ceremony, per-
haps in connection with the decennalia.">® But none of these ideas will do. As
PorTMANN has recently pointed out, in the eatly part of the speech — in all
except the last couple of pages of the text — Themistius addresses Gratian
personally in the second person singular' (the fact that he occasionally also
uses the third person is not significant, being merely a rhetotical variatio which
he also uses elsewhere when the nominal addressee is present).'”® PORTMANN
then speculates that the speech may have been delivered twice, once in Ttier
before Gratian, once in Gratian’s absence in Rome, but there with the addition
of the sections suggesting Gratian’s imminent presence in Rome; and this is
the version which survived.!® This, however, does not adequately cover his
own valid objection that the main part of the speech is and remains, even after
a previous petformance, wholly unsuitable for delivery in Gratian’s absence.
What, in this case, would be the point of such recycling?

We must return to the extremely few concrete indications which the speech
itself offers the interpreter and try to fit these into the circumstances of the

B4 M.y, 50 (PrREGER). Only chapters 49 and 50 of this odd work (on which see
A.CAMERON — ] HERRIN [eds.], Constantinople in the Early Eighth Century. The Para-
staseis Syntomoi Chronikai, Leiden 1984), offer information on Rome, and since chapter
49 has Julian as Augustus visiting Rome and dedicating statues, which is cleatly a false
inference from the existence of statues, the same could well apply to Gratian.
T.D. Barnes, Constans and Gratian in Rome, HSPh 79, 1975, 328f. argues for accep-
tance, but does not note the directly paralle] false information on Julian.

135 So e.g. Downny in Teubner Themistius vol. 1,232; BARNES (as n. 154) 329. But
this implies that Themistius travelled all the way from Constantinople, if not from Anti-
och, to Rome on an imperial mission to meet and address Gratian, and then could not
be bothered to wait the few days or weeks for his imminent arrival. Not a likely scenatio.

156 So Serck, RE 7,2, 1912, s.v. Gratianus 3, 1835, who, however, thought Gratian
himself was present at Rome, which is contradicted by the text and so rules out an
adventus. The speech itself shows no sign of being designed for such a splendid imperial
ceremonial occasion as the celebration of decennalia.

157 LEppIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 214

158 Already noted by ScHoLze (as n. 31) 47. BARNES (as n. 154) 329 thinks the usc
of the third person means that Gratian was not present; but we have no evidence that

~ Themistius used the second person singular when the person nominally addressed was
not present, whereas the opposite case is frequent enough.

159 Lrppin — PoRTMANN (as n. 11) 216.
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time of the speech. Three questions are important: What is the date of the
speechr? What was the purpose of Themistius’ journey? What was the purpose
of the speech? The date is most easily established. 376 seems certain: Themis-
tius speaks of general peace and victories on all fronts, which after the Goths
had crossed the Danube in the later part of 376 and caused severe troubles in
Thrace could not reasonably be asserted.!®® Questions two and three are inter-
linked. Although the speech is a panegyric of Gratian, and Themistius forecasts
the joy Gratian will bring when he should come to Rome,!®! when he formu-
lates his concrete «request» on this in the epilogue, it transpires that Gratian is
not to come alone, for Themistius’ «wish» is directed equally to both emper-
ors. 192 This observation is critical for establishing the purpose of the speech.
The question of Themistius” function in the West, apart from delivering the
speech, was raised by SEECK, who correctly saw that he had an official pur-
pose, being sent by Valens to Gratian in Gaul.'®® A few years later, after Va-
lens’ death, Themistius could represent Gratian as being proud of being re-
sponsible for his visit to Rome.!®* The mission therefore had something to do
with both emperors and with Rome and with Gaul. One further almost con-
temporary event is relevant here. In November 375 the emperor Valentinian
had died at Brigetio and a few days later a military caucus had «elected» the
child Valentinian II as Augustus in his place, whom, after some delay, Gratian
accepted.'® Themistius’ speech can only be a few months after these events,

190 0Or, 13,179¢. The dating argument comes from H.F. Boucnrry, Contribution 2

I’étude de la chronologie des discours de Thémistius, AC 5, 1934, 198.

161 Or. 13,179b.

162 Or. 13,179¢—180a, esp.: 800’ re obv, & @&Quotol, magaraAEcHUEY TOVG veaviag
smdnuelv mote fdn =oi Emgouiicol &k TV oxunvdv ®al & TOV YaEdx®v TH TOAel Tfig
Baciheiag. PRvog 8¢ ob xwloet, obde Tiyoig ovde Edeedtng, GALG TERWOLCTY ETAVIOVTOG
©G TNV UNTEQL GTEPOVAOCUVTUG KUl TULVIDOGOUVTAG.

163 As n.23,303: «Mit einem Auftrage, den wir nicht kennen». SErck relied espe-
cially on 163¢ «3gopog ic60opog oyedov 1@ Miig» drd Tiyontog eig Queavdv, 165¢ ob
gvena &x meQarov glg méoata yiig émogevdny, 171b &yd 8¢ éx mepdtov &g mégorta Yiig
ooundeig and a few other less precise phrases, which taken together can only reasonably
mean that Themistius travelled to Gaul. For Valens’ instruction to Themistius we have
not only 168¢c AL’ émtidnow eddvg 6 tiig o meootarng 1blav avayxny un Guprvdrrey
1oog v Eonégav which PORTMANN (as n. 11) 215, following BoucHERY (as n. 160) 199,
regards as too vague to prove an imperial commission — but what else could it mean in
the context? — but also 165¢ @AX &yofjv, dg Eoixe, TOV puotaymydv por yevéodar Thg
gooTnilg teretiig, 00 TOpwdey TdV maddv oddE ddvelov, AN &yyddev wal d@’ £otiag, .
where by the pvotaywydg Valens is meant and by tdv nodwdv Gratian. SEECK was
clearly right.

164 Oy, 31,314d: fxavog pot Toomavie, cepvovopevog mede Popdiovg 6¢ aitiog abdtoig
yeyovag thig Epfig émdnpiog.

165 Amm. Marc. 30.10.4—6, cf. R.M.ERrrINGTON, The accession of Theodosius I,
Klio 78, 1996, 440f.
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but he still speaks of two emperors only, even using the dual form for the
imperial pair Valens and Gratian.'®® Under the circumstances this in itself was
a highly political statement about the delicate current and future status of the
political structure of the Empire. At the time of the speech Valentinian II was
not yet accepted. This is surely not an assertion which Themistius could have
dared to make in public in the West merely on his own initiative and responsi-
bility.

The circumstances of the time, when combined with the hints in Themis-
tus’ text, begin to offer the outlines of a reconstruction which will satisfy the
phenomena at least better than those currently on offer. Themistius, as we
have seen and as he himself emphasises again in the speech,'®’ was not merely
a philosopher at court under Valens, but had i.a. been present in person in 370
at the critical negotiations on the Danube with Athanaric and had recently
even advised Valens on the ecclesiastical problems of Antioch and the East. If
Valens sent him more than half-way across the Empire to visit Gratian, it was
certainly not just to deliver a rather tepid public panegyric; but since we have
only the remains of the public performance, detail will remain obscure. I sug-
gest that Themistius was sent to organise a meeting at Rome between Valens
and Gratian to discuss the crisis of the Empire created by the death of Valenti-
nian and the coup of the generals in Pannonia, who had raised Valentinian II
without asking anybody. Themistius travelled from Valens in Antioch via
Rome, where he will have prepared the ground by testing opinion and raised a
delegation of Roman senators to accompany him to the court at Trier; there
he delivered his speech after successfully completing the diplomatic negotia-
tions. His forecast in the epilogue that Gratian will come to Rome is thus the
public announcement of his diplomatic success, that Gratian had agreed to
meet Valens in Rome. No more than that. The audience for the speech was
therefore not primarily the Roman Senate, as the scholiast to the codex Am-
brosianus inferred from the last section of the speech, but the court at Trier, at
which, however, Roman senators as part of Themistius’ delegation were also
present; and if Themistius flagrantly omits Valentinian II (who cannot yet have
teached Ttier), praises Gratian’s first measutes in favour of those who had
suffered under Valentinian,'®® and, speaking on behalf of Rome (and the sena-
torial delegation accompanying him), expresses the expectation that both em-
perors may soon visit the city, then he was, for those with ears to hear, an-
nouncing a ctisis meeting to discuss the future of the Empire.

166 Or. 13,179cd.

167 Or. 13,165bc; 166a—c.

168 BARNES (as n. 154) 329-30 suggests that the political crisis subsequent to the
death of the elder Theodosius and Maximinus’ activitiés were the reason for Gratian’s
assumed visit to Rome. But this would not have involved Valens.
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The meeting never took place. It is doubtful whether even Gratian went to
Rome; if so he certainly did not meet his uncle there, even though his advisers
had agreed to it.1° The crisis in Thrace which broke out in the autumn and
the perhaps too hopeful assessment of the status of the eastern frontier —
Themistius asserts that the Persians had been frightened off'’® — prevented
Valens from leaving the East. Within two years Eastern crisis-management had
proved so heavy-handed that the Goths provoked the battle of Adrianople,
which robbed Themistius of his imperial patron and plunged the Empire into
crisis. Our Vicar of Bray, however, survived to rise briefly to new heights
under Valens’ successor Theodosius.

V. Theodosius

When the news of Theodosius’ appointment as emperor in Sirmium on 19
January 379 reached Constantinople, a senatorial delegation travelled to meet
and congratulate him, either at Sirmium or at Thessalonica, as had been done in
363 for Jovian at Antioch. Themistius, now over sixty-years-old, did not go with
them, as he had not gone to Antioch in 363, later claiming an indisposition.'"!
Whether or not this was true, later in 379 Themistius travelled to Thessalonica,
where the new emperor had alarmingly made his first base, and apologised for
not being part of the first delegation. The short speech he delivered there, in
contrast to his highly political speech for Jovian’s first consulate, was not a major
ceremonial piece showing the orator as a speaker for official imperial policy but,
as its title Presbentikos suggests, Themistius’ introduction to the new emperor and
his new court, to whom he delivered cautiously formulated praise but also some
teal requests on behalf of Constantinople. I have charactetised the speech and
172 and do not
need to repeat the argument in full here: it seems clear that the Constantinopoli-

tans, and Themistius with them, were concerned about their future, since in 379

the situation of Themistius at this time in more detail elsewhere,

Theodosius had taken up residence in Thessalonica, was conducting the war and
governing the Empire from there, and showed no signs of imminently changing
his residence and coming to Constantinople. The initiative for the embassy to
Theodosius will thus have lain with Themistius himself and the Senate in
Constantinople, not (as in the case of Jovian) with the emperor’s advisers.

169 The fact that the record of Gratian’s legislation (cf. SEECK, Regesten, ad ann.)
leaves him a three month period in summer 376 when his whereabouts are unknown is
insufficient evidence in itself for a visit to Rome. There were enough other things for
him to do.

170 Or. 13,179¢.

71 Or. 14,180c.

172 Theodosius and the Goths, Chiron 26, 1996, 8ff., where the evidence for what
follows here is cited in full. See also Chiron 27, 1997, esp. 221f.
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It was eighteen months later, on 24" November 380, that Theodosius en-
tered Constantinople for the first time, but once there he adapted to the exist-
ing local political structure. If he was going to teside in Constantinople and rule
the Empire from there he needed the co-operation of the Senate, and after the
recent period of uncertainty about the future status of the city Themistius was
more than willing to fulfil the same role of contact person between court and
Senate which he had played for Valens. Two extant speeches, Or. 15 und Or. 16
belong to different phases of the Gothic wat. Here it will suffice to say that in
Or. 15, which celebrated Theodosius’ dies imperii on 19" January 380 he indi-
cated that the Gothic war would go on until the Goths were driven back to the
Danube, though the previously unsuspected artival of Athanaric as exile in Con-
stantinople a mere week before the delivery of the speech caused the insertion
of some hints, in co-ordination with official hopes, that negotiations might after
all be possible.!” Or. 16, delivered on 1% January 383 and celebrating the con-
sulship of Themistius’ old patron Fl. Saturninus, who had been mainly responsi-
ble for the successful peace negotiations with the Goths the previous year, is, in
the form of a panegyric, an official attempt to «sell» the less than satisfactory
peace deal to the assembled leaders of opinion in Constantinople. !’

Themistius was clearly in some sense once again part of the government pub-
licity machine, and it is perhaps no surprise that he finally capitulated to pressure
from the emperor to demonstrate this publicly by taking on the post of praefectus
urbi in Constantinople, it seems, in the latter part of this same year.'” The post
brought with it the need for Themistius to make a series of speeches, a brief one

173 For details see ERRINGTON, Chiron 26, 1996, 9—13.

174 1bid., 14—15.

175 The date is much disputed cf. the most recent discussions by VANDERSPOEL (as
n. 11) 208ff.; LEPPIN, in: LEPPIN — PORTMANN (as n. 11) 288—89, with earlier literature.
The date preferred here (so in principle also VANDERSPOEL and LEPPIN, though without
stating the case fully) involves changing the date of a law issued to Themistius’ prede-
cessor Clearchus, CTh 6.2.14. The Ms Parisinus 9643 (R), the sole evidence for books
6, 7, and most of book 8 of CTh, had by MommsEN’s time so badly deteriorated since
the sixteenth century edition of Cuiacius that MOMMSEN prints significant sections in
square brackets, meaning «tead by Cuiacius but no longer legible». CTh 6.2.14 thus
reads in the prescript: [IDEM AAA CLEARCH]O PV and the date [... SEPT.
CONS|TANTINOP: RICHOMERE ET CLEARCHO CONSS., which if correct
would give a date for Clearchus as PV of between 14™ August and 14" September 384.
But Them. Or. 18, which was delivered either during or after Themistius’ prefecture,
does not mention Honorius where he would certainly be expected, if he were already
born — an event of 9™ September 384 (Cons. Const. ad ann)) — and Themistius cer-
tainly served as Prefect after Clearchus. In a further law of Clearchus dated to IIII
KAL. IAN. (29™ December 383) (CTh 6.5.1) the reading of the date could be inn.
rather than zan., which would give a date of 29" May 383, thereby leaving no difficulty
with fitting Themistius into the Fas# of the PV in the period between autumn 383 and
early summer 384 apart from CTh 6.2.14, for as Themistius himself says (Or. 34,11) he
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thanking the emperor,l76 with no further political content, and two of a semi-
ptivate nature, in which he defends himself against attackers, who for vatious
reasons found his acceptance of the Prefecture, which he held in the end only for
a few months, unacceptable.177 These speeches, however, belong rather to The-
mistius’ private activities, by definition are concerned with the past, with the de-
fence of his own past activities, and therefore ate not related to immediate imper-
ial affairs. It certainly cannot be claimed that he represents the government here.
This is, however, not the case with his remaining two Theodosian speeches,
Or. 18 and Ox. 19, both of which are public speeches delivered in the presence
of emperor und court, and both of which must belong to the period of his
Prefecture, though perhaps Or. 19 could be dated shortly after it. For both the
death of Gratian on 25" August 383 is terminus post quem.'”® In Or. 18
Themistius twice mentions the expedition planned against Magnus Maximus
dating to autumn or early winter 383, which never took place. The event must
have been quite recent for it to deserve mention and defence in this formal

17 the cancella-

ceremonial speech. Since this was delivered during the winter,
tion of the expedition will have been recent enough for mention to be appro-
priate. Moreover, since Themistius draws explicit attention to the fact that he is

speaking in Theodosius’ sixth regnal year!®

— an unusual precision without
immediate function in the context — it would be only reasonable to accept this
indication that the traditional anniversary celebrations of the dies imperii on

19t January 384 were the specific occasion for the speech.181 Its general em-

served only for a few months. Moreover Or. 18 seems to have been delivered during
the winter (so LEPPIN, ib. with reference to 221bc), and in the speech Themistius twice
refers to Theodosius’ planned but not implemented expedition against Magnus Maxi-
mus, which, if it were to make political sense, must have been in the planning phase by
autumn-winter 383/84 at the latest (Sokr. H. E. 5.12.1); this would hardly have been
worth talking about a whole year later. The short Or. 31 was certainly delivered durting
the prefecture, in the «holy month», (352b) which seems most likely to be Lent (so
SeEck [as n. 23] 3006), thus also indicating a late winter or eatly spring date for the
prefecture. Taken together the evidence suggests that either Cuiacius mistead the recipi-
ent of CTh 6.2.14 (he is, perhaps suspiciously, the same man as the consul) or the date,
or that something more fundamental is wrong with the text. Therefore Themistius can
have been PV after 29" December 383 (ot, by reading zun. for ian. in CTh 6.5.1) al-
teady sometime after 29™ May 383.

76 Or. 17.

77 Or. 31, dating from Lent 384 and Or. 34 dating immediately after his resigning
the prefecture, also in 384.

178 Or. 18,220d; Or. 19,227c.

179 Or. 18,221bc.

180 Or. 18,217d: ... nai & petayerpiletor #n Extov Etoc . ..

181 This rules out the reconstruction of events by N.B. McLyNN, Ambrose of Milan,
Betkeley — Los Angeles — London 1994, 163£.,, who places an appeal by Valentinian II
to Theodosius in early 384, after Ambrose’s return to Milan from negotiating with Max-
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phasis is, inevitably, on Theodosius’ remarkable qualities as emperor, but in
particular two concrete points emerge in addition to Themistius’ defending the
cancellation of the expedition against Magnus Maximus: Theodosius’ invest-
ment in and encouragement of the growth of Constantinople,®? and the role
played by Atcadius (who dominates the important epilogue) as guarantor of
the continuation of the dynasty. 83

The political function of the speech, which thus seems to emerge, is certainly
to defend Theodosius for not immediately attacking Magnus Maximus in 383/
84 — doubtless against those, particularly we might suspect, in his Western
entourage, who felt he ought to have done so and who had presumably initiated
the preparations for the expedition. Defence was not particulatly easy, and The-
mistius does not dwell on the embarrassment, but nevertheless addresses the
main points of possible objection: everybody had seen that no action had actu-
ally been taken, but the idea of taking some kind of action was truly worthy of
an emperot, to avenge the founder of his own imperial status and save the
remains of that dynasty;'® anybody who might think that that was trivial
should ponder the fact that the idea of it, the impulse, the plan alone had been
sufficient to calm Western arrogance.'® So much for the defence of non-ac-
tion: it had, Themistius claims, achieved its ends. The main defence of Theodo-
sius, however is indirect, and emphasises two visible and — in Constantinople —
popular aspects of the developed Theodosian policy: the building out of Con-
stantinople to new magnificence and the establishment of the dynasty as an
Eastern dynasty resident in the city, for not only is the child Arcadius praised —
the recycled rhetoric is reminiscent of the similar intentions articulated by The-
mistius for Valentinian Galates in Or. 8 and Or. 9 — but he is to be raised there
by an Eastern educator (Themistius himself). The message for those who still

imus. He follows here J.F MATTHEWS, Western Aristocracies and Imperial Court,
AD 364-485, Oxford 1975, 178, who interpreted Themistius to mean that an expedi-
tion had actually left for the West in summer 384; McLYNN opines that the Constanti-
nopolitan public will have been «probably bemused» at this: it would have every right to
be, if his and MATTHEWS’ dating and interpretation were correct.

182 Or. 18,222b-223b.

'8 Or. 18,224b—225b.

8 There is no need with McLynN (as n. 181) to think that Themistius might be
echoing the terms of a Western appeal here; there were enough Westerners in Constan-
tinople for Themistius to regard these phrases of dynastic loyalty as winning points for
Theodosius among his hearers.

185 Or. 18,220d—221a: moAkéaig yoo TO pév €oyov od Mav péya, 1 yvoun 8¢ peyéin
»al GEiEmovog olo Tov ol M| medtn My éxoteuteia te xal ogun &ml tov Phvov' Egyov pév
adTf odx Mroroddnocev &ueaveg Toig moAroig, M Siavolo 8¢ Lmepneavog xal PBuctixd,
ToEficul T@ deynyéty mEO EAG GVNERUOUEV® xal TO Aglyavov £xeivng megodoal Tiig
veveds. Kai 8to tobto unov doxel, évivundfite dt abtn 1 yvoun povn xai 1 6gun »ai 1
Eupoln v tOlpav Eotnoe Tiig éoméQug HidN ceELYdoTS . . .
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hoped to see Theodosius merely as a Westerner temporarily governing the East
from Constantinople was clear: as of January 384 he was there to stay.

Or. 19, spoken in the Senate, 1% is less easy to place and date. The acceptance
of peace in the East is mentioned en passant,187 but the main subject, buried in
a mass of recycled thetotic, is one ot pethaps a series of decisions taken by
Theodosius as judge of appeal not to allow severe penalties imposed by a lower
court to be carried out. The matter remains obscure, but in view of the fact that
Honortius, born on 9™ September 384, is not mentioned in a context where the
rest of the family is listed,'® it must have been delivered before this date and
therefore cannot refer to the alleged treason trials of 385, which TILLEMONT
constructed out of a conflation of CTh 16.10.9 (May 385) with this speech,
which he then dated to 386 for the purpose.'® It is therefore impossible to be
more precise than to say that Themistius is here addressing a matter which had,
at the least, raised eyebrows in Constantinople, and was trying to smooth
troubled waters by depicting Theodosius’ action as evidence for his philanthro-
pia.'” The argument was not new, he had used it already in his Or. 1 for Con-
stantius more than thirty years before, and we cannot tell whether Themistius
convinced anybody this time. That he shortly afterwards disappeared from pub-
lic life and that this was the last of his «political» speeches for an emperor which
he deemed worthy of publication may perhaps speak for itself.

Appendix 1

Somse recent ideas on Themistins and Julian

It is exceedingly difficult to believe that the oddly constructed string of plati-
tudes known as the Risaldt, transmitted in two manusctipts of an Arabic trans-
lation from a lost Sytiac text and putporting to be a communication (epistula)
of Themistius to Julian, can have been the panegyric which Themistius wrote
for Julian mentioned by Libanios.'”! For the Risalat in the form in which we

186 Oy, 19,225¢.

187 Or. 19,227¢: ... 8 dv dnoxdmtet pév Popciow 1 g, Gtoepile 8¢ 1| onéoa . . .

188 Or. 19,231a: Bacikeds 8¢ aviyxmy ody f{Tte GmoEuITATOL SirooTnolov SlwAdEL Gue-
TOPEAAT®E, SCLUYNEOL Tfig Opolbyov obong adtd xal del Povievovdong gl piav, ETOUEVOL
3¢ appotv xat tod maddg tod GyannTod. . .

189 5741,24; so also A.Liprorp, RE Suppl. 13, 1973, s.v. Theodosius I, 869.

%0 Libanios addresses the question of applying the full weight of the law (which he
himself favours) in three speeches of the Theodosian period: Or. 45,28; Or. 51,2-3;
Or. 52,1-3. It was cleatly an ongoing problem.

Y1 The Arabic text and a Latin translation by IRFaN SHAHID can be found in vol. 3
of the Teubner Themistius. See also VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 130, who thinks it is the
panegyric mentioned by Libanios Ep. 1430. See also his App. 3 and 4, where he asserts
that the main problem of interpretation is the identity of the addressee (244). HEATHER
(as n. 11) 140 n. 49 also thinks the Risaldt might be Themistius’ panegyric.
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have it is decidedly not a panegyric praising an emperor — as Libanios ex-
presses it, «a good speech about a good man»'*? — but a scarcely coordinated
string of largely banal or trivial pieces of advice directed, it seems, to someone
recently come to sole rule.'”® Completely missing from the Risalat as we have
it are the standard classical allusions and quotations, or echoes, supporting the
argument (from Homer, Herodotus, Plato, the poets etc.) which are part and
parcel of every extant panegyric of Themistius (and not only of Themistius)
and which cannot have been absent in an authentic speech addressed to the
«philosopher Julian which also gained the approval of the learned Libanios.
Nor are the pieces of practical advice offered by the Risalit of such a nature as
might reasonably have been given in real life under any imaginable circum-
stances by an eminent civilian to any of the ruling emperors who — as sole
ruler in Themistius’ lifetime — technically come into question as recipient
(Constantius, Julian, Jovian, and — for a few weeks only — Valentinian I),'* for
by the time Themistius might have addressed them in person all were expeti-
enced military men and would have laughed the atchetypal civilian Themistius
out of court if he had possessed the temerity to advise them i.e. to guard the
frontiers with suitable troops, to make sure the enemy did not anticipate
planned attacks, or to take precautions with deserters in case they were enemy
spies! This type of insultingly trivial advice, and other thoughts which betray a
similar intellectual level, mean, it seems to me, that — even allowing for consid-
erable «oss of flavour in the transmission of the Risalat from Greek via Syriac
into Arabic — it nevertheless cannot be an authentic speech held before a
living ruling emperor. It is rather a theoretical exercise drafted in the form of a
speech, perhaps for use in (fairly junior!) educational activity.

This being the case there is no pressing need to reject the information given
by one of the Arabic manuscripts, that the text as it stands was formally direc-
ted to Julian (like some of Libanios’ «speeches», which never left his study,
certainly not his lecture-room).!”> We might then even stick with the attribu-
tion to Themistius, which there is no real advantage in doubting, once it is
clear that its function was educative and not intended for consumption by an
adult ruling emperor. Preferable, however, is perhaps the assumption that a
later theoretician of small abilities and little practical experience used the dra-
matic situation of Julian’s accession to the throne to imaginatively reconstruct

192 Ep. 1430: ELaBov cov 1oV AOYov, ®aldv DREQ GvEEOG HAAOD, GLYXMOENCELS dE XaAOV
glvor tov xooundévto @ AOy®. VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 130 fails to address the critical
problem of the missing &maivog, to which Libanios here refers.

193 Risalat, p- 99: . .. dmperinm penes unum esse — id quod tibi, o rex felicissime, accidit.

194 Theodosius, favoured by SHAHID (p. 79), was never sole ruler and must be ex-
cluded from consideration (see also VANDERSPOEL [as n. 11] 244—45).

Y95 Cf. P.PerrT, Recherches sur la publication et la diffusion des discours de Liba-
nius, Historia 5, 1956, 479—-509.
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c.g. Themistius’ lost Protreptikos to Julian and had the insensitivity to envisage
that the educator of an imperial prince might well have used such banal ideas
to induce the conventional qualities required by educators of a ruler. But who-
ever wrote the original (which might conceivably have been more sophisticated
than what has been preserved, though no argument has ever been produced
for thinking this) it is time to forget the Risalat as a serious attempt to advise a
ruling emperor — still less to praise him.

It has recently been argued'?® that the fact that one of the Arabic manuscripts
of the Risaldt calls Themistius «vizim» of Julian supports the statement of the
Souda that Themistius was made «Prefect of Constantinople» by Julian.!”’
BraucH has made a valiant attempt to find confirmatory evidence in contempor-
ary sources, but has failed to provide an adequate explanation for Themistius’
own later statements in two passages, in which he defends himself against at-
tacks for accepting the post of praefectus urbi at Constantinople under Theodosius,
which he had previously refused to take. The first is the prooimion of Or. 17, a
speech thanking the emperor for granting him the office, where Themistius as-
serts that for the first time for a long time this emperor again really honours
philosophy by calling it into government — he means his post as pragfectus urbi —
whereas recent emperors had honoured it [Themistius] only for its speaking
ability, leaving its practical functions restricted to service on embassies and in the
homeland.!'” Brauch argues (while rather misrepresenting what Themistius
says) 1%

Themistius explicitly for his philosophy. He therefore concludes that Themistius

that this was «historically incorrects, since Constantius 1I had honoured

was not interested in historical facts here, «but is adopting for his purposes the
traditional rhetorical device of establishing the supetiority of the current ruler by
a favourable comparison to his predecessors»??’ He is, of course, in a sense
doing-this, and in thanking Theodosius for his post ignoting the fact that he had
previously refused to accept it (see below). But given that Themistius uses the
word «philosophy» as code for himself, and that the context of his assertion is

19 T BraucH, The Prefect of Constantinople for 362 A.D.: Themistius, Byzantion
63, 1993, 37-78.

7S v. @epiotiog ... b’ ob xai Bragyoc mEosPARYN Kovotoviivovtolem.

198 Or. 17,213cd: "Eraviyayev adthg did paxgold xeovov giocopiav 6 deoetdéotatoc
aUTOXQEATME Eig TNV TAYV ®oWdV Emypéreway, EvBnhotegov TV Evayyos Pefaciievndtov ol
pév yao £tipav povov émt toig Aoyols, &ig 8¢ ta £oya mpoghduevol [rpoghopévny HANSEN]
noAlanig noteddelv odn Edvodnnoay, GALN Gxol TV TEEcREI®V TEWG EMOMTEVETO ®al EAEL-
To0QYEL Ti] ®OWT] TaTQidt.

Y99 Braucn (as n. 196), 39: the sentence «although he had often been called to various
magistracies by previous rulers he had refused their offers because they had honoured
him only for his oratory and not for his philosophical accomplishments» bears little rela-
tion to the text which it claims to be paraphrasing. Themistius nowhere says he had often
been called to various magistracies. The discussion concerns only the pragfectura urbi.

200 As n. 196,40.
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the holding of the praefectnra, it is historically correct that, as far as we know, he
had held no further office since his proconsulate. So there is no reason why
Themistius should be suspected of deliberate falsification here. His addhg &id
paxod yeovou can perfectly well mean in the context «since Constantius 1I», and
will doubtless have been so understood by those listeners who knew his career.
The other passage is the famous one from Or. 34 where Themistius claims
that he had often been pressed by an unnamed former emperor to take on the
office of Prefect of Contantinople, but had refused.?”! This emperor he char-
acterises as «by no means easy», 22 but a little later adds that he had been
accepted by him as assessor in philosophical cloak and table- and travelling-
companion. 203 Since we know explicitly that Constantius had granted Themistius
xowvovia toomélne,?* and could perhaps envisage his having been a travelling
companion, at least from Ankara, and perhaps beyond, in 350/ 351,%% it seems
possible to identify the emperor whose offer of the praefectura urbi Themistius
refused as Constantius IL.%% If so this will doubtless be the very first praefectura
urbi, as an immediate continuation of his petiod as proconsul in 359, which

201 O, 34,13: naguxAfoelg 8¢ &mi v Goyny tabtny ody, dnaf odds dic GAAL TOAAANLC.

202 Or. 34,13: »ai nagd GvSedg fxota edpaods.

203 Or. 34,14: &\ xod chvedpov ToAAAKIS Emofoato &V T Toevie xal cuvtodnelov
%#ol GLVOSOLTOQOV.

204 ibanios Ep. 66.

205 At Or. 3,45¢ Themistius addresses Constantius with the words &idov, Pactied, xai
10 Pina £ 00 dnunyoedv aiyparwtov giheg ToV TaguAnghoavta gig TNV alovgyida. Eidov
10 odv oMoV dtexvidg, 6 phte OTAITNG GLVOVESTNOE UNTE MTevg pnte toEotng, @ wao-
TVEEG Moy 00 cuvaywviotol ol oteotidtol. Eidov in Themistius seems always to mean
physical sight, and is not used figuratively. One could perhaps press the verbiage nar-
rowly and understand that Themistius had seen merely the physical tribunal on a later
visit to Naissus. In this case we must envisage a permanent structure for the tribunal,
but also for the tomaiov, which hete should be merely figurative, standing for the
victory, which was not fought, so that this can hardly be a physical victory monument
or a triumphal procession. It therefore seems possible that Themistius might have been
present at court on the campaign at least as far as Naissus, which would also explain
the unusually vivid and precise description of the confrontation between Vetranio and
Constantius in Or. 2,37a—c, and why this seems to be the only incident of which he
betrays good knowledge for the whole of the civil war.

206 S6 DAGRON (as n. 18) 55—57, who however thinks that the office which Themis-
tius refused was the proconsulate (see esp. 213£f)). This cannot be right, since as DALy
(as n.57) has convincingly shown, Themistius was proconsul in Constantinople. The
office he refused was that which he later accepted under Theodosius, here explicitly tnv
aoynv tavtny. VANDERSPOEL (as n. 11) 106, fails to see the cogency of DALY’s argu-
ments and goes back to DAGRON’s exploded view that Themistius was never proconsul
of Constantinople. His treatment of CTh 6.4.12 concerning the choice of members of a
selection committee to appoint practors at Constantinople (see DALY, 179) is subjective
and inadequate, and makes no attempt to meet DALY’s convincing interpretation. In
particular his assertion that dignitas in the phrase cuins anget scientia dignitatemr «more natu-
rally means <eminences here» is simply wrong. The short text contains the word dignitas
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comes into question for Themistius’ refusal. BRAUCH argues at length for Va-
lens, who also certainly comes into question;?’’ but he then goes on to argue
that in this case Themistius has simply failed to menton an eatlier office,
which therefore means that an office under Julian is not excluded.?’® This is a
hypersophistical argument, since the whole of the passage (13) is a mere listing
of his honours: why should Themistius be proud to boast of invitations # #his
office which he had refused and ignore the fact that he had actually held it, if
this were the case??® Those present could not have forgotten such an impor-
tant event (if there was one) and will hardly have been convinced by such
thetotical sleight of hand. The conclusion is clear: either Themistius was trying
to convince his critical listeners that he had good reason for his change of
attitude, therefore was honourable; or he was not.

We must also consider the point of view of those attacking him. How could
they conceivably attack him for inconsistency in holding the praefectura urbi now,
if he had already held it twenty or more yeats before?r He would, perhaps,
indeed by the idealist standards of the time no longer be a true philosopher —
but in this sense, on BraucH’s view, he had alteady lost his philosophical virgi-
nity twenty years earlier, and could hardly now be charged with inconsistency.
Thus accepting the notice in the Souda implies not only that Themistius him-
self was disingenuous, but that his opponents were also and that he did not
take his chance to answer them.?!% Tt seems far casier to assume that the pub-

four times, in each of the other three it means «office». So it must also be here. The-
mistius is the only individual named in the law (which is not, as VANDERSPOEL calls it
here, a rescript) because he was personally particularly well-qualified, not just because of
his expetience in office but because of his scientia. Of the other office-holders any nine
would do to complete the selection committee.

27 As n. 196,48£. So also, without argument, HEATHER (as n. 11) 131.

208 As n. 196,41: «He does not state how many times he accepted the post, but this
statement raises the possibility that Themistius took the office more than once» The-
mistius neither says nor implies nor leaves open the possibility that he had already
occupied the pragfectura urb.

209 Tt might be argued that Themistius does not mention his proconsulate here. But
since he seems to have been the last proconsul of Constantinople, appointed soon if
not immediately after his return from Rome in 357, and since he dates his prostasia
from the time of the embassy, it seems possible that his continual pre-eminence subse-
quent to the embassy to Rome will simply have included the proconsulship, which at
the time of Or. 34 had alteady been abolished for a quarter of a century, and by then
no longer gave him any claim to eminence. He cites instead his concrete and enduring
success in this office, the massive new recruitment to the Senate.

219 There is nothing to be said in favour of VANDERSPOEL’s interpretation of the
Souda passage (as n. 11) 11, following Ma1, that Themistius was designated but resigned
before assuming office. The case would be unique, and there is no teason for assuming
that the Souda might indicate such a sophistical distinction by the use of mpoeBAndn,
which regulatly means «appointed» (vgl. LIDDELL and ScoTt, LAMPE s.v. TQoBGAA®).
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lic existence of Julians letter to Themistius caused a less than scrupulous bio-
grapher to assume that Themistius’ praefectura urbi was under Julian, or indeed
to conclude from inadequate knowledge of Or. 17, where the emperor ad-
dressed is, as usual, not named, that in view of the emphasis on «real» philoso-
phy Themistius was addressing Julian and not Theodosius, as was in fact the
case.

Appendix 1]
The Date of Valens’ Peace with Athanaric

A date before winter 369/70 seems impossible, since Ammianus?'! places the
beginning of negotiations after the army’s return to winter quarters in Marcia-
nopolis after the third campaign. Moreover a law was issued to CRP Fortuna-
tianus on 31" January 370 from Marcianopolis, which demands the imperial
presence there on that date;?'? Fortunatianus® predecessor as CRP Alexandria-
nus received his last law, also at Marcianopolis, on 11™ December 369.%"> The
Jasti of both PPO and PV’ Const. now impinge: according to Zosimos*'* Dom-
itius Modestus became PPO on the death of his predecessor (Auxonius) after
Valens’ return to Constantinople after the war and before his departure (in
April) for Antioch. He had previously been PL°Const. Auxonius’ last law?" is
dated 29" December 369, which Serck (and, following him, implicitly or ex-
plicitly, all modern accounts including PLRE T s.v. Auxonius 1) changed to
29™ December 368, because for reasons connected with his general theory of
corruption in CTh he thought Modestus had to be alteady PPO by December
369.%1¢ But Auxonius’ law was issued from Constantinople, and we know that
on 1° January 369, three days later, Valens was in Marcianopolis 400 km away
celebrating the consulship of his son and being entertained by Themistius’
Or. 9. So SEEcK’s changes will not do. This makes it unnecessary to survey all
other modern versions in detail which rely on them.

Morteovet, if we let Modestus’ period as PPO begin in 369 we must attri-
bute a grave mistake to Cons. Const. ad ann. 369, though the text is explicit
that he was PV Const. iterum, and the job he is commemorated as doing, finish-
ing off building a cistern, falls into the competence of the PLU7 (bis conss.
[ Valentiniano nob. et Victore] opus magnificum cisternae Constantingpolitanae conpletum est
a Domitio Modesto v. ¢. iterum praefecto urbis, quod in prima inchoaverat praefectnra), and
no other candidate for Pl Const. is known between 366 (Phronimus) and 372

211 27.5.6-10.

212 CTh 7.13.2.

213 CTh 10.10.11.
244114,

215 CTh5.1.2.

26 Regesten 34; 71.

=
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(Clearchus 1). There is thus not only no need to place Modestus’ accession as
PPO and Auxonius’ death, which made it possible, as early as 369; doing so
causes grave damage to the sources. The revised jfas#z will therefore run as

follows:
PPO Auxonius until after 29" December 369
PPO Modestus from before Valens’ departure for Antioch (April 370)

PVConst. Modestus 11 after 366 until death of PPO Auxonius after 29" De-
cember 369, whose job he then takes over

CRP Alexandrianus until after 11" December 369

CRP Fortunatianus from before 31°" January 370.

Two minor objections might be made to this reconstruction. A law ad-
dressed to PPO Modestus on 1°" August 370217 was, according to the manu-
scripts, issued from Marcianopolis. Although both the consuls and the office of
Modestus fit the date 370, SEECK changed the consuls according to his theotry
that they were the item most likely to be wrong, and dated the law to 369; this
in turn caused his need to change Auxonius’ last law?'® from 29" December
369 to 29" December 368 (which, however, as we have seen, produces a phy-
sically impossible itinerary for Valens), and to declare the perfectly satisfactory
entry in Cons. Const. on Modestus having been pragfectus wurbi iterum in 369
mistaken. It is altogether less disturbing to the evidence as a whole merely to
assume a spontaneous error in the record of the place-name in CTh 11.30.35
and to leave all the other transmitted dates and offices unaltered. The second
possible objection is that Them.Or. 10,134a implies that the peace was made
while the sun was hot (8¢’ \M® otag €m thg vede, Nvina paAote EaVTod PLOY®-
d&otegog M), which does not seem to suit February. This assertion seemed so
compelling to Seeck?” and STEIN? that they used it explicitly to support
SEECK’s massive «correction» of the evidence from the laws and his ignoring
the fact that Themistius is explicitly contradicted by Ammianus, who says that
Valens was in winter quarters — ad hiemem agendan: 27.5.6 — when the negotia-
tions began. Themistius’ phrase will not bear this weight of counter-evidence.
The orator scems rather to have been carried away by his rhetorical fantasy.
His chosen point of contrast is the battle of Salamis and Xerxes’ famous ob-
servation tent there, sheltering him from the sun. In this comparative context
the heat of the sun is borrowed from Salamis and is merely a means of draw-
ing the rhetorically required contrast between the non-participant softy Xerxes
sheltering in his tent and the tough action-man Valens who stood out in the
open air. It cannot be a histotical fact.

27 CTh 11.30.35.

28 CTh5.1.2.

219 Geschichte des Untergangs der antiken Welt, Stuttgart 1920, vol. 5, 448.
220 Geschichte des spitrémischen Reiches, Stuttgart 1928, 287.
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The implications of this argument for the date of the peace with the Goths
are: Valens did not finally withdraw from Marcianopolis to Constantinople until
at the earliest February 370 (after the law of 31° January); if he left immedi-
ately after concluding the peace, then it too can be no eatlier than the end of
January. However, by restoring the proper dates of the laws we have also redis-
covered an otherwise unattested visit of Valens to Constantinople in late De-
cember 369, where he issued CTh 5.1.2 to Auxonius and doubtless consulted
with him and other influential men in the city about the war and the impend-
ing peace. Moreover, since on 1% January 370 he entered on his third consul-
ship, it is more than probable that he celebrated this event in Constantinople,
no doubt i. a. with a speech by Themistius in the Senate. Now Or. 10 is not
this speech, but in Or. 10 (February/March) Themistius apologises coquettishly
to his audience for having to address them yet again (129ab). This would fit
admirably if a major new event — the long awaited peace with the Goths —
had caused the renewed imperial presence in Constantinople and consequently
made another Themistian speech unavoidable, and that comparatively briefly
after the consular celebrations. We can therefore place the peace in ca. Febru-
ary, Themistius’ Or. 10 in ca. February/March and Valens’ renewed departute
for the East in April. He was already in Antioch by 30" April.?*! Since The-
mistius was personally present at the final negotiations with Athanaric, he will
presumably have accompanied Valens back to Marcianopolis shortly after the

consular celebrations of 1% January 370.%2
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222 1 wish to thank H.-U.WieMER for intensive discussion of an earlier version of
this article.



