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Abbreviations

Citations from Eunapius' Histories are according to C. kEiller,

Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, IV, and will be noted in the text thus:

(fr. 00).

Citations from EBunapius' Lives of the Scohists are according to the

pagination of Boissonade's Didot edition and will be noted in the text thus:
(000).

Citations from Philostratus' Lives of the Sophists will be noted in

the text thus: (Ph. 000).
in Arabic numeral following a proper name indicates a reference to

The Prosopogravhy of the Later Roman Empire, vol. I (edd. A.H.M. Jones,

J.?. Hariindale, 2nd J, iorris).
Abbreviations in the notes are according to the conventions of the

/
Prosovogravny and l'Annee Philologique.




INTRODUCTION

Eunapius of Sardis was a pagan Greck sophist and historian who lived from
A.D. 345/6 until at least A.D. 414. Two of his works survive: the Lives of

the Philosophers and Sophists is complete; the Histories are fragmentary.

The Lives is a series of short biographies of philosophers and sophists, most

of whom were members of the Neoplatonic school at Pergamon which descended
from Iamblichus, or the school of Julian the sophist at Athens. Eunapius

himself belonged to both. The Histories covered the period from A.D. 270

to A.D. 404 in fourteen books and were dominated by the figure of Julian the
Apostate. They were the principal pagan Greek history of the fourth century
and are still, though mainly through Zosimus, an important source for the
Helleric interpretation of that era.

This thesis falls into four parts. Part I deals with Eunapius' family,

education, and role as a sophist. Part II discusses the place of the Lives

as the final extant pagan development of the form of biography known as the

Succession. The Lives is also examined as pagan hagiography in relation to

Christian examples of the late fourth and early fifth centuries. Part III is

concerned with the reconstruction and formal characteristics of the Histories

and Part IV demonstrates Eunapius' practice as an historian, principally

by examining his treatment of Constantine, Julian, and Theodosius.



PART I

TEE SOHHIST




It Sardis

Eunapius was a citizen of a city which haed been famous and fabulous
at least since the founding of the Lydian kingdom by Gyges in c. 680 B.C.'
The burning of Sardis by the Atheniens and Ionians in 499 B.C. need not be
retold here; nor is it necessary to rehearse the often important part
Played by Sardis during the Hellenistic period. Under the Romans, Sardis
led a much less eventful existence. The most important occurrence was the
nocturnal earthquake of A.D. 17 which struck twelve major cities of Asia.
The heaviest dsmege was inflicted upon Sardis, but the city quickly
recoversd, helped by Tiberius' grant of a hundred thousand sesterces and

a remission of taxes for five years,2 and sttainad its greateét area and
largeast population (possibly over a hundred thousand) between the years
A.D. 20 to 200. There is literary end epigraphic evidence to suggest that

Sardis was favoured with e visit from the Emperor Lucius Verus in £.D. 166.>

Under the Roman administration, the conventus of Sardis was very extensive

although it appears not to have been thickly populated, for only some twenty-seven

4 sardis was still the

cormunities are known to kave been included in it.
metropolis of Lydie in the last decade of the feurth century (Zosimus, V,18,4)
and its civil status is reflected in the contemporary orszanization of the
Church. The bishop of Sardis was metropolitan and archbishop of Lydia and
ranked sixth of the bishops both European and Asiatic who were subject to

the patriarch of Constantinople.5 The history of Early Byzantine Sardis

may be said to end with the destruction of the lower city by the Persian

king, Chosroes 1I, in c. 616.

Sardis is an inland site at the confluence of the Pactolus and Hermus
rivers.6 The ancient city was roughly L-shaped, for remains have been

foumd stretching for some eighteen hundred metres between the Hermus and



the foot of the Tmolus Range and extending some fifteen hundred metres up
the valley of the Pactolus. The city appears to have occupied at least
two square miles, exclusive of the Necropolis Hill and Bin Tepe where the

7

tombs of the Lydien kings are located. The most striking change since

antiquity is the condition of the Acropolis. It once supported a great

2.

fortress and its sheer sides and two hundred metres height made the difficulty

of its capture proverbial.8 Because the hill is formed of clay, the flat
top has been eroded away to a peak and only a short stretch of the Byzantine

wall remains.9

The circuit of the Byzantine city walls was first traced by the
Princeton expedition whicha zstimated them to ba about *wo miles in exient.
They enclosed a considerable area on the north side of the Acropolis,
connecting with the Acropolis at the northeast angle and from there running
northwards down into the plain and along to the southeast angle of the city
at the Pactolus crossing. Thence the wall angled back to the Acrop§lis.1o
Ko attemp? appears to have been made to enclose the Pactolus valley or the

Temple of Artemis, but the Temple would have been abandoned by thet time

(below, p. 6).

The current excevations have added to the information about the
circuit walls and have shown that H.C. Butler was over-hasty in condemning
their quality.11 Investigation has centred on the area near the Pactolus
on the western side of the city. As early as 1959, the excavators found
that the wall in this section was of homogeneous construction and considered
that it might be part of a unified design of the Early Byzantine period.
This stretch of the fortifications was thought to have been built as an
emergency measure to link the lower city and especially the bridge across

the Pactolus with the citadel.12 By 1966, it was apparent that the Early
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Byzantine rebuilding of c¢. 400 generally followed the Roman plan of renewal
after the earthquake of A.D. 17, except for the strictures imposed by the
new cify wall which enforced some contraction.13 The Southwest Gate, through
which the street from the Pactolus entered the city, is thought to be
contemporary with the construction of the wall; the reused entablature is

not earlier than the third or fourth century A.D. 4

In 1967, attention shifted to the bridge which crossed the Pactolus.
Coirs were found dating from Constantius II to Arcadius and Honorius and on
this evidence it is conjectured that the bridge was built c¢. 400. There
wes a flanking bastion on the north, part of a ‘unified and sophisticated
defensive systea' rmaning foxr nearly ons2 hﬁndred and itwenty metres south-
wards along the eastern bank of the Pe.ctolus.15 The wall near the Southwest
Gate had a foundation about three metres high and two metres wide and rose
at least seven metres above ite It was constructed of four layers of
concrete-like masonry with levelling courses of flat stones. The wall
stands on an artificial platform containing debris from the earthquake of
A.D. 17, but nothing was discovered in the foundation trench by which it
could be securely dated. The two most likely times are said to be the mid-

third or mid-fourth centuries A.D.16

On the above evidenced, it seems plausible that the 'Early Byzantine!
fortifications were conceived in responss to the unsettled conditions of
the mid-third century and underwent rebuilding and improvement during the
fourth century. According to Zosimus (V,18,4 £f.), only the flooding of
the rivers saved Sardis from being sacked by Gainas and Tribigild in 399,
for the city was defenceless: 1r¢'¢-y)q 2;m/«w o”sr‘v éﬂ’(ftou/o(:tg (V,18,5).

Much of the renovation may have been prompted by this threat.

However, not all the public construction during this period was
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nilitary. The main east-west street was paved with marble and some twaelve
and a half nmetres wide. Stoﬁe drains covered with large stone slabs were
found on the north and south edges of the road; the.northern drain had

four terracotta water pipes underneath it. Two colonnades flanked the road
and a sidewalk two metres wide ren along the southern one. The style was
Ionic and capitals of at least two different types occur. There is no firm
evidence for when the road itself was laid out, but the colonnades end the
marble paving of the street are probably contemporary with the commercial
area known as the 'Byzantine Shops' along the north side of the Palaestra

complex. Again the excavators opt for c. 400.17

Ancther coloncaded street has been fourd runninz southwast to norih-
east from the Pactolus secior towards the Temple of Artemis. Less impreasive
than the main east-west street, this one is about seven metres wide. Since
fragments of grave monuments from the second to the third century A.D. are
found in the stylobate, it is probable that this road is also pari of the
renewal programme of c. 400,18 These porticoes were a common Pfeature of
cities in Asia Minor during the Roman period, gracing Antioch, Ephesus,
Niceea, Perge, Side, Apamea, Damus, Gerasa, and Petra.19 Philostratus tells
how the munificent sophist Damianus built a portico & stade in length to
connect the city of Ephesus with its Texple of Artemis so that rain need
not prevent worshippers from going there (Ph. 605).°° The best contemporary
description of such porticoes - and one which shows how much they increased
the prestige of a city ~ is by Libanius in the Antiochicus (Or. XI, 196 ff.).
Libanius also stresses how great a contribution colonnades made to the
social life of a community by allowing the citizens to visit each other and

mingle freely, whatever the weather (Or. XI, 213-217).21

Sardis was furnished with the other usual amenities. Built into the
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slope of the Acropolis hill is a large theatre and, immediately below it,
there is a stadium which had a seating capacity of twenty thousand. The
stadium was erected in the third century B.C. and rebuilt in Roman times.22
There was & large Roman-Ryzantine bath complex ('CG') on the eastern side
of the city beyond the Byzantine wall. It is difficult to determine when
this was used as a bath; 'technical criteria' tend to a date between the
second and fourth centuries A.D. and a lamp of a type in use from the third
to the fifth centuries A.D. has been discovered. The walls were covered
with marble slabs so that the building was up to the usual standard of

23 'At some time in late antiquity' (perhaps after Chosroes' atiack?),

quality.
flood deposits were allowed to accumulate and when the Byzantines reclaimed
the structure in the tenth century, it had been buried to approximately its
upper etorey.24 The water supply of Sardis was increased by an aqueduct

built in the Roman period - and repaired in the Byzantine - which drew upon

the Dabbagh Tchai from a poirt several miles up into the mountains.25

One of the most important monuments in Sardis was the Temple of
Artemis. An altar to Artemis existed here from the late fifth century B.C.
and the original temple was built c. 300 B.C. foliowing Alexander‘s congquest.
It was rebuilt in 175-150 B.C. and again about A.D. 150 when the cella was
divided into two. The discovery of a colossal head of Fausitina in the cella
of the eastern prostyle has prompted the conjecture that half the temple
was dedicated to the empress upon her deification.26 A fragment of a
colossal head of Zeus which was found in the east cella has led to another
conjecture: that the Temple was intended from the beginning to be the
shrine of both Zeus and Artemis. Zeus would have faced the Acropolis and
Artemis the cemetery which was under her protection. This could explain

the failure of the Princeton expedition to find the separate Temple of Zeus



which they expected.27 In its final form, it was the fourth largest Ionic
temple, measuring a little less than fifty metres by a little less than
one hundred metres; it was octastyle psecudodipteral with twenty columns
on the sides.28

The Temple must have been abandoned in the fourth century since a
small brick church was built very near to it. The church cannot be pre-
cisely dated, but the coin evidence indicates that it was in use in the
middle of the fourth century.29 Eunapius, in speaking of the pagan re-
vival initiated at Sardis by Justus 2, the vicar of Asia, and his help-
mate Hilarius 10, the governor (consularis) of Lydia, sometime before the
death of Chrysanthius in 396/7, says: 'he built altars offhand at Sardis
where there were none, and wherever a vestige was to be found he set his
hand to the remains of the temples with the ambition of rebuilding them'
(503). However, the Temple of Artemis cannot have suffered too badly in
the fourth century since the excavators have not found signs of serious
deholition before the last years of the sixth century.30

Despite the importance of Sardis as an ecclesiastical centre,
remains of a large Christian churchk have only recently been found there.31
It was é regular basilica in form and measured approximately sixty-three
by twenty-one metres. The building of the church continued over several
decades and was contemporary with Eunapius. The earliest surviving part
is the apse where coins of Constantius Il (346-50) have been recovered.
A coin of the period 383-92 has been discovered in the nave and the western
part may be even later since coins of Arcadius (395-408) have been taken
from the wall between the Atrium and the 'North Chapel"’.

One major edifice remains: the gymnasium complex with the synagogue.

This is a large rectangle which measured approximately one hundred and

eighty-five metres by one hundred and forty-five metres overall and



comprised the colonnaded palaestra, two large halls with apsidal ends,
the Marble Court, the synagogue, and various smaller rooms.32 The
decoration was splendid: the Marble Court had marble revetments and

its patterned mosaics were made of seventeen different kinds of coloured
marble or similar stone.

The most important discovery in the complex was the synagogue
which takes up the whole of one side of the palaestra. It is the largest
(approximately eighty-five metres by twenty metres) yet discovered any-
where in the ancient world and is testimony to the wealth and power of
the Jewish community in Sardis during the Middle and Later Empire.33 The
conjectural history of the synagogue is as follows.34 In the first stage
soﬁetime soon after A.D. 17 when presumably the complex was begun, the
building was part of the gymnasium. "It was divided into three sections
which may have been dressing rooms open towards the palaestra. In the
second stage sometime before the late second century, the partitions wege
removed and it was made into a long columnar hall which A.N. Detweiler
thought may have been a civic basilica. During the late second and early
third centuries, the third stage, the hall became a synagogue. It was
renovated again in the fourth century when a forecourt was created. When
the basilica was given over to the Jews, the aleipterion may have become
the meeting hall; this is suggested by the roof fragments and by in-
scriptions scratched into the floor.35

Like the Marble Court, the synagogue was lavishly decorated with
mosaics on both the walls and the floor. The history of the floor mosaics
has been determined by coins found in the bedding cement. Those in the
porch of the synagogue are fifth century with perhaps a sixth century
repair in front of the main entrance. The mosaics of the forecourt are

late fourth century with perhaps fifth century replacements. In the main



hall, they are mid-fourth century with the possible exception of Bay 3
which may have been laid in the late third century since the two coins
found beneath it are of Claudius Gothicus (268-270).36

Sardis in the time of Eunapius had long since ceased to be the
capital of a fabled kingdom, but it retained a position of pre-eminence
in both the civil and ecclesiastical administration and enjoyed a high
standard of prosperity which was to continue - to judge by the synagogue -
into the sixth century. The public buildings and the streets with their
colonnades bear comparison with those of other eastern cities of that
period or earlier, and it would be wrong to think of Sardis as a city in
decline. Two things, havever, show the new circumstances in which Funapius
lived: the refurbished city walls and the little Christian church in the

precinct of the abandoned Temple of Artemis.
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I 2 Family

Little is known about the life of Eunapius and this is matched by
the scarcity of the sources. Most of the materiel is found in the Lives

and some additional facts can be gleaned from the Histories. Indeed,

Eunapius has done what he says Plutarch did and the process of recovery

and utilization is the same:

But his own life and that of his teacher he scattered piece-
meal throughout every one of his books; so that if one should
keep a sharp look-out for these references and track them

as they occur and appear, and read them intelligently
one after another, one would know most of the events of their
lives (454).

37

The Bibliotheca” of Pkotius adds nothing to the knowledge of Eunapius’®

life, although it is the most important source of irnformation on the

Histories. The medical handbook which Oribasius wrote for Eunapius is more

useful, for it amplifies as well as cornfirms what can be learned from
38

Eunspius' own works about his interest in medicine and his financial status.

Eunapius was born in Sardis in the year 345/6. The date is
established by the fact thet when hs came to Athens in 361, he was about
sixteen years of age (493).39 Eungpius says little about his parents and
nothing about whether he himself had a femily. He only menfions relatives
in passing. His cousin, Melite, was married to his teacher in Sardis,
Chrysanthius (477). His parents were ;till alive five years later when
he left Athens, for it was at their urging that BEunapius returned home
instead of going to Egypt (493). However, the medical handbook which
Oribaesius presented to Eunapius does furnish some slight indications that
Eunapius was married and a father, or at least that his household included

women. It is not known to what extent the Euporista was tailored to
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Eunapius' own particular requirements, but the proem says that it was
written at his request. The first chapter of Book I deals with the care
and diet of infants: the advice on how to procure a suitable wet-nurse
shows that Eunapius was not concerned only with the children of his slaves.
The section on the oral diseases of children leaves the same impression
(Iv,68 . The latter part of Book IV discusses the diseases of women at
some length (109-114) as well as contraception (114), abortion (110), and
conception and the choice of the sex of the child (112); all of which tends

to argue against Eunapius' leading a celibate life.

There is little reason to assume that Eunapius was ummarried, for he

says so little about himself that the argumentum ex silentio should not be

used. He never pronounces in favour of celibacy as such, and Reoplatonic
philosophers in the school of Porphyry and Iamblichus did marry and have
children. Porphyry himself married Marcella in order that her children might
be educated, for her first husband had been a friend of nis (457). The
philosophers Eustathius and Sosipatra had three children (469 and 470/71);
after she was left alone, Sosipatra returned to Pergamon where Aedesius,
who was a relative of Eustathius (455), cared for her and her sons (469).
Chrysanthius and Melite named their son after Aedesius; he died when ke was
about twenty years of age {504). The wife of Maximus of Ephesus outshone
him in philosophy and enjoyed equal popularity at the court of Julian the
Apostate (477); she perished in a suicide pact which she kept, but which
Maximus did not (479). Maximus was bimself the kinsmen as well as the pupil

of Aedesius (469).

Many other philosophers and sophists of the fourth century are known
to have had a family. Although Prohaeresius meintained his ascetic way of

life even during the Gallic winter (492), he married a woman named Amphiclea
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who came from Tralles in Asia. She bore him two daughters who died when
they were still young children (493). Epipharius and his wife left no
children (494). Diophantus had two sons who pursued money and luxury (494),
but Sopolis' son followed his father's profession (494). Himerius' wife
claimed descent from the philosophers and orators Minucianus, Nicagoras 1,
Plutarchus, Musonius, and Sextus. His son Rufinus showed great rhetorical

promise, but died as a young man (gg.‘VIII).40

Himerius' daughter survived
him (494). Oribasius married into an illustrious femily and his four
children were still alive when Eunapius wrote (499). Another iatrosophist,
Ionicus, left two worthy sons (499). Themistius was already married by 355
end it is knowm from e letter of Libanius that his son and namesake died in
357 (ep. 575 where Libanius says that he taught Isocrates to the young
Themistius). In 360, Libanius congratulates Themistius upon his second
marriage, to a Phrygian, and expresses his hopes that Themistius' future
children will be as clever as their father, inheritirg not only his power,

but also his wisdom (ep. 241).%

Eunapius notes that Libanius avoided marriage, but lived with a woman
of low class (496). Even before Libanius had left Antioch for Athens, such
was the fine report of his cheracter that several fathers offered him their
daughters and even tried to outbid each other with the size of the dowxy.
Libanius says that he was too enamoured of his first love, rhetoric, and
that like Odysseus he would have *'spurned even marriage with a goddess for
a glimpse of the smoke of Athens' (Or. I,12[ Norman's translation]). When
Libanius was teaching at Nicomedeia, his friend Crispinus invited him to
dinner to meet his only daughter, but Libanius declared that he was wedded

to his art (0r. I,54). This idealism did not last forever. He intended

to marry a cousin, the daughter of Phasganius, but she died just before he
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returned to Antioch (Or. I,95) and he took a concubine whom he kept for
the rest of her life (Or. I,278). Libanius spent much of the energies of
his declining years in trying to get for their son Cimon the right of

inheritance and then of immunity from curial obligations (Or. I,283).

Philosophical families were a marked feature of the later Neoplatonic

school in Athens.42

Proclus showed so much promise as a young man that
the philosopher Olympiodorus offered him his well educated daughter, but
he refused her. This was not due to any lack of sociability on Proclus'
part, for although he passed over several opportunities to marry rich and ’

well-born women, he was fatherly towards everyone.43

At one time, Syrianus
vented to give kis daughter Aedesia to Procius, buit Proclus felt that some
god had forbidden him to marry. Aedesia bears some resemblance to
Sosipatra. She was the wife of the philosopher Hermias and when he pre~
deceased her, she moved from Alexandria to Athens and raised her soms in
the philosophical way of life.44 The philosopher Theosebius married in
order to have children, and when this proved impossible he gave his wife
the choice of another husband or a lifs of chastity with him. She took the

latter.45

There is no explicit evidence for the social rank of Eunapius' family,
but they were probably of the curial class and at least moderately wealthy.

W. Schmid would have him come from a poor family (aus Brmlichen Verhgltnissen),46

but he has allowed himself to be misled. At least orne branch of Eunapius!
family must have been well-to-do because his teacher in Sardis, Chrysanthius,
was married to his cousin, Melite (477). Although a teaching sophist,
Chrysanthius was of curial rank and considered one of the most nobly born

in Sardis. His grandfather, Innocentius, had gained considerable wealth and
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had compiled legal statutes for the emperors of the day (500). It is

unlikely that such a local notable would have married beneath himself.

Eunapius' education &s a sophist is a mejor argument for his having
been born into a family of means. Until the ege of sixteen, Eunapius was
educated in his native city (485) and this should have been possivle even
if he had been poor, for it might be assumed that his relative Chrysanthius
would overlook the matter of fees. The fact that Bunapius studied in
Athens is strong evidence of wealth. An indication of the cost of such
study abroad is given by Libanius whose widowed mother was forced to sell

some of the family property in order for him to stay at Athens.47

His
family had fallsn upon evil days, but they s3till had their country asstates
and the money for schoolmasters' fees; his maternal uncle presemnted public
shows (Or. I,4-5). Eunapius spent five years in Athens, about the usual

48

period of training for a sophistic career, and his financial resources

were still adequate for him to comsider going to Egypt (493).

It is true that in describing his arrival at Athens, Bunapius contrasts
himself unfairly with the other freshmen in regerd to physical strength and
wealth. If Bunapius was pc¢or, it would only have beem in comparison with

the jeunesse doréde, and rart of the reason for his saying that he was 'in

a pitiable state! (485) is that he was very ill upor arrival at the Piraeus.
He will not have beer as poverty-stricken as Prohseresius and Hephaestion
when they were students at Athens: because they had to share one cloak

and one mantle and three or four rugs, one of them stayed in bed while the

other went out (487).

Eunapius' concept of poverty must be seen in its true context. He
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describes the house of Julian the Sophist at Athens as 'poor and humble'.
However, Julian could afford to decorate it with statues of his favourite
pupils and dbecause of the dangerous feuds of the time, he had a theatre

of polished marble built inside it so that he could teach in safety (483).%7
The case of Aedesius is also instructive. Since he came from a family

which was better favoured with blood than with wealth, his father sent him
from Cappadocia to Athens so that Aedesius could learn a lucrative profession.
At first, Aedesius' father disapproved of his studying philosophy, which

wes leas profitable tkan rhetoric, but Aedesius convinced him of the value
of it and returned to full time study (461). It is no surprise to learn
that Aedesius owned at least one slave (464) and that he had property in

Cappadocia which he entrusted to Eustathius when he settled in Pergamon (465).

In general, the evidence from the period supports the conclusion that
higher education was possible only for the upper and middle classes, with

the lower limit being the decurions.so

Indeed, it would be very difficult
for a poor boy to progress as far as the tertiary rhetoricel stage, for,
unlike the rhetoricsl, the primary and secondary stages were never subsidized
by the state. The fees at the secondary level were four or five times as

high as at the elementary.’|

Exceptional ability and ambition could overcome penury, but even
Probeeresius is said %o have been well born (487). Libanius would occasionally
give a remigsion of fees or even help to subsidize a needy pupi152 and he

was not unique in this.53

Themistius, for instence, disclaimed any financial
interest in his students (Or. XXIII,288-91), Unlike Libanius who had a
substantial private income,54 Prohaeresius seems to have depended upon his
salaery and his fees. Wwhen he was driven out of Athens by his rivals, he

was in severe financiel straits (488) and he may never have been able to
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afford to be as generous as Libanius. St. Augustine's father was a minor
decurion and had to save for some time in order to send his son to the
rhetor at Madaura. After his father's death, Augustine had to rely on the
help of a family friend, Patricius, to be able to study in Carthege.>?
Wealth was no less the norm in the first and second centuries A.D. Of

those sophists whose lives Philostratus writes, only three are known to have
come from a lower or middle class family: Secundus of Athens (Ph. 544),

Quirinus (Ph. 620), and Apollonius of Naucratis (Ph. 599-600).56

There is another source which sheds some light on Eunapius' economic
status, although strictly speaking, it pertains to the later part of his
life after his student days. 1In the dedication to ths medical randbook
which he gave Bunapius, Oribasius says that Bunapius wanted it for use when
travelling and Ker? jlf"( « From this it is péssible to infer that Eunapius
did a considerable amount of travelling and hence that he was not too
impecunjous. The menticn of the countryside is most naturally interpreted
as a reference to landed estates. Similarly, Oribasius once says that he
is including & particular remedy because it is easy to apply when one is
in the country and no doctors are at hand (III,38). Indeed, everything
which is knowr of Eunapius' actions, education, and style of life leads to

the supposition that he was, ir temms of the curial class, a man of means.
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II Education

Despite the little which Eunapius says about himself personally,
enough is known about his education to show that it was typical for the

reriod and for his profession. Moreover, the Lives of the Sovhists is one

of the more important sources for the academic life of late antiquity.

Eunapius would first have been taught the basics of reading'and
writing in a primary school or, if his parents were well-to—do, by a private
tutor who would usually be a slave.57 Normally, he would then have been
taught by a greammarian, but in speasking of Chrysanthius Eunapius says: ‘he
educated the author of this work from boyhood,....' (500). It would be
remarkable if a rhetor and philosopher of Chrysanthius' abilities (e.g. 504)
had performed the duties of a humble grammarian, although this might be
explained by the family connection between Chrysanthius end Eunapius. How-
ever, it is possible that the phrase é& muSo’; which Wright translates 'from
boyhood' has the 3snse 'from the end of boyhood! rather than 'from the
beginning of boyhood'.’C On this reading, Chrysanthius could have taught
Eunapius rhetoric for a year or two before he went to Athens. It would not
be unusual if Eunapius kad begun his rhetorical studies ir his early teens,59
and his claim to have memorized 'most of the works of the ancient writers!
(485) by the time he weant to Athens at the age of sixteen gives some added

support to this view.

Eunapius® claims about his mastery of clessical literature must be
treated with caution and placed in the context of the canon of authors
vhich were read in the fourth century. He displays a knowledge of the
following authors: Xenophon, Plutarch, Thucydides, Demosthenes, Lucian,

Aristophanes, BEupolis, Hesiod, and Pindar. Quotations from Plato and from
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the Iliad and Odyssey are very frequent. (For precise citations, see
Appendix I.) This list is not impressive, but it would be rash to assume
ignorance on the basis of silence;so Eunapius can scarcely have failed to
read Herodotus. History and biography offer somewhat less opportunity for
displaying familiarity with the classics than does epideictic oratory, and
moreover, Eunapius had an aversion to using quotations, at least at times.

He criticizes the sophists who contested with Prohaeresius because they

never said anything original; in this case they relied upon Aristeides (488).
Nor is it surprising that an atticist like Eunapius should have avoided citing

Herodotus (cf. below pp. 249 f£f.).

Eunapius was of course familiar with later Gresk litsrature., Aristeides

has been mentioned above and two of the most important stylistic influences

upon Eunapius were Philostratus and Herodian.61 The Histories were a

continuation of Dexippus' Chronica (frr. 1 and 8, and chpt.XIID). He knew
the writings both of the Neoplatonists Longinus, Porphyry, Plotinus,
Jamblichus, and Sopater and of recent and contemporary sophists like Libanius,

Diophantus, and Himerius.

In ﬁll this, there is no mertion of any Latin author: FEunapius is no
exception to the rule of exclusive Hellenism, Indeed, Claudian and Ammianus
Marcellinug are the only two Greeks from the fourth century who are known
to have read widely in both literatures and to have written major works in
their second language.62 Eunapius doubtless knew some Latin, but there is
no reason to think he was fluent. He was aware of the legal texts which
Innocentius, Chrysanthius' grandfather, had written in the Roman tongue (500).
The sarcastic tone of his comment that they are fine for those who are
interested in such things suggests that he did not read them himself,

Eunapius was generally hostile towards lawyers as his condemnation of the
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money-making parasites of Sosipatra‘'s school clearly shows (471), and
he would have had little cause and less desire to learn legal Latin.
His etymological digressions on.Roman institutions like the pontiffs
(Zosimus IV, 36 and Chpt. X) and the snippets of Republican history-

probably derive from Greek .sources like Dexippus (cf. fr. 1).

On this point, Bunapius bears comparison with Libanius who was also
ignorant of Latin.5? Libanius is even careful to correct the mistaken
idea held by some people that his great-grandfather was Italian because he
had composed a speech in Latin (0r. I,3). In the course of congratulating
Themistius on his entering the senate of Constantinople, Libanius tells
kim thet he had to have the letter translated which announced the adlection
(ep. 434). Since Bunapius, like Libanius, never served ir the army or the
Imperial bureaucracy, he had probably never even acquired much, if any,
spoken Latin,

Libanius is also a convenient standard by which to measure the

64 1ibanius knew the

breadth and depth of Sunapius' learning as a sophist.
principal authors thorouznly and had a full command of the traditional
material of poetry, oratory, history, the dramatists, and Plato, but his

range is limited. Pindar appears to be the only classical lyric post of

whom he has direct lmowledge, and this is probably confined to the Olympians;

Alexandrian poetry is ignored. Classical drama is well represented, but
there is little Menander and his mastery of the vocabulary of comedy, upon
which Eunapius remarks (496), seems to have been acquired from the lexicon.
History mesns Thucydides, Herodotus, and Xenophon; philosophy is Pythagoras,
Plato, and Socrates although Libanius is not unaware of Neoplatonism. His
knowledge of oratory is encyclopaedic, especially of Demosthenes, and he

was thoroughly familiar with the Second Sophistic, particularly Aristeides
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and Philostratus as well as Lucian and Dio Chrysostom. Libanius also did
his best to keep up with the writings of his contempories like Julian and
65

Thenistius.

Libanius may be taken as the standard of sophistic erudition, once
allowance is made for differences arising from the peculiar tastes of
individuasls. Bunapius was probably better acquainted with Neoplatonism,
Plutarch (gg. 454), and biography, especially the Succession (velow, chpt.
IV). Because Himerius chose to affect a poetic style, he is unusually
proficient in lyric. Claudian, too, is an example of this seme general kind

of erudition.66

The Athens to which Eunapius came in 361/2 may have presented a rather
desolate appearance. In 267 A.D., the Heruli captured Athens and destroyed
much of the lower city including the Agora with ita public buildings. The
original walls were abandoned and the defended area of the city shrank 10 a
small space to the north of the Acropolis. Stratigraphy shows that this
wall was begun soon after the sack by the Heruli and some work was still
being done on it in the last quarter of the third century. The extent of
the devastation is revealsd by the fragments of buildings from the Agora
which have been discovered in tkhe new fortification: the Temple of Ares,
the Metroon, the Middle Stoa, the Odeion of Agrippa, the Stoa of Attalus,
and the Library of Pantainos. Other unidentifiasble pieces probably came from
areas outside the Agora, although the Temple of Hephaistos survived to become
a Christian church. The ruined district remained uroccupied until a
rebuilding programme begen c. 400 - the same time as at Sardis (above, p. 4) -
for it was not until the beginning of the fifth century that the o0ld outer

circuit was made defensible again.67



20.

Set against this is the evidence from Eunapius, Libanius, Himerius,
and the Cappadocian Fathers for the lively 'university' life of the
middle fourth century. Nor had all the glories of pagan art and archi-
tecture passed from Athens. The Temple of Asclepius was probably not even
deconsecrated until shortly before the death in 485 of Proclus, the Head
of the Academy; he went there to pray for the recovery of Asclepigeneia
(vita Procli, 29).68 Similarly, Proclus' dream that Athena was coming to
live with him places the removal of the statue of Athena Parthenos from the

Parthenon at about the same time (Vita Procli, 30).69

Athens sometime between 395 and 40070

Synesius who visited

speaks of the proconsul's removal of
the pictures from the Stoa Poikile as if it were a recent event (epp. 54 and

136); they would have been there for Eunapius to enjoy.

Synesius' disparaging comments about Athens - it was now noteworthy
only for its honey (gg, 136) - should not be taken quite at face value.
Things mey have changed in the thirty years since Bunapius studied with
Prokasresius, and, moreover, Synesius had the misfortune to be in Atheans
after Alaric's invasion of Greece. Although Athens itself was spared
(zosimus, V,5,8 and V,6), the Acadeny was cutside the walls on the way to
Megara and it was not retuilt until the early years of the fifth century.71
Synesius' adverse judgements on Athens may not be unaffected by the rivalry
between that city and Alexardria where Synesi s had been a pupil of Hypatia;

the letters cited above show how much he resented Athenian academic anobbery.72

Eunapius' comment that Libanius 'resolved not to bury himself in s
small town [ Athens] and sink in the esteem of the world to that city's
level' (495) does not necessarily support Synesius' point of view. It moré
likely expresses Eunapius' reading of Libanius' motives than Eunapius' own

feelings. In any case, it does not so much reflect badly on the quality of



Athenian letters as emphasize the great drawing power of the new eastern
capital, Constantinople. Libanius himself says of this time that the high
point of an academic career was to be thought worthy of a professorial
chair at Athens and he was clearly proud of his short-lived tenure of the

post (Or. I,24-25). Libanius had other reasons, too, for wishing to leave

Athens since his rapid success had made serious enemies of his rivals

(or. 1,25).

Bunapius' account of his years in Athens, sketchy though it is,
includes some vivid anecdotes about academic life there in the mid-fourth
century. He begins with a iively description of his arrival at Athers in
the middle of the night. The captain of Eunapius' ship avoided the rival
press gangs of students who lay in wait for newcomers at the docks, and
took all the freshmen whom he had on board to Prohaeresius - who just
happened to be an o0ld friend of his. This great influx of new pupils

occasioned much rejoicing in Prohaseresius' household since at this time
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battles were fought to win even one or two recruits. Eunapius, however, was

too ill to participate: his companions had had to carry him to the city (485).

At this point, it is necessary to correct two errors made by the
transiator of the Loeb edition of the lLives. Eunepius was not accompanied
to Athens by members of his family - somewhat unlikely in any event - but
by other freshmen from Lydia. Wright renders the phrase ’n'o)\\o( Tves
%:N\ot Mrl xt’-voq ye d\’al':g n/orv’;xwr(-r as 'several other persoms, his
relatives' (485). This is a possible meaning, although KT ;:voc is
suspiciously redundant. That it is the wrong meaning is proved soon aftexr

. [4 ~ \
wvhen Eunapius refers to the same persons as ot Se\ o/uoeﬂveu K4t
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-] ’ ¢ “
€K Au&«c (486). Wright wrongly translates 7“0‘9"‘( a3 'relatives';

this meaning is not given in Liddell-Scott-Jones.

Secondly, Wright explaing the part played by the master of the ship
thus: ‘'Here the captain kidnaps them all [the frestmen] for Prohaeresius'.73
It is much more probable that these young men had arranged to study with
Prohaeresius before leaving home and that the captain was carrying out the
last part of his responsibility to see them safely to their journey's end.
The students came, like Bunapius, from Lydia which was one of Prohaeresius'
recruiting grownds (487/8)7* and it is not impossible thet the ship had
been specially chartered. Athens was the home port, the captain was a close
frisnd of Pronaeresiuvi, and there is no hint in Zurapiua' eccount of any

coercion or trickery.

In Bunapius' own case it is virtually certain that he came to Athens
intending to study with Prohaeresius and expected by him. When Eunapius
was near death, Prohaeresius grieved for hir although they had not yet seen
each other. For his part, Eunepius feared that he would perish without
having seen either Athens or Prohaeresius (486)., This interpretation is
corroborated by Libanius who had arranged beforehand to enrol with Epiphanius,
as befitted a Syrian. However, Libanius lacked the protection which

rohaeresius provided for Zunapius and his friends and he was captured by
Diophantus! students. Ee was kept under lock and key until he swore the
oath to Diophantus, despite his own efforts and those of his would-be
teacher. The words in which Libanius describes this state of affairs,

& roc@wh‘“ /w.:v 5;;03 ,’m(aou Sc: :‘u‘a frefo;ucveg ’show that there must
have been a prior arrangement with Epiphanius (Or. I,16):75 (Libanius® own
methods of recruitment were more subtle, but no less earnest; his vast

network of correspondence was put to good use soliciting pupils.)76
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After enrolment came initiation. Because of the poor state of
Eunapius' health, Prohaeresius entrusted Eunapius to his strongest and
most distinguished students. They administered the ritual scrubbing at
the baths, but spared him the usual horseplay and teasing. In fragment 28,
Olympiodorus provides a fuller description of the ceremony as it was in the
fifth century, probably little changed from the fourth. The freshman was
taken to the baths by a group of his seniors; another group on the inside
denied them entry until they had proved themselves by dint of much pushking
and shouting. This will explain Prohaeresius' choice of muscular pupils
to protect Eunapius. Once they gained entry, the candidate wes bathed and
then allowed to wear the student gown. Eunapius may still have been too
ill to partake of the bangquet which habitually followsd the ceremony ai

7

the baths -~ and for which the freshman appears to have paid. He makes

no mention of it.

Prohaeresius' solicitude for the miling Eunapius exemplifies an
important feature of the educatiorel iife of antiquity and omne which is
significant for understanding the feeling with which many of Eunapius' lives
were written. This is the reciprocal affection and duty which was supposed
to exist, and often did, between the teacher and his pupils. The care
which Prohaeresius showed for Eunapius finds a parallel, perhaps deliberately
drawn, at the end of the Lives. Eunapius looked after Chrysanthius in his
old age and once, when he was presemnt at his teachef's request, saved him
from being bled too much. When the doctors eluded Eunapius the following
year, Chrysanthius died as a result of excessive blood loss despite the

best efforts of Oribasius to revive him (505).78

Two other examples of this paternal concern are worth noting.

Eunapius tells how when Porphyry was overcome with disgust at being human,
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he vent into retreat at Lilybaeum in Sicily. He would have died of
starvation if Plotinus had not kept an eye on his whereabouts. Plotinus
hastened to Sicily and restored Porphyry in body and soul when he was on
the point of death (456). Funapius' story differs significantly in

detail from what Porphyry says in his Life of Plotinus (XI.113),79 but

both versions are equally illustrative of this relationship. Finslly, in
the Life of Isidore (Epit. Phot. 152), Proclus is said to have feared for

Marinus because of the weakness of his body.80

The health of his pupils was not the only extra-curricular interesf
which the teacher had in them, although in Eunapius' Lives it is the most
obvious. Cne exampls in the Lives of the opporiunities which an important
teacher had to exert patronage is the case of Eusebius 12. Prohaeresius
80 impressed the Romans that they later asked him to send them one of his
own pupils. He chose Eusebius 12 because his character seemed suitable to

Roman society: he knew how %o be obsequious and flattering to great mer (493).

However, to get a view of the full range of a sophist's activiiies in
behalf of his students, it is necessary to turn to the correspondence of
Libanius. His profession figures in some seven hundred letters of which
about five hundred, a third of the surviving total, are written to his
pupils, their parents, or ito obtain favours or advancement for them.e1
Libenius had heavy ‘'parental' responsibilities because many of his charges
came from outside Antioch, a surprisingly high percentage being orphans,82
and some were only eleven or twelve years of age.83 Libanius! easy attitude

towards fees has been noted above (p.34) and invariably he took the part

of his pupils and tried to minimize their misdemeanours in the eyes of their

84

parents. He advised on the choice of a career, not always persuading them

to do as he thought they should. Affection was not the only reason for
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attempting to promote their professional success; the lustre of the
proteges reflected upon the master.85 Perhaps the most important are the
letters of recommendation and intercession: whenever possible he sends
recent pupils to '0ld boys' who have done well and draws heavily upon this
common bond between them.86 To take but one correspondent, sixty percent
of Libanius® letters to his contemporary Themistius (twenty-four of forfy)
contain a request for a third party, although not all of them were former

students.

Even if Eunapius says little about his own activities at Athens, he
tells three important anecdotes about Prohaeresius. Prohaeresius was the
city's greatest rhetorician and, despite being eighty-seven years old when
Eunapius first met him, he was still so vigorous in mind and body that
Bunapius regarded him as a divine being, both ageless and immortal.(485).
Although Prohaeresius' intelliectual pedigree is much shorter than that of
Chrysanthius(below, D. 30), Eunapius furnishes evidence of his ability.
Originally from Armenia, ha studied first under Ulpian, the foremost teacher
of rhetoric at Antioch (487), and then came to Athens where he was taught
by Juliarn, a contemporarjof Aedesius and the greatest Athenian sophist of

the day (482).

Euhapius narrates two parallel incidents which are intended to give
credence to his claims about the rhetorical prowess of Prohaeresius and, of
course, Eunapius enjoys the reflected glory. These are also good illustrations
of the eristic aspect of late rhetoric as manifested in the factional feuds

87

of students and their teachers, as well as of the control which the

proconsul of Achaea exercized over education at Athens.

-~



The pupils of Apsines, the rival of Julian, defeated Prohaeresius
and his comrades in a fight and then charged them before the proconsul.
At the climax of a trial during which the proconsul rigorously prevented
any breech of Roman legal procedure, Prohaeresius made a magnificant speech
and won their acquittal (483-4). Years later on the death of Julian, there

89

was a contest to select his successor. Prohaeresius' opponents combined
against him, bribed the proconsul, and drove him out of Athens. However, a
younger and more favourable proconsul was appointed and, with the emperor's
permission, Prohaeresius returned to Athens and routed his rivals by a
brilliant display of invention and memory. The proconsul himself acted as

the moderator (489).

Prohaeresius also received the signal honour of being summoned to
Gaul by the emperor Constans who féted him there and then sent him on to
Rome. The Romaﬁs were‘so impressed that they set up a life size bronze
statue in his honour and inscribed it: H BAZIAEYOYZ A FJLMH
TON BALIAEYONTA TN AOTUUN (492). He is, in fact, the only
fourth century Athenian sophist who is known to have had a statue erected
to him - as against three from the fifth century: Plutarch, Lachares, and

Philtatius.go

Eunapius says that in the time of Julian the Sophist the antagoni=m
between Town and Gown was 80 great that it was not safe for the teachers
to lecture in public and so they taught in their own houses, even con-
structing small theatres for the purpose (483) (above p. 14). However,
Eunapius sets this conflict firmly in the past and the situation had doudt-
less improved by his own time. He does tell how the defeated rivals of
Prohaeresius tried once more to overthrow him by bribing certain of the

more powerful citizens, but without success (490). Eunapius probably has

26.
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in mind the prominent members of the city council, for the council was

often entrusted with choosing the salaried sophists and had powers of

N although in the fourth century the proconsul frequently

92

dismissal as well,
took the initiative. Here it may be the influence of the local magnates

with the proconsul which is important.

There are many examples to be found outside Eunapius' Lives of
contention and violence in fourth century sophistry of which only a few
need be given here.’” Himerius was knifed (Or. IXIX) and once addressed a
reproving speech to those students who were more given to skirmishing than
to studying (Or. LXV). The attitude of the participanis is exemplified by
Libanius who at one time looked forward with great slee to distinguishing
himself in fighting and kidnapping. As it happened, Libanius was so angered
by being kidnapped himself that he refused to support Diophantus' faction
and was thus saved frem ruining his educational future (Or. I,19-22).
Nevertheless, Libanius'! tsaching career was marked by a series of confron-
tations with rival sophists. Eunapius records that the Palestinian sophist,
Acacius 6, overthrew the supremacy of Libanius by demonstrating that he was
the better speaker (497). Acacius taugh® in Antioch until the summer of
360 when he went back to Palestine for a festival and stayed cn; presumably
the quarrel occurred not long before then (ep. 274). Yet Libarius and
Acacius seem to have become reconciled and to have remained on fairly good
terms, to judge by the letters which they exchanged (e.g. ep. 1284).
Libanius, for instance, recommends Paeanius to Acacius when he goes to

Palestine in 364 to begin practice as an advocate (ep. 1306).

His quarrels were not always so amicable. ILibanius' conflict with one
of the official sophists in Constantinople, Bemarchius, reveals the sort of

dangers which Prohaeresius may have faced when he was forced into exile.
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Bemarchius enlisted the aid of other discomfited sophists and took
advantage of the riots of A.D. 342 (between the Arian Macedonius and the
orthodox Paulus over the succession to the patriarchate of Constantinople)

to have Libanius imprisoned on a charge of magic.94

The proconsul
Alexander who had been wounded in the disturbances was replaced by Limenius,
a partisan of Bemarchius' faction. Although Libanius was protected by his
rank, his copyist was tortured. Libanius considered himself fortunate to
escape with his life to an official appointment at Nicaea, and shortly
thereafter to Nicomedeia. Limenius even attempted to thwart Libanius in

this (Or. I,37-50).

Eunapius gives a few more details about his own activities in Athenms.
He did not confine himself to the teaching of Prohaeresius, for he knew
Prohaeresius' rival, Diophentus, and often heard him give public declamations.
Eunapius thought him vasily irferior to Prohaeresius and considered that
his speeches were not worthy of being quoted. Equally, Eunapius frequently
listened to lectures by Sopolis who strove valiantly to reproduce the style
of the ancients and seldom succeeded (494). 1Indeed, Eunapius would have
been forced to attend other sophists than Prohaeresius since he was in
Athens during the period when Julien's edict against Christian teachers
(c.Th. XIII,3,5) was in force and Prohaeresius refused the special exemptiom

vhich Julian was preparéd to grant him.95

In any case it was normal
practice, as Libanius says (Or. I,16), to attend the public lectures of the
other official sophists and not just those of the one to whom the student

owed his allegiance.g6

It was probably during his stay in Athens that Eunapius became
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acquainted with the sophist Tuscianus, a contemporary of Prohaeresius and
the source of several anecdotes (484), and with the sophist and painter
Hilarius whom he compares to Buphranor (482). His initiation into the
Eleusinian Mysteries likely took place when he was a student. The ceremony
wvas performed by the same hierophant who had initiated Julian the Apostate
and whom Eunapius heard prophesy the end of his priestly office and the
destruction of the temples of Greece (475-6). It was during his youth
(ve'o< :s’n ) that Eunapius met Maximus of Ephesus (473) who was the most
notorious theurgist of his day and a dominating influence on Julian. Maximus,
however, is not known to have been in Athens at this time and the meeting
could have taken place either before or after. The term.Vé;c is applied to
young men up to the age of at least thirty97 and Maximus end Chrysanthius

vere close associates {cf. 474, 476/7, and 500/501).

At the end of five years in Athens, Eunapius wanted to go to Egypt
(below, p. 34), but his parents insisted that he return to Lydia and he
complied. He bvecame a sophist as everyone was urging him to do (493) and
spent the mornings teaching rhetoric to his own pupils (503). It was
normal for the school dey to begin early and to end at roon unless the

sophist was over-burdened with pupils and individual tuition.98

In the
afternoon, Eunapius weant to Chrysanthius for instruction in religion and
philosophy (503). This would have been Neoplatonic philosophy end probably
Bunapius®! first real study of it, for he says that although he was taught
by Chrysanthius from boyhood, even in his twentieth year99 he was scarcely
thaught worthy of initiation into the truer doctrines of the philosophy of
Iamblichus (461). Serious philosophy, like medicine and law, was a subject

studied at the 'graduate! 13791100 and Eunapius is following accepted
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practice. In addition to religion and philosophy, Chrysanthius may have
taught Eunapius theurgy and divination, for he had assisted Maximus of
Ephesus in teaching theurgy to Julian the Apostate (475). Eunapius'
reticence about himself in this regard is understandable in view of the

frequent persecutions for magic.101

Whatever Eunapius' own merits as a student, his intellectual pedigree
was of the highest quality. Chrysanthius had studied at Pergamon under
Aedesius who had himself been taught by Iamblichus (458). Iamblichus was
the pupil first of Anatolius who ranked next to Porphyry, then of Porphyry
himself. E.~I. Marrou has a warning about the lack of biographical information
on Iamblichus, and says that Eunapius' statement TTOPLOu/oL'c:a Tr/a0¢'e6:{
é)arré§ (458) need not mean a personal attendance upon Porphyry, tut
only a study of his books.102 He is surely being over-cautious. Porphyry
first studied with Longinus and then went to Rome where he became the disciple
of Plotinus (456). Granted that it does not reveal how competent a philo-
sopher Eunapius actually was, the fact of his being in the direct line of

succession from Plotinns cannot be dismissad es irrelevante.

Eere it will be convenient to treat briefly the relationship between
philosophers and sorhists in the fourth century. The conflict between
rhetoric and philosophy in the classical period is femiliar in the persons
of the two great protagonists, Isocrates and Plato. The subsequent course

105 From the time

of this conflict has been deftly traced by H.-I. Marrou.
of Aristotle, philosopkers accepted rhetoric as a useful technique and a
propaedeutic study: the Stoics even made it an integral part of their logic.
But rhetoric triumphed in an insidious fashion as Hellenistic philosophers

adopted the techniques and forms of the rival profession and themselves
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became rhetors as well. Philostratus, for instance, begins his Lives with
accounts of those men who were really philosophers, but seemed to be

sophists (Ph. 484).

This state of affairs continued. During the Second Sophistic, there
still remained some elements of the rivalry.1o4 Philostratus was a sophist
and his Lives, with the exception of the introductory section, deals purely
with sophists. Aelius Aristeides took up the cudgels again with Plato in

105

his oration, To Plato: In Defence of Oratory. By the time of Eumapius

and Libanius, the distinction between philosophers and sophists was still

to be found, but faced with the challenge from Latin, law, and Christianity,

philosophers and sophists had become allies in thas cause of Hellenism.106

Libanius himself maintained this distinction, although he was far from

ignorant of philosophy.1o7

His methods of thinking and expression are
different from those of a philosopher like Symnesius: the iatter, for example,
wrote a political allegcry, the Aegyptii, while Libanius seldom used this
techhique.’o8 At times in Libanius, the term philcsopher takes on a meaning
akin to that given it by contemporary Christian writers: 'a highly moral

103 Yet the word still retains its academic

and self-controlled person'.
meaning and in one letter to Themistius, Libanius even seems to admit the
superiority of philosophy over rhetoric. He writes to Themistius to tell

him that he is pleased that Juliarus 15 is leaving him to study with

Themistius, for Themistius, being a philosopher, has more to offer educationslly
(ep. 667). Themistius had himself been well-trained in grammar and rhetoric' 1©
and Libanius several times praises his eloquence. In a letter to Andronicus 3,
Libanius says that Themistius could tame the Scyths by speaking, although

this may also be an ironic jibe at Themistius' policy of appeasing the

1
).11

barbarians (ep. 515 In letter 368, Libanius congratulates Themistius



on his embassy to Rome and says that Telemachus was not more like his
father than Themistius' speeches are like Demosthenes'; high praise indeed,

given that Demosthenes was Libanius' chief model and object of study.112

A similar picture of the rhetorical training of philosophers emerges
from Funapius' lLives. Eunapius, it will be remembered, studied both
rhetoric and philosophy and taught the former (503). Chrysanthius was an
adept sophist as well as a philosopher and theurgist (502). When Chrysanthius
was still a youth - but doubtless after the grammatical stage - he weant to
study with Aedesius, reading first Plato and Aristotle and then turning to
every other school of philosophy. Apparently he leerned rhetoric at the
ssme time and this may heave bsen in part a survival of an earlier practice
whereby certain branches of philosophy were propaedeutic to rhetoric.113 |
Finally, Chrysanthius devoted himself to comprehending the nature of the gods

and the wisdom of Pythagoras and Apollonius of Tyana, and became an adept in

every branch of divimation (500).

By contrast, Bunapius finds it remarkable that Chrysanthius' son
possessed great oracular nowers despite never having learned either verse
composition or grammar; BEunepius attributes this untaught ability to his
'kinship and affinity with the gods' (504). After his first ipprisonment,
Maximus tried to re~establish himself by giving public declamations, but he
lacked the natural gifts and enjoyed little success until he returned to
lecturing on philosophical subjects (480). Epiphanius, Diophantus, and
Sopolis (493-4) all appear to have been sophists without fhilosophic pre-

tensions; Prohaeresius may have been different.

Prohaeresius wes certainly a sophist and there is no indication that
he taught philosophy. However, Eunapius stresses his ascetic way of life,

the most notable example being his feats of endurance during the Gallic
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winter (492). Prohaeresius may have been continuing the tradition of his
predecessor, Julian, whose house Eunapius thought to be 'poor and humble!
(483) - although this is a relative rather then an absolute definition of
poverty (above, p.14). In general, he possessed the self-control required
of & philosopher although the nearly simultaneous death of his two
daughters shook him so badly that he needed the help of his friend Milesius

to recall him to reason (-n;v ,\otw,.oﬂ) (493).

The combination of the two professions continued in the fifth century.
Proclus began his education with the grammarian Orion and then took up his
father's profession of law. He was also studying rhetoric with Leonas and
only becams interested in vhilosophy in the course of a trip to Constantinople.
He had accompanied Leonas there so as not to interrupt his rhetorical studies

(Vita Procli, 8 and 9). Syrianus, Proclus' predecessor, has left rhetorical

writings and Damascius, the iast Head of the Academy, taught as a sophist
at Athens. In these cases, the cause may well be economic since there were
at that time only three chairs of philosophy: &at Athens, Alexandria, and

Constantinople,114

Equally in the time of Eunapius, philosophy was not the
most financially rewarding of professions. Aedesius' fether wes very dis-
Pleased when he learned thet his son had passed up the chance for a more
lucrative career (461). Many of Sosipatra's pupils failed to observe the
philosopherts disdain for gold and practised in the law courts, thus earning

Eunapius!' utter contempt (471).
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III ¢ Jatrosophistry

It has been mentioned above that Eunapius was planning to go to
Egypt after his five ysars of rhetorical studies in Athens (493). Eunapius
does not say why he desired to do this, but three reasons besides tourism
are worth considering. The first, ihat he wished to further his rhetorical
education, is not very likely since he had completed the usual length of

time and Athens was the pre—eminent centre for this field.

The second is that Eunapius wanted to study philosophy and religion
and this could well have supplied part of the motivation. Eunapius does say
that Alexandria was an important religious centre because of the Serapeum;
the philosophical reason is more doubtful since Neoplatonism does not appeer

to have been taught much at Alexandria in the fourth century.115

He might
have desired to meet Antonius,the priest-philosopher son of Sosipatra, who
dwelt at Canobus and was frequently visited by those who came to worship at
the Serapeun. Yet Eunapius could not have learmed from him what Chrysanthius
taught, for Antoninus, as Eunapius says, respected the imperial laws against
megic. He eschewed theurgy and wonder-working and refused to answer

questions about things divine, although he would propound Plato at length

(471-2).

The third possibility remains: that Eunapius intended to study
medicine at Alexandria. Eunapius was & iatrosophist end his interest in and
knowledge of medicine is undisputed (below, PR 40 ff.). Hence it is quite
possible that he wanted to become a proper doctor. The fact that everyone
was urging him to become a sophist suggests that he had another career in
mind, perhape medicine. From the Hellenistic period through late antiquity,

Alexandria was noted for its medical sc:hool."6 Ammienus says that it is
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gufficient testimony of a doctor's ability for him to say that he was

trained at Alexandria (XXII,16,18). It is even possible to speculate upon
the person with whom Eunapius might have studied. This is the iatrosophist
Magnus 7 who is known to have taught in Egypt at least from 364 to 388'1
and of whom Eunapius writes a short 1ife (497 f. and below, pp. 37 ffe)e

Because of the neglect of the subject of iatrosophistry and the bad

fame often attached to it,118

it is necessary to deal with Bunapius' pre-
decessors and contemporaries in order to place him and iatrosophistry in
their proper perspective. There were also iatrophilosophers, but given the
way in which the subjects of Bunapius' biographies combined rhetoric and
philosophy, iatrosophistry end iatrophilosophy may be regarded as the scme

phenomenon.

The connection with medicine can be traced back to the beginnings of
Greek philosophy: it need not be done here. In general, it may be said that
from Hippocrates to Galen and beyond, doctors were not content to be mere
technicians, but wished to be regarded as partaking of the common humanistic
culture: to be cultivated men educated in the classics, able to speak likse

119

a rhetor and dispute liks & philosopher. As a prelude, it will be useful

to outline the ideas of two men: Plutarch and Galen.

Fhilosopher andtc-ravner, Plutarch wrote a dialogue, De Tuenda
120

Sanitate Praecepta, in which he gives rules for healthful living. The
preface consists of a conversation between two philosophers, Zeuxippus and
Moschion, who oppose the idea of Glaucus, a physician, who said that philo-
sophers ought not to study medicine bscause the two subjects are utterly
remote (122C). The philosophers maintain that medicine, besides being useful
for keeping healthy, is as important a member of the liberal arts as geometry,

dialectic, or music. Philosophers should study all honourable subjects



together, and in their discussions aim at the pleasant and the essential

(1220 £.).

Galen is perhaps the best example of the polymathic learning of the
Second Sophistic. He not only knew about but also wrote on the three
subjects of medicine, philosophy, and rhetoric.121 His rhetorical works
were philosophical, but he did give public anatomical displays and it
would not be straining the terminology too far to call him a iatrosophist.
Indeed, his first teacher in medicine, Saturos, was a iatrosophist, for he
can be identified with the Saturos who treated Aelius Aristides in Pergamon

and was depicted by him as a worthy sophist.122

Galen's ideas or the connection between philosovhy and medicine are
expressed in his essay: 'The Best Doctor is also a Philosopher."z3 His
point of view, not unexpectedly, is the reverse image of Plutarch's: that

is he discusses the value of philosophy to medicine and doctors, rather then
the value of medicine to philosophy and philosophers. In brief, doctors

need to be philosophers in order to learn their art and to practise it (p.51).
Logical training ard knowledge of science are necessary if they are to
understand anatomy and the aetiology, diagnosis, and treetment of disease.
They must have the moral strength of the philosorher to be able to resist
lust, avarice, and luxurious living, and hence have the strength and time

both to practise medicine and to increase medical knowledge through research.

Only by being such a physician can one live up to the example of Hippocrates.

Other examples of this combination of professions have been collected

124

by M.N. Tod. Ortesinus of Rome was a philosopher and doctor (I.G. XIV,1900),

as was Asclepiades of Prusa in Bithynia (ibid., 1142) who came to Rome in

125

the first century B.C. Heraclitus of Rhodiapolis in Lydia, Rhodiapolite,

Rhodian, and priest of Asclepius, was honoured by the council, people, and
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gerusia of his city during the Imperial period. In the inscription

(1.¢.R. I11,733), he is said to have excelled as doctor, poet, historian,
and philosopher. Another important example from this period is an Athenian
by the name of Serapion. A member of the 0ld and notable family, the
Statii of Chollidese, he was a poet and philosopher with at least some

interest in medicine: his poem, carmen de officiis medici moralibus, is

engraved upon his monument. He was a contemporary of Plutarch and it was
to him that Plutarch dedicated his dialogue on the epsilon at Delphi.126
There is also Sextus Empiricus who combined sceptical philosophy and medicine;
his date is uncertain, but he probably lived some time between Galen and

Diogenes Laertius, about A.D. 200.127

Having dealt with the antecedents, it is now time to turn to the
evidence given by Eunapius in the lives. He has biographies of one teacher,
Zeno of Cyprus, and three of his pupils. These three are well selected, for
each of them specialized in a different area and thus it is possible to
gain an idea of the range of activity pursued within fourth century medicizne.
Ionicus specialized ir clinical medicine, Magnus in rhetoric and teaching,

and Oribasius in philosorhy and academics.

Eunapius devotes orly a paragraph to Zenc (497), and there is no other
mention of him in ancient sources. He lived only until the time of Julian
the Sophist (c. 340?) and thus is not identical with the Zeno of Alexandria
to whom Julian the Apostate wrote128 and whom he reinstated there.129
Eunapius' Zeno had trained himself in both oratory and medicine and he estab-

lished a celebrated school. Some pupils took up one profession, some both,

but in any case they prospered.

Eunapius has more to say about his well known pupil, Magnus (49’7-8).130



He was a native of that Antioch which lay beyond the Euphrates and was
called Nigibis in Eunapius' time. He gave added force to his rhetoric by
quoting Aristotle, but he was said to be less able as a healer than as an
orator. Possessed of great powers of persuasion, he used to coavince
those who had been cured by other doctors that they were still sick. Yet
he was a sericus and successful teacher, for he was specially assigned a
public school at Alexandria where he taught both medicine and rhetoric;
his pupils never failed to acquire either the power of fluent speech or

the ability to do something practical.

Nor is one iotally dependent upon the testimony of Eunapius.
Prilostorgius approved of him and mentions his teaching in Alezandris
during a brief discussion of physicians (H.E. VIII,10). Libanius wrote to
him in 388 and this letter (843) confirms his paganism. Libanius mentions
him in an interesting letter (1208) written to Marius, the governor of

131 132 After

Phoenice whom he begs to employ his former pupil, Chrysogonus.
studying rhetoric with Libanius at Antioch, he had gone to Alexandria in

the hope of studying medicine with Magnus, but he was not accepted. (One

of Libanius' pupils wko was suoccessful in his medical career was Olympius 4;
he practised at the Imperial court.) This letter shows that rhetoric was
thought to be propaedeutic not only for such subjects as law, but also for
medicines It also confirms Bunapius' statement that Hagnus ran a serious
medical school and one which cannot have been too short of pupils.
Certainly he did not need to take one of Libarius' hard-to-place products.
Theophilus (de urin. proem. 5) says that Magnus was the author of a medical
work, the TT&;( o:a;mt', and his epigram on Galen su::v:i.ves.133 Palladas wrote
an epigram on his death in which he says that now Magnus has come to the
134

Underworld, Hades fears that he will revive the dead. Given the rest of
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the evidence about Magnus, this is probably said with at least a grain

of sincerity.

Ionicus is known only from Eunapius (499). A native of Sardis and
the son of a distinguished doctor, Ionicus excelled in both the theory and
practice of medicine and even carried out researches. In addition, he was
well-versed in philosophy, oratory, rhetoric, and poetry. He throws an
interesting sidelight on the topic of divination, for Eunapius says that he
was competent in both kinds of it. The one is the ability to diagnose
disease; the other is the mystical type. That Ionicus was adept at the
second type should not impugn his medical science since he seems not to
have used it for healing purposes. Even if he 4id one should remember that

Galen sometimes prescribed on the authority of dreams.135

Oribasius is the most noteworthy of Zepo's students. Born of good
femily in Pergamon, he was coeval with Magnus whom he even outstripped at
rhetoric (498 f.).136 He had also mastered philosophy, for Eunapius says
that genuine philosophers could converse with and learn frcm him, Noxr did
he neglect clinical medicine in which he attained the first rank. Wwhen
exiled, he owed much of his success among the barbariens to his medical skill,
and he was the personal physician of Julian the Apostate. Although one must
allow for the bias of 2 friend and admirer in Bunapius' account, the list
of his works, some of whickr survive, is impressive and he would have been
at least learned. Among others, he compiled a synopsis of the works of

Galen, the multi-volumed Collectiones Medicae, and the handbooks for Eunapius

\
and his own son, Eustathius. Non-medicel books included a treatise mfl
137

/
@grckeuu and the memoirs which Eunapius used as a source for his Histories.
The account of Zeno's pupils ends with Theon 2. Eunapius says only that he

gained a great reputation in Gaul (499).
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Eunapius himself was a iatrosophist, although his medical competence
was not of such a high degree as that of Zeno's pupils. He does not say
when or from whom he learned medicine and he may have been largely self-
taught; there is no evidence that either Chrysanthius or Prohaeresius knew
eny. Although Eunapius hed a smattering of mathematics and physics,'
this was prodably, as in the case of Magnus, for use in speech-making. The
two bleedings of Chrysanthius are the only direct evidence in Eunapius' own
works for his medical ability (505). On the first occasion, Eunapius was
present at Chrysenthius' request, and when he saw that too much blood was
being teken, he ordered a halt since 0ode .. :;lru,oo( %\v ,L«Tfu(ﬁ( o TdUT&
‘fIQun’. On the second occasion when Eunapius was not present, too much
blood was drawn off and Chrysanthius died. Eunapius did not do ihs bleedinz
himself and he deferred to Oribasius in the attempt to restore Chrysanthius,

which suggests that his abilities were not quite up to professional standards.

Bunapius' Xind of iatrosophistry is clarified somewhat by the dedi-
cation which Oribesius wrote for the handbook which he gave hi .139 Eunapius
had requested Oribasius to give him the instructions for some simple
remedies for use whea travelling or in the country. Oribasius, bowever,
says that he has given him more than that since Eunapius is much better than
the average amateur doctor, having acquired not only some techniques, but
some medical theory as well. Hence he includes information on bleeding,
cupping, cathartics, and compound prescriptions. He adds that one of the
more important uses of Eunapius' medical knowledge will be his ability to
choose a good doctor, scarce in these degenerate times. There are many
*barber—surgeons' about who pretend to be real doctors, but know only such
crude techniques as blood-letting. If this passage was written after the

death of Chrysanthius, the implication is plain; if before, it is ironically
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prophetic.

The Euporista is written in four books. The first deals with diet

and regime from infancy through old age; the second covers materia medica.
Book III is concerned with various diseases and the application of the

drugs discussed in Book II. The last book outlines the diagnosis and treat-
ment of diseases, proceeding in an orderly fashion from the head downwards.
Oribasius concludes with an appendix which gives the formulae for the simple

drugs which he has mentioned above.

Several times in the Buporista, Oribasius addresses Eunapius and
these apostrophes are valuable indications of the extent of Eunapius' medical
competence. In tha prosm, Cribasius says that he is only prescrivping thoss
treatments which can be effected without medical instruments, although in
IV,36, he recommends syringing the ear with oil as a way to extract water.
At 1,9, Oribasius states that Eunapius will now know as much as most doctors
about evacuations, admittedly not one of the more difficult areas of medical
practice. The proem to Book IIT says that its purpose is to deal with acute
ceses which cannot safeiy await the arrival of a doctor and with diseases
which it is easy to cure without the help of a doctor. In the chapter on
quotidian fevers (III,5), Oribasius tells Eunapius that a skilled physician
would track the progress of the disease by examining the urine and especially
by taking the pulse, but that it is enough for Eunapius to recognize ihe
crisis by observing that the paroxysms have the same duration and symptoms.

Obviously Bunapius possessed little technical expertise.

The chapter on theriac bears oui this impression (III,73). Theriac
was used as an antidote for venomous bites and poisons. Oribasius, after
stressing how difficult it is to prepare - even physicians themselves do

not easily attain the requisite degree of experience - says thet he does nof
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think it necessary to give Eunapius the formula. However, Eunapius is said
to be very familiar with the use of theriac and to know good theriac from
bad; he obtains his from Oribasius and those who prepare it in a similar
fashion. This recalls Oribasius' statement in the dedication about Bunapius
being able to choose a good doctor. Oribasius is always careful to point
out to Eunapius the limits of his abilities, for example with regard to
diseases of the eye (IV,14), and he concludes Book IV with an emphatic
chapter on the importance of getting a doctor during the early stages of an
illness.

The Euporista is in the majin remarkably free from superstitious

practices, although at least three remedies would fall into this category.
Oribasius recommends hanging a strangled viper around the neck to relieve a
gore throat (IV,71) and placing a jasper smulet on the thigh in cases of
difficult childbirth (IV,113). The only extreme example is a remedy for
colic. Wolf dung should be put in a deer skin tied up with a cord mede from
the wool of a sheep killed by a wolf. The prescription is then applied to

the leins (IV,8%).

Eunapius' general interest in the subject is shown by his attention
to medical detail and his frequeant use of medical imagery in the lLives and

Histories. A few exemples will suffice. There are the descriptions of his

own illness at Athens (485-6), and, of course, the death of Chrysanthius
(505). Although Eunapius has few details sbout Epiphanius, who died long
before his stay in Athens, he takes the care to relate that both he and his
wife died of blood-poisoning (494). His account of Eimerius is very brief
but notes that he died of epilepsy which attacked him in his old age (494).

In the Histories, there is the description of the cause and course of e

plague which wiped out a barbarien town (fr. 54), and a mention of the danger
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to Julian's troops at Ctesiphon from a surfeit of provisions (fr. 22,3).

The death of Julian was felt less keenly than it might have been because

the army was afraid of what would happen next in the war: as doctors say,

a greater pain drives out a lesser (fr. 23). Eunapius also had a remarkable
interest in drunkenness and alcoholism: Subarmachius was always drunk, but
because of his youth he was able to stay on his feet (fr. 77 and ¢f. frr. 60,

70, 76, 18, and 84).

Iatrosophistry was by no means the preserve of superstitious pagans.
The mid-fourth century funerary inscription of the Christian C. Calpurnius
Collego Macedo describes him as an able orator, philosopher, and archiatrus.
The inscription to his son reveals that he followed the example of his
father. W.M. Ramsay conjectures that they were the [adeptable] descendants
of a local priestly family maintaining traditions of medical knowledge and

140

the liberal arts. They were decurions of Antioch in Pisidia. A good

knowledge of medicine was one of St. Basil's intellectual accom.plishments.m1

From this survey, it should be clear that there is little reason to
doubt that Eunapius and the iatrosophists whom he portrays were serious and
honest in their knowledge and practice of medicine. They were following in
the tradition of Gelen and certainly cannot be dismissed as 'absurd

charlatans'.142

Medical terminology and imagery were common literary devices of the
period. Claudian compares Eutropius to an ulcer requiring treatment by the

knife and cautery (Butr. ii,14 f.); Alaric is likened to an ulcer which
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needs delicate handling (Get. 120 f. Similarly, Prudentius, Jerome,

144 as does Libanius.145 Other

and Paulinus of Nola use medical vocabulary,
people had actuslly mastered something of the science. Marcellus 7, who

vas magister officiorum (East) in 394-5, wrote a book de medicamentis




sometime after 401. It is known from the preface of this book that
Eutropius 2, historian, praetorian prefect (380-1), and consul (387), was
interested in medicine, and that Siburius 1, praetorian prefect (Galliarum)
in 379, wrote on the subject. Gamalielus, patriarch of the Jews frcm 388
to 415, is said to have proved by experiment the efficacy of a remedy for

the spleen (xxiii,77).

The connection of medicine with philosophy and rhetoric continued
in the fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries - during the latter two particularly
in Alexandria. Proclus had some reputation for healing, although he used
faith rather than physic. His prayers in the Temple of Asclepius cured

Asclepigeneia after the doctors had failed to do so {7ita Procli, 29).

Proclus was also credited with rain making and the preventing of earthquakes

(Vita Procli, 28). Asclepiodotus, Proclus' disciple, studied medicine with

Jacob Psychrestus (Vite Isidori, Epit. Phot. 128-9, and fr. 201).148

In Alexandria the process can be traced whereby medicine which began
es the side interest {0 philosophy gradually became dominant. This is
thought to have its origins in the fact that medicine, like rhetoric, earned
the philosopher his livelirood, there being only the three chairs of
philosophy at Athens, Alexandria, and Constantinople; the latter two were

147 Ammonius who succeeded to the chair of

perhaps not very well vaid.
philosophy at Alexandria c. 470 had only & passing interest in medicine, but
his pupil Olympiodorus, who taught philosophy there until after 565, made a
serious study of Hippocrates; his disciple, Elias, may even have lectured
on Galen. The later representatives are vexed with uncertainty. David,

who lived not earlier than the beginning of the seventh century, is the
first to whom a medical work is expressly attributed, a commentary on

Hippocrates' Prognostic. The last professor before the Persian conquest in
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617 was Stephanus of Alexandria who may be identical with Stephanus of

Athens; in any case, the latter was both philosopher and physician.
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III 2 Later Life

Few details are known of Eunapius' life after his student years in
Athens and these must be gleaned from scattered hints and statements in

the Lives and Histories. In all likelihood, Eunapius lived the rest of

his life in Sardis as a gentleman sophist who, in Lis mature years, turned
to history and biography. The tenor of his existence may be found in his
statement that he taught rhetoric to those who wished instruction CTOLS
ge.,/uév..,() (503); it is unlikely that he sought pupils with the vigour of
Libanius or the Athenian sophists. Much of his time may have been spent in

visiting his estates and travelling.

Yet there are indications tkat Eunapius took part in public life
and that he mingled with the upper echelons of the provincial government.
Ammianus records that Isaurian brigands were raiding Pamphylia and Cilicia
in 368 and that the soldiers were too corrupted by luxury to offer any
resistance. Therefore the vicar of Asia, Musonius 2, assembled some poorly
armed light troops and took the offensive. The Isaurians ambushed the
force in a defile and Musonius perished along with his men (XXVII,O9,6).
When Musonius rode out of Sardis sgainst the brigands, Theodorus 12 sent for
Eunapius to commiserate with him on the departure of their common friend and
later wrote an epitaph on his death which Eunapius quotes (fr. 45).
Musonius, of whom Eunepius speaks in glowing terms, had been a rhetorician
in Athens, but since he was already vicar of Macedonia in 362, their
acquaintance probably does rot date from Eunapius' stay in Athens, but from
Musonius' term of office in Asia. He could have been a family friend

although his birthplace was in Pamphylia, not Lydia.

Eunapius may have been personally acquainted with Festus 3, the

historian and proconsul of Asia (481 and fr. 39). In a tantalizingly brief
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remark, Bunapius says that he learned of Festus' fall from office as an

eyewitness (481); this would have occurred in 378.148 Eunapius gives no
details of time or place or why he was there. The death of Festus from

the effects qf a fall in the Temple of Nemesis following a vision he had
of Maximus dragging him down to Hades is told in enough detail for it to
be possible that Eunapius was present on this occasion, too, although he
does not say so. BEunapius dates the event precisely to January 3 (380 is
the most likely year149), but he does not say in what city the Temple of

Nemesis was located.150

Festus had executed Maximus and other intellectuals
on charges of treason and magic; Ammianus condemns him in terms similar to

those of Eunapius (XXIX,2,22).

when the vicar of Asia, Justus 2, helped by the governor (consularis)
of Lydia, Hilarius 10, was reviving the worship of the pagan gods (which
jncluded the building of altars at Sardis) during the reign of Theodosius
sometime before 396/7, he summoned 21l those who had a reputation for learning
to a public sacrifice. Eunapius and Chrysanthius were present (503).
Justus arranged a contest at divination which attracted many who wished to
gain honour and wealth by impressing the vicar with their abilities. How-
ever, Chrysanthius made fools of them all by showing that the question was

not properly posed and immediately became a great favourite of Justus (503-4).

As often happens in Eunaspius' Lives, this incident has a parallel.
Anatolius 3, the praetorian prefect of Illyricum in 357-360, also a zealous
pagan, came to Athens, offered sacrifices, and visited the temples. He held
a rhetoricel contest and the problem which he set was every bit as ridiculous
as the question which Justus asked. The other sophists wasted their time
trying to decide what the ‘constitution' of the problem should be, but

Prohgeresius' tactics were different. Despite the unworthiness of the topic



which Anatolius had set, Prohaeresius found out what Anatolius wanted from
one of the prefect's entourage and delivered the winning speech. There-
after, he enjoyed the favour of Anatolius. Eunapius was not himself presemt,

but he did his best to ensure that his account was accurate (490-1).

In fragment 83, Eunapius relates that upon a public occasion he
taught that arch-Alexandrian, Hierax, {0 hold his tongue and even made him
blush - to the amazement of the onlookers. This was the same Hierax through
whose agency the magister militum, Flavius Fravitta, was executed. Fravitta
was a barbarian general who won Eunapius' thorough approval for leading the
pro-Roman party among the Goths (Zosimus, IV,56,1~3; and fr. 60), for his
paganism (frr. 60, 80, ard 82), and for adopting Raman ways (o.g. fr. 60
for his Roman wife). Hierax also plundered Pamphylia so badly, probably when
he was governor, that the inhabitants of the province looked back upon the
Isaurian raids as a golden period (fr. 86). All of which argues well for
Eungpius' courage in using the sophisi's right of free speech. Not until the

reign of Pulcheria did Hierax finally pay for his crimes (fr. 87).

Finally, one of Euvrapius! criticisms of Iamblichus is that he was not
fitted by nature to write political history as one would be who was versed
in politics (461). Given that Eunapius was writing political history of a
tyfe, He probably essumed that he had the necessary practical experience.

Insofar as local and provincial politics are concernmed, it is possible to

agree with him,

The public role of the sophist in the fourth century, particularly as
a mediator between the govermors and the governed, is well known from the

career of Libanjus. A brief sketch will suffice here. 2|

A famous sophist
was still an important figure in his city and beyond, snd his speeches still

rerformed a useful public service, although now they were written to persuade
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individuals, not to sway gatherings of citizens. Similarly, it matters
little from the point of view of political dynamics whether or not Libanius
pleaded in person as long as the speeches were sent. Liebeschuetgz argues
cogently for the likelihood of Libanius' speeches of social criticism being

sent to Theodosius.152

Theodosius did, after all, make Libanius an honorary
praetorian prefect {probably in 383) and allowed his illegitimate son Cimon

to inherit his property. Other powerful contacts at court were Themistius,
Eusebius 26, perhaps magister officiorum in 388, Mardonius 2, perhaps
praepositus sacri cubiculi in 388, the gereral Flavius Richomeres, consul in
384, and Ellebichus, magister militum from 383 to 388. The great pagan
prefect, Tatian, consul in 391, and his son, Proculus 6, were others, although
Libarius' relations with the latter during his time as comes Orientis from

383 to 384 were not always cordial.153

154 5o

Libanius sent speeches to Julian for the sake of Aristophanes
needed something more than curial immmity to restore his family's fortunes
(0r. XIV), and in behalf of the city of Antioch after it had become estranged
from the emperor (Or. XV). One of Libanius' greater services was to intercede
with Theodosius' envoy, Caesarius, and the military govermor, Ellebichus,
after the Riot of the Statues in February 387. Libanius felt that he was
responsible for the salvation of the city (g;. 1,252-3), although the

Christians also claimed the credit.155

He wrote to Themistius asking him to
further the cause of an embassy from Antioch and at the same time to soothe
the anger of Datianus 1, consul in 358, whose house had been burnt down by
the Antiochene mob (ep. 1186). Once Libanius forced Philagrius 2, the comes
Orientis, to stop a public flogging of some bakers during a corn shortage;
this was done at considerable risk to himself, especially from the angry

crovd which was ready to stone anyone who took the bakers' part (gg. 1,205-210).
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Yet Libanius was not too proud to temper courage with prudence. He did
not attack Julian's enemies until a year or two after the emperor's death,
nor did he publish his speech against a law of Tatian until after tke
legislatiaon had been rescinded. It is very doubtful that the Pro Templis
156

was sent to Theodosius while Cynegius was praetorian prefect.

*
* *

So much for Eunapius! actusl participation in public life; more can
be said about his ideas on the subject of participation. There are two
main ones. The first is that philosophers should be withdrawn from the world;
sophists, however, may take part in public life. In the strictness of its
formulation this rule may ve more or less specific to Eunapius' particular
group of philosophers, the Neoplatonic school of Iamblichus and of Aedesius.
The second idea is that sophists should restrict their activities to the
traditional sphere of city politics: they should not become imperial
officials or courtiers. The second was still a commonly held - if less

commonly observed ~ ideal in the fourth century.

The dream oracle vhich Aedesius received clearly expounds what Eunapius

and the Pergamene School thought to be the ideal life for a philosopher:

On the warp of the two Fates' spinning lie the threads of thy
life's webs. If thy choice is the cities and towns of men, thy
renown shall be deathless, shepherding the god-given impulse
of youth. But if thou shalt be a shepherd of sheep and bulls,
then hope that thou thyself shalt one day be the associate of
the blessed immortals. Thus has thy thread been woven (464/5).

Aedesius obediently bought a small farm, but already his fame as a teacher

was s0 great that he was tracked down and forced to apply ‘his talents to

the inferior of the two ways' (465). Despite his original desire for solitude,
Aedesius was sociable and democratic in his manner and tried, not always

with success, to train his pupils to be the same. When he saw that they
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were intolerant and overbearing, he attempted to instil in them a feeling
of harmony and of responsibility towards their fellow man (481). Often when
out walking, Aedesius would stop and talk shop with a vegetable seller, a

smith, or the like (482).

Aedesius is contrasted with the tragic figure of Sopater, the most
brilliant of Iamblichus' disciples. He became too proud to associate with
ordinary men and went to Constantinople in the hope of dominating Constantine
and moderating his policies. So great was Sopater's success that he aroused
the jealousy of the courtiers, in particular the praetorien prefect, Ablabius.
The prefect took advantage of a corn shortage at Constantinople and persuaded
Constantine that Sopater had fattered tne winds 40 prevent the grain ships

from reaching the capital. Sopater was decapitated (462-3).

The theme of the jealous courtier undoing the work of the philosopher
is found in the life of enother of Iamblichus® pupils, Bustathius. In 358,
this philosopher went on an embassy from Constantius to Sapor, the Persian
king, and 80 persuasive was Eustathius that Sapor almost abdicated and took
up the ascetic philosophicsl wey of life. However, the magi became envious,
destroyed Bustathius! infiuence over Sapor, and, as a result, the embassy

failed (465-6); so Eunapius would have it.157

The other main contrast is between the two disciples cf Aedesius,
Chrysanthius and Maximus, Like Aedesius, Chrysanthius is taken as the model
of philosophic deportment. Eunapius twice emphasizes the affable, simple,
and kindly charm which merked Chrysanthius' character, nor was he ever
insolent or proud (482 and 501/2). He did not concern himself with the
affairs of the world, except for his own household, agriculture, and such
money as he could honestly obtain (502). Julian did his best to persuade

Chrysanthius to come to his court, sending an escort of soldiers and writing
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to his wife, Melite, but Chrysanthius paid heed to the omens and refused.
He allowed himself to be made high priest of Lydia, but his restoration of
the temples was merely a token effort and he did not suffer under Julian's

Christian successors. Eunapius commends his prudence and foresight (501

and cf. 476-8).

In contrast to Chrysanthius, pride is the dominarnt feature of Eunapius'
characterization of Maximus. Eusebius 13, another of Aedesius® pupils, once
commented to the future emperor Julian that Maximus scormed logical proof
as being beneath his genius (475). Although he received the same ill omens
as Chrysanthius did, Maximus kept sacrificing until he got signs which told
him that he ought to obey Julian's summons to court (477). Bunapius thought
that this journey was the beginning of all Maximus' troubles (501). Julian
§as so devoted to Maximus that he interrupted a meeting of the senate to
welcome him when he arrived, much to Ammianus' disapproval (XXII,7,3).
Eunapius' description of Maximus' influence at court (477) is corroborated
by a flattering letter which Libanius wrote to him in 362, commending his
power for good in the world and assuring him that the pagan restoration was
proceeding apace at Antioch {ep. 694). Sadly, Maximus allowed his fame to
spoil him, for he became insolent, more unapproachable, and wore clothes
wvhich were too luxurious for a philosopher (477). After Julian's death,
Maximus was arrested and fined heavily for embezzlement; Priscus who had
behaved at court as a philosopher should suffered no harassment (478-9).
Although Maximus was pardoned through the efforts of Clearchus 1, then pro-
consul of Asia, he later became implicated in the conspiracy of Theodorus and

was executed by Festus (479-80;_92. frr. 38 and 39 and Zosimus, IV,13,4).

Eunapius! different attitude towards sophists is revealed in what he

says about Libanius and Prohaeresius. He notes that Libanius had abilities
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in public administration, but praises him for contemning any sort of fame
other than that which a sophist could win. Eunapius even goes soc far as
to credit Libanius with refusing the honorary title of praetorian prefect
which he did accept. Eunapius must be confusing the prefecture with the
quaestorship which Julian offered Libanius, for this is the title he
refused (496).158 Yet it is clear from Eunapius' telescoped account of
Libanius' early career that he did not approve of Libanius! search for fame
and fortune in the important centres of the east. Libanius is said to
have gone to Constantinople because he thought Athens was too small a stage
for his talents, but he, like Sopater and Maximus, enjoyed only tempprary
success. A scandalous rumour drove him first from Constantinople and then
from Nicomedeia until eventually he returmed évl T;;V ;AUTOG FAT/:&: KA;
wohiv (495).

Prohaeresius is a model of how a sophist should conduct himself with
an emperor. When Prohaeresius was summoned to Gaul by Constars, he impressed
the emperor so much that he was given a seat at his table, Imperial favour
did not corrupt this ascetic sophist who still went barefoot during the
Gallic winter and drank tkhe near-Ireezing water of the Rhine. Prohaeresius
was mindful of his duty to his city, for when Constans permitted him to ask
for a present before he returned to Greece, Prohaeresius requested that
several large islands should be assigned to pay a corn tribute to Athens.
Eunapius expresses his approval by saying that this was in keeping with
Prohaeresius' character. In addition, Constans honoured Prohaeresius with

the title of stratopedarch, a civic not an imperial dignity (492).

Prohaeresius' civic patriotism is easily paralleled. The third century
sophist and historian Dexippus is a good example. He held several important

magistracies at Athens, including the eponymous archonship, and performed
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liturgies. In his capacity as panegyriarchus, he would have fed the
visitors to the Elsusinian festival. His family could easily have sought
Roman office and a place in the Roman aristocracy, but it chose not to do
50.159 In the latter half of the fourth century, the philosopher and rhetor
Iamblichus 2 was honoured by an inscription at Athens both for his wisdom
and for helping to rebuild the walls.'®® In the fifth century, Proclus, the
Head of the Academy at Athens, played a dominant role in the local council

and was noted for his benefactions to the city (Vita Procli, 14 and 15). In

his case, he may have been at least partly motivated by a desire to protect

the Academy.161

Libanius would not have disagreed with Eunapius' assessment of ﬁjs
political outlook. No one felt the antipathy betwsen Constantinople and the
old, established cities like Antioch more keenly than Libanius. Eunapius
himself had no love for the new capital - he says that Constantine trans-
ported to it the populations of other cities because he liked to be applauded
in the theatres by a drunken mob (462) - but Sardis, because of its secondary
importence, suffered no insult in not being chosen the capital. Libanius,
like Eunapius, was basically opposea to Greeks pursuing careers in the
imperial civil service or politics.'®? The only branch of the governmment
to which Libanius felt any attachment was the civic; in his eyes, the imperial
administration was Romar and somewhat foreign and should confine its

activities to protecting the cities so that they could govern themselves.163

There is no need to accuse Libanius of hypocrisy in this attitude.
Like so0 many of his generation, he did seek his fortune at Constantinople,
but this would have given him a better appreciation of the deficiences of
such a career - nor did he ever want to abandon sophistry for the civil

service. He does envy Themistius the power which this grand vigier figure
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adopt an active anti-barbarian policy: to strengthen the frontiers and to
purge the army.166 Once when he was disheartened by the slaughter of the
war against the desert nomads, he wrote to Hypatia that only his local

patriotism kept him in Cyrenaica (ep. 124).

It is in his letters to Pylaemenes that Synesius reconciles activity
with philosophical retreat. Synesius urges Pylaemenes to give up the
practice of law and to become a philosopher (epp. 101 and 71). He tells him
that he does his city no good by pleading in court, for it is philosophy
which more than anything else makes those who possess it useful to individuals,
families, and cities. Philosophy itself, admits Synesius, will not make
cities prosperous since that requires the favour of Tyche. Synesius concludes
that in general it is best for the philosopher to eschew public life, but
that the same man can be both philosopher and patriot: if Tyche and circum-
stances require, then the philosopher will govern best (gg. 103). Hence
Synesius became a bishop, although he doubted his abilities and regretted the

loss of his philoscphical ctium {ep. 1C5),

It is Themistius who stands outside the common ethical framework of
fourth century Hellenes, z2lthough he was not able to ignore it. Despite his
paganism, he is in almost complete contrast to Libanius and Bunapius, nor
does he share many of Synesius! views., Philosophically, he was not a Neo-
platonist, but produced, ir the tradition of his father, popular peraphrases

of Aristotle.'®7

This was anathema to Eunapius for whom philosophy had the
character of a religion whose mysteries should bs confined to initiates (461
and 475); Synesius agreed (e.g. epp. 143 and 137). Themistius maintained
his position of prominence at the court of Constantinople for some thirty

years, being adlected to the Senate in 355 and serving as prefect of the

city in 384,198

During this time he went on ten embassies for the Senate,
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supervised the education of Arcadius, and wrote a multitude of speeches

seeking, among other things, to direct the foreign and barbarian policy
of the emperors.

Throughout this long career, Themistius had to defend himself according

169 The main

to the tenets of contemporary Hellenic political ideals.
objection which he faced was the belief that a philosopkher should serve his
native city - which is what Themistius always claimed to be doing - not be
a mercenary expatriot serving in the militia. Even his adlection to the

Senate aroused opposition and this hostility can explain why he refused the
appointment as proconsul of Constantinople in 358-9 - if G. Dagron is right

in thinking that he did refuse it.170

Ia 324, Themistius attempted, without
complete success, to justify his prefecture on the grounds that it was the
natural outcome of a career devoted to Constantinople. Palladas' epigram
about Themistius'! chooaing the inferior of the two chariots -~ the prefect's
rather than the philosopher’s - repeats in a vivid and concrete image the

message of the dream oracle to Aedesius (above, p.SO).”1

**#

So much for Eunapius the sophist: from birth to death. He lived at
least until 414 since he mentions the empress Pulcheria who became Augusta
on July 4 of that year. In 414, Euncpius would have been some sixty-eight
years of age, perhaps several years older when he wrote the passage (fr. 87).

Longevity was not uncommon among members of his profession in the fourth

century.172
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THE _BIOGRAPIER




IV The Classical Succession

The putative second edition of Eunapius' Lives of the Philosophers

and Sophists will be assessed in Appendix VIII; the whole of Chapter

VIII will be devoted to the Lives as pagan hagiography, and some other

aspects of the writing of the Lives will be treated along with the

Histories. This part is concerned with the Lives of the Sophists as

the last extant pagan representative of that genre of biographical

s / . . .
writing known as the SwSoxv, and which, for convenience, will be called
the Succession. Sotion of Alexandria was the first to use this precise

form - a series of short biographies of teachers and their disciples -

to trace the history of the various schools of classical Greek philosophy.

Chapters IV through VI attempt to trace the evolution of the Succession

in order to determine Eunapius' place in the history of biography.

Eunapius wrote his Lives not long after A.D. 395, for he mentions

Alaric's attack upon Greece (476) and the death of the sophist and
painter, Hilarius, during that invasion (482). Tiue work was probably
composed about the years 399/400 since Eunapius speaks of how the pro-

-] \
consul of Asia lost his independence because of recent unrest (e€§ Toy

/
veusTefov ‘roo'rov\g Bhpuﬂow [479]). These troubles are probably the rebellion

of Gainas in 399.173 C. Miller suggests 405 as a date for the Lives and

F. Paschoud prefers 413 or later.174 The latter depends upon accepting

a heterodox theory about the Histories and even 405 is later than it need

be. The Lives would not have required much research and could have been

written quickly.

58.
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Eunapius is conscious of the weight of literary tradition behind
him; he cites three authors whose work he aims, in part at least, to imitate
and to continue. These are Porphyry, Sotion, and Philostratus (454). Ee
says that Porphyry and Sotion each compiled a history of philosophy and of
the lives of philosophers. Porphyry ended his account with Plato, and
Sotion, although he lived earlier than Porphyry, dealt with successors of
Plato. However, no one had treated the philosophers and sophists who came
between Sotion and Porphyry, and thus Philostratus wrote his Lives of the

most distinguished sophists. Except for Philostratus' Life of Apollonius

of Tyana, no one had yet recorded accurately the lives of the philosophers

of this period.

This last statement provoked a note from D. Wyttenbach in which he
gives a long list of those who wrote lives of philosophers and severely

175 Eunapius' ignorance may be more

castigates Eunapius' ignorance of them.
apparent than real, for Wyttenbach's criticism is based upon a less than

sound arsunentum ex silentio.

First of all, Burapius nowkere says that these three, Sotion, Porphyry,
and Philostratus, were the only writers tc compose such lives. It is more
probable thet Eunapius meant these to be representative only, and as such
he has chosen the three who are most important for him. Sotion was the
first to write a Succession of lives ¢f philosophers and all later works
of this type are to some extent modelled upon his (below p. 67 £f.). It
is only to be expected that a Neoplatonist like Eunapius would have been
familiar with Porphyry, the chief disciple and literary executor of Plotinus.
Philostratus is no surprise, for he dealt with the sophists of the second
and third centuries A.D., and hence, as far as style and content are

concerned, is Eunapius' closest predecessor (below p32 ).
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The omissions cited by Wyttenbach also seem less serious if
Eunapius' exact language is examined since what he seys is not that no one
wrote lives, but that no one did it sufficiently well: tou\orolwwv Se‘-
o,u&:( iK(tFGQ iw'ﬂoww eee and ‘ro(:ruv Sé- o"«pe‘f( /4(:)’ I(&: -:Kflﬂl-?( ""’K
%9 .{veofu'iv 'ro\U( (3(0«« .eo (454). Eunapius' statement in the preface:
'And inasmuch as there were few, or to say the truth, hardly any writers
on this subject, ...' applies to the fourth century and not to the earlier

centuries to which the two previous quotations are directed.

In this attempt to exonerate Eunapius, it is worthwhile to discuss
briefly those writers who Wyttenbach feels could have composed acceptable
histories of philosophers arnd sophists. Satyrus who flourished c. 200 B.C.
did write lives of philosophers and poets, including the three great
tragedians, but he included such other famous men as Philip, Alcibiades, and
Dionysius the Younger.' ' It is clear that he did not draw up a Succession

in the style desired by Eumapius.,

\
Pansetius, who was born 185-180 and died c. 110 B.C., wrote the Tepc

_ ’
fw&p&'rw( to give a true picture of Socrates and to make Socratic writings

177

fruchttar for the Stoa. His work cannot be called a history of either

philosophy or philosophers, dealing as it does with one philosopher and one
body of writings.

Clitomachus succeeded his teacher Carmeades in 129 B.C. as Head of
the Lc:a.demy.r78 He is not called a biographer by Diogenes Laertius although
there would have been room for biography emong his four hundred works.

’
Laertius does cite the first book of his TE,? -(f,ot-rtwv (On_the Sects), but

for doxographical and not biographicel details (II,92).

/
Apollodorus, born c. 180 B.C., wrote axfwua. of four books in iambic

trimeter about the period from the fall of Troy until 144 B.C., or at least
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until the overthrow of Macedon and Achaea when Polybius also stopped. An
appendix continued the account until 120, or perhaps as late as 110 B.C.179
A fuller description of the contents is given by F. Jacoby in his monograph
on Apollodorus.180 Although most of the book was devoted to philosophers
and sophists, poets, the seven sages, the lawgivers, historians, doctors,
and rhetors were also included. The individual lives apparently had the
usual form aﬁd elements: full name, home, dates of birth and death, sources,
writings, discoveries, prigzes, etc. Apollodorus gave school lists of
philosophers containing not only the heads and important members, but names
now nown from no other source. However, given the scope of the work, the
individuals cannot have been handled in much depth, and this, coupled with
the variety of people included and the writing in verse, makes it unlikely
that Eunapius would have considered this a suitable treatment.

Amphicrates is perhaps the same as the rhetor from Athens in the

time of Lucullus, but little is known of him. of

\
He wrote a book 1T;f¢

’ -
rSe oy 1\#3‘0“9 which is cited by Athenseus on the mother of Themistocles
(XI1,576c), and by Diogenes Laertius regarding the death of the philosopher

8
).1 2

Theodorus (II,101 Both the title and the diversity of the citations

show that this was not a conventional Succession.

Demetrius Magnes, an older contemporary of Cicero and a friend of
Atticus, is very importart for literary history because of the study which
he compiled Tr('p: o‘/uww;uuv trwfr;V Mat nupa‘?e’w\?. Much used in antiquity
by such people as Diogenes Laertius, Plutarch, and Athenaeus,w3 this was
a more sSerious work of biography than it may appear at first glance.

Working from the fragments preserved in the Life of Thucydides by Marcellinus,

the Life of Dinarchus by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and the Life of Aratus,
184

A.M. Prenkian gives the following picture of the content. Denetrius
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began with a brief mention of the authors who bore the same name, giving
their homeland, profession, and a short characterization. Then he
returned to each author and discussed his life and works in detail (cf.

chapter I of the Life of Dinarchus). Diogenes Laertius reproduces the

abbreviated part of Demetrius' work, but it is impossible to know if
Demetrius' lists included the painters, sculptors, and athletes now found

in Laertius.

Philodemus (c. 110-28 B.C.) had the distinction of teaching Vergil
and spent much of his time engaged in philosophical controversy.185 The
most pertinent of his biographical works is the TOY t@c)\oc‘:(uv ru’vnf« to
which Diogenes Laertius refers at X,3. Judging frem frzgmsnis found among
the Herculaneun papyri, this appears to have been a work similer to that
of Sotion (below, p. 68) and to have covered the philosophical schools from
the Pythagoreans to the Epicureans. It was a Succession of teachers and
pupils and occasionally added doxographical material. Philodemus also
wrote a polemical study, the Tﬂ(:: TOv Erwikey, which contained important
information on the history of the Stoa and its philosophical-historical
literature. His biography of Epicurus,TTep: ’meuffoo vas rich in the
186

history of the Epicurean schoocl end is known to have cited his letters.

Jason of Nysa who was boram c. 90/80 B.C.‘l87

and followed Poseidorius
as scholarch at Rhodes wrote both biographies and philosophical histories.
Bt’e\ :-v&»’fuv and a L{(}\wo’fwv S(&Soxa, as well as a /&""( ‘m-ﬁt( and some-—-
thing on Rhodes are attributed to him.'"C Nothing much appears to be known

of the contents.

Seleucus (Seleukos Homeriker) lived in the time of Augustus and
/
Tiberius. Harpocration (Dindorf, p. 222,12) cites aWept fewv , but even if

this was by this Seleucus, it appears to have been entirely concerned with
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Homer.189

Plutarch was known to Eunapius as the author of biographies, in fact

the Parallel lLives, but not of sophistic or philosophical biography (454) .

This is to Eunapius' credit since the two works of this type which have
been attributed to Plutarch in the past are not genuinely his. These are
the five books of the Twv ifecxévruw Q(\“’o’t/c(s ?UNKGI 30,/u,7~/and the ﬁ(ﬁ(
TOV Seka ,‘:v,ro'fwv N0

Favorinus of Arelate who was born c. A.D. 85 and died between 143

and 176 is said to have been the gelehrteste und angesehenste Sophist und
191

Philosoph of the Hadrianic period. He wrote a collection of anecdotes

about philosophers of the classical period ca2lled t’ne’Arro/aw) /uww;“.'m and
1} ’

the twenty-four books of the ﬂaVToSary &ﬂn,(;. The latter was used by

Sopater and hence may have been femiliar to Bunapius (below, p. 54 ); neither

can be described as a Succession of lives.

Phlegon lived in the time of Eadrian and wrote emong other things a
history, but there is no record of anything resembling a Succession.192

' /
Similarly Nicagoras of Atkens is only known to have composed ptM ’g}\\.d.,/“wv

1t 1«/

uber Kleopatra in Troas.

Because Diogenes Laertius is the only one of Wyttenbach's biographers
whose work has survived intact, Eunapius' omission of him msy seem more
startling than it should. It could be simply because of Laertius' poor
treatment of his subject; R. Hope has assembled an interesting collection

1 .
94 Moreover, Laertius was never a

of opinions about Laertius' merits.
popular author in antiquity. He was known to Sopater, Photius, the Suda
(from Hesychius), Stephanus of Byzantium, Eustathius, and Tzetzes.195 but

he is not cited by any of his contemporaries. However, it is possible that
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Eunapius was aware of him, for Photius says that Sopater used Laertius as

o \ /
one of the sources for his enkor.u $ m'pofdt (code 161 ,104e). Although
Eunapius does not give the titles of any of Sopater's writings, it is likely
that he had read his works given that he describes him as 'e man who was
most eloquent both in his speeches and writings' (458). Photius even

)

praises the literary charm of the kaotdc/ (cod. 161,105a) so that Eunapius

would not have been discouraged by dullness of style.

There are two more important considerations. None of those biographers
wvho can be shown to have compiled Successions, Apollodorus, Demetrius Magnmes,
Philodemus, and Diogenes Laertius, really supersedes Sotion's work. By
the same token, ncne of them treated the pericd between Sction and Porpayry -
despite Wyttenbach's confident assertions to the contrary. The conclusions
of this survey of Wyttenbach's biographers are confirmed by a search through
the handbooks for those which he omits. Hermippus of Smyrna wrote in the

196 and Dicaearchus}97 prior to

198

style of Satyrus and ig, like Aristoxenus
Sotion, although he has some examples of organization into schools.
199

Antisthenes of Rnodes was a contemporary of Sotion. Nicias of Nicaea

followed Sotion200 and Sosicrates of Rhodes imitated Hermippus and

203

Sa.tyrus.zo1 Diocles of Hagnesia,zo2 Danon of Cyrene, and Hippobotuszo4

are shadowy figures who are not known to have added anything significant.

Eunapius was aware of the work of biographers other than Sotion,
Porphyry, and Philostratus although he does not cite them as stylistic
precedents. His acquaintance with Plutarch has been noted above (p. 63).
Xenophon is referred to as a philosopher, important for his exposition of
the moral virtues 'both in discourses and historical commentaries', but
not as a biographer. The quotation from Xenophon that 'we ought to record

even the casual doings of distinguished men' (453) is taken from the
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beginning of his Symposium. Momigliano considers the Cyropaedia to be

the most accomplished biography in classical Greek literature, but it is,

205

as he says, a paedagogical novel, and Cyrus was no sophist.

In Diogenes Laertius' biography of Xenophon (II,48), he remarks that

Xenophon not only composed the Memorabilia, but was also the first to

write a history of philosophy. No other traces of this work appear to
exist, and even if Laertius is correct, it mey not have been available to
Eunapius. His omission of this history does not prove his ignorance of it;
it may only indicate that Eunapius was more concerned with the significant
representatives of his genre than with its ultimate origins. Eunapius was

familiar with three more biographies: Lucian's Lifs of Demonax (454),

Porphyry's Life of Plotinus (455), and Iamblichus' Life of Alypius (460).

Philostratus is much less interested in his predecessors than is
Eunapius. He is well aware of the history of sophistry, indeed, he sketches
it in his preface to Book I {Ph. 480-4), but he does not give the names of
his sources, only the conventional uf/uzy ceon 0: 5(: ...‘-pdﬂ/ (Pn. 482).
The one possible source or predecessor whom he names is the sophist and
tyrant Critias (Pb. 480). Philostratus cites Critias as a precedent in
defence of his practice of only giving the name of the father of a sophist
when the father was himself illustrious. Critias only mentioned Homer's
father because he was a river. It is not surprising that Philostratus
should want to cover himself on this point, for it was usual in sophistic

biography to give the name of the father and often other information about

him as well.

This passage of Philostratus has prompted the speculation that

Critias wrote lives similar to those of Philostratus. Indeed, lines of an

hexameter life of Anacreon are preserved in Athenaeus (XII,GOOD),206 and
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the hypothesis was maintained by N. Bach in the early nineteenth centuxy.207

This suggestion was flatly denied by Wilamowitz who termed it die naive

vorstellung and pronounced his own solution: natlirlich geht das auf eine

/ . . .
stelle der'ﬁau‘lg¢g, in der auch Archilochus getadelt wird, weil er seine

unedle mutter selbst genannt hatte.zoa A fuller treatment of the problem

is given by Wilhelm Schmid in 1940 who says that this fragment about

209

Anacreon belonged to a Lehrgedicht. The poet concerned always had his

birthplace named, but no other conventional biographical details were given,

only eine warme und lebendige Charakteristik. Schmid thinks that the work

was geographically arranged according to the city, e.g. Smyrna for Homer,
and along with Damastes’ m-,az ToRTOY pa a'o'(w-r&v and Alkidamas! Mouretov |
he places it among the earliest Schulbucher zum Iiteraturunterricht.
Although Wilamowitz is not wmjustified in denying that Critias wrote lives
in the way in which Philostratus did, the fact that the known fragments of
the‘O/m\(’u are in prose makes Schmid's solution the more a‘t:'c:r:a.c'cive.210

It is very doubtful whether Critias' work had much influence upon

Philoastratus, given the great differences in form.

Diogenes Leertius cites an impressive array of sources in his proem,
but his interest in them is only incidental to his polemic and doxography.
Unlike Eunapius, he says nothing about the extent or quality of their treat-
ment, and although he later {II,48) credits Xenophon with being the first

to publish the conversation of Socrates in the Memorabilia and the first

to write a history of philosophy, this remark is made en passant and no

details are given of either work. The relevant passages, if any, of the
other biographers of this genre do not survive, and hence it cannot be

determined if any showed Eunapius' general interest in the tradition.
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Sotion of Alexandria is of primary importance for the history and
form of this type of biographical writing. Panzerbiseter showed by

internal evidence that his work was composed between the years 200 and

211

150 B.C. The Succession contained a life of Chrysippus who died after

Apoliodorus during the reign of Ptolemy Philopator, that is about the year
206, The other date is fixed by Heracleides Lembus who lived under

Ptolemy Philometor (181-145) and epitomized Sotion. This dating is still
accepted, for Momigliano gives his floruit as c. 180.212
Sotion was long thought to be a Peripatetic philosopher and he was

213

still described as such by Stenzel in 1927. A. Hecker laid great

emphasis upon this supposed fact in explaining Sotion's motivation for

214

attacking the Epicurean Diocles. Yet as early as 1891, F. Susemihl

realized that there was no proof that he was a Peripatetic,215 and F..Leo
agrees thet too little of the contents are recoverable to be certain.216
Despite the importance which Leo attaches to the Peripatos in the development
of biography, he judges Sotion's work to partake of the learned Alexandrian
character rather than the popular Peripatetic. The latest authority to

comment upon this question echoes Leo.21’

- /
Three works can ve attributed to Sotion: the AuSoK’; Twy @.\oroq/ud,
7

or Succession (DL proem), a commentary on Timon's Zi\\et (Athenaeus,

/ Y
VIII,336,d-f), and the ’eke”oc AwokAetot (DL,X,4). Of these, only the
first is of concern here although the other two had a biographical flavour

as well. The basic work on the overall content of the Succession and its

individual books was done by Panzerbieter218 with a parallel, but less
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significant, contribution from G. Roeper. Their results are summarized

in a table drawn up by H. Dielszzo and which is reproduced here.



I Thales, vii sapientes, physici
II Socrates, Aristippus
IIT Socratici
IV Pleto
V Academici
VI Aristoteles et discipuli
VII Cynici
VIII Stoici
IX Pythagoras
X Eleatici, Democritus
XI Pyrrhonii
XII Spicurus
XIII Barbari

Th=2re is 2 crux «itk ragard to the number of books iz the Succession,

for the manuscripts read twenty-three books at Diogenes Laertius I,1 and
I,7. Prompted by the Ambtrosian translation, Panzerbieter proposed the

plausible emendation of\,f forxy, thus giving the Succession thirteen

books. This conjecture is supported by the other citations in Laertius,

for nowhere else does he refer t0 a book with a number higher than eleven.a21

Roeper arrived at the sane conclusion.222 This number of books is accepted
by all modern authorities although it did not meet with universal favour
at first.

In 1850, A. Hecker maintained that the Succession -comprised
23

twenty~-four books.>
224

This suggestion was curtly dismissed by Roeper in

1870; it continues to languish in well deserved obscurity. A somewhat

more attractive solution was proposed by Friedrich Nietzschs in 1870.225
He would emend Laertius to read eNTun E(CAPWriIKwlwith the result that

the barbarisns would be discussed in the proem and the Succession would

contain twelve books. Roeper denies this on paleographical grounds and
observes that even if Nietzsche is correct, this will not indicate whether

the passage in question was a separate introductory work, or synonymous
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with the proem, or just the first part of the first book.22® Although

this conjecture gives a possible result, on the grounds of analogy with
Laertius, it has not been revived since its rejection by Roeper, Moreover,
additional support for Panzerbieter-Roeper is furnished by Diels who notes

that Hippolytus handled the Druids and Brahmans in an appendix.227

Sotion has a threefold importance: he was the first to write bio-
graphies of this type, his form remained the model, and his successors
were conscious of his importance. Leo is a spokesman for the consensus
when he says that so far as is known Sotion was the first to write such a
history of philosophy, that is a Succession whichk sought to assemble all
the Greek philosophers in a s2ries of %teachers and pupils, It is true that
before Sotion this !'school! type of treatment had been used for other
professions such as poets and kings, but after Sotion, the only Succession
is the Succession of philosophers - or sophists. He is also responsible
for the division of Greek philosophers into two great streams: the Ionic

and the Italian.228

There is one caution. Felix Jacoby suggests that the first to write
a Succession may not havse been Sotion, but rather the Peripatetic Ariston
to whom, along with nine others, Lykon gave the direction of the School in
228/5 B.C. He composed the lives of the four oldest heads of the Peripatos
as well as of Heraclitus, Epicurus, and perhaps others so that it is

conceivable that he was at least used by Sotion.229

It may still be argued
that the distinctive form is Sotion's contribution and certainly it is he

and not Ariston who is cited as the representative biogrepher by Eunapius (454).

The influence which Sotion exercized on the form of the Succession
is clearly seen in the work of Diogenes Laertius. Both he and Sotion

distribute the philosophical schools in a similar fashion; this is illustrated
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by the comparative table in Appendix II. It makes little difference
whether Sotion was used directly by Laertius, as A.M. Frenkiasn is prepared
to allow,23o or only through the medium of his epitomator, Heracleides
Lembus. Both cases demonstrate the long duration of his influence. Sotion
was also cited by Athenaeus and a list of these citations in both Athenaeus
and Laertius will be found in Appendix ITII. It is likely that Eunapius
took the idea of treating his sophists and philosophers in the two parallel
schools of Aedesius and Julian from Sotion or one of his imitators. Later
biographers may owe something to Sotion with regard to the parts of the
individual lives and their arrangement, although it is probably more true
that any biography has some natural elements, and a natural form. Certainly
thé latter obtains once a chronological framework is adopted.

Leo considers it possible to reconstruct lives der bekannten Art and
231

gives a useful collection of data. Most of the citations are concerned
with the relationships of pupil and teacher (gg. DL,IX,21), and Sotion

also took note of discoveries and innovations made by the philosophers (g_.
Athenaeus XI,505b which reveals an interest in literary history).
Apophthegms were popular {(¢f. DL,7VI,26), and he included a critical list of

the philosopher's writings (gg, DL,I1I,85 and especially V1,80 and VIII,?).

There ars other features worthy of note. Sotion does not shrink
from such sordid details as Aristippus' liaison with the courtesan, Lais
(DL,11,74). He appears to have made liberal use of direct quotations
(cg. DL,V,79 and Athenaeus VIII,336,def); the latter also serves as an
example of Sotion's practice of citing his sources (cf. DL,IX,5), one which
Diogenes Laertius wholeheartedly adopted. Sotion carefully distinguished
between homonyms such as the two Perianders (DL,II,12), en aspect which

found its culmination in Demetrius Magnes (cf. p. 4). His evident interest
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in disease and other causes of death (cf. DL,IX,5) was obviously shared
by Laertius himself and later by Bunapius (e.g. Epiphanius and his wife,
494). There is no doubt that the individual lives had a natural or
chronological framework and this is borme out by details of birthplace
(e.g. for Epicurus, DL,X,1) and age at the time of death (e.g. for Timon,
DL,IX,112). Philosoprhical doctrines and controversies found an important
place, for this was a history, not only of philosophers, but also of
philosophy (gg. DL,IX,20). For all this, Leo thinks that Sotion did not

have the space to treat each philosopher as fully as had Henmippus.232

The Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philogophers by Diogenes Laertius

is chiefly important because it is the only wholly surviving example of the
conventional philosophical Succession. As such it is the principal source
for the literary history of the Succession and its importance is enhanced
because of the many earlier writers who are named and quoted. In additionm,
Laertius remains the main literary source for the history of classicel Greek

philosophy.

The date of composition of the Lives and the floruit of Laertius
himself still defy certainty. There are only two fixed termini. Laertius
mentions Sextus Empiricus who therefore lived either before or at the same
time. Stephanus of Byzantium cites Laertius in the sixth century and
therefore Laertius lived either before or a2t the same time as Stephanus.

The usual solution is to date Sextus to the secord nalf of the second century
and Laertius to the early third century.233 A different answer to the
question has recently been proposed by Fridolf Kudlien who links together

'ancestors'! of Sextus who can be dated and is able to locete him sbout
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A.D. 100. He then conjectures from the favourable remarks which Laertius
makes about Favorinus that he was a slightly older contemporary of this
sophist. Favorinus was born c¢. A.D. 80 and this conforms with the
evidence from Sextus to place Laertius' activity c. A.D. 100.2°% None of
these arguments is more than suggestive, but all the evidence does point

to Laertius' being a relatively late representative of the genre.

Diogenes Laertius' purpose in writing the Lives is nowhere clearly
defined in his own words. The beginning of the prologue is devoted to
contradicting those who claim that philosophy owes its beginnings to the
barbarians; the middle outlines the tenets of the main barbarian philo-
sophies. The last part sketches the development of Greek philosophy and
divides the philosophers into their schools and sects. As such, it is an
introductory summary for the Lives proper. The last sentence of the pro-
logue indicates that Laertius' primary interest is not the history of
philoscophy, but rathsr the individual philosophers: Ae«rév Si‘- Wé‘pz .‘Zr&'u
TwY :Vﬁoav' «es (I,21). Richard Hope stresses the biographical bent of the
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worx when he says that its chief purpose is to praise ’ - although this is

much less the case then with later biographers.

The whole work is arranged according to two principles: sckool and
chronology. This is clearly demonstrated by the table of contents in
Appendix II. The major divisions ere two parallel successions, each arranged
in chronological crder so fer as is possible: +the Jonian in Books I to VI
and the Italiar from Book VII. These two are agasin subdivided. Books IV,

V, VI, and VII each trace the development of a different school of philo-~
sophy, but cover the same time span. Within the individual schools, the
lives are arranged according to the succession of the heads, with other

important figures also being admitted. The amount of space allotted is
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determined by the importance of the philosopher and the material available:
Plato and Epicurus are each given a whole book. Archelaus is deelt with

80 briefly that he may only have been included in order to maintain
continuity, for he was a pupil of Anaxagoras and taught Socrates (II,16-17).
As well as by these thematic links, unity and continuity are achieved by

the mechanical use of connecting phrases. Leo has collected a number of
references to these, e.g. IV,67: ‘Having thus reviewed the Academics who
derived from Plato, we will now pass onto the Peripatetics, who also derived

from Plato. They begin with Aristotle.'236

In turn, the individual lives are constructed of certain tcpics which
are arranged in a roughly chronological order. This scheme is noi invariable
either in content or disposition, but deviations arise only from special

circumstances such as the lack of material. Frenkian provides a useful

generalized picture which is reproduced here.237

1 Yg-vo( la famille

2 nyo&ovc\ les ancetres

3 rmrftc la patrie

4 Sc&Soxy la succession

5 qeoc le caractére du personnage
6 cu,t,/u.\'u les premiéres decouvertes
7.&V£~KSoTA 7re7p¢ ﬁwu anecdotes sur la vie

8 moqeeq,ur.t les maximes

9 To SokouvTa les opinions philosophiques
10 14 (Stﬁrha listes avec les titres des ouvrages
11 Suoqx‘q testament
12 -re}\eon, la mort
13 émgfa/a/«a T épitaphes
14 xpxwu(a chronologie
15 emrrok-u les lettres
16 %uVQ}MM les auteurs homonymes

By far the most valusble study of Laertius' compositional technique
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is that done by Paul Moraux in his analysis of the life of Aristotle.
This life, and by implication all the other lives, is the product of the

inter-action of three forces: 1) the chronological succession of events,
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2) 1'adoption du schéma type, and 3) associations of ideas. The

biography is not une simple cascade de digressions, but its basis is the

table of eight important events in Aristotle's life which are given by
Apollodorus. The following stages correspond with those of Apollodorus

(ef. DL,V,9-10) and occur in chronological order:

l'origine d'Aristote; le séjour chez Platon; le séjour chez
Hermias (le séjour & Mytildne est omis); le séjour & la cour
de Phillipe et l'éducation d'Alexandrﬁ%gle second sejour &
Atheénes; la fuite a Chalcis; la mort.

Most of the topicsfound in the life of Aristotle are also present in the
other lives of Book V and although they are not always in the same order,
there is remarkable consistency. Moraux demonstrates this by a comparative
table which is reproduced in Appendix IV. It appears strange that a second

curriculum vitae should be added, without transition, to the first bio-

graphical account in the life of Aristotle. In fact, the same section
exists in the other biographies except that there it comprises only one or
two detes. Here, Laertius has inserted ‘the more extensive materiel from

Apollodorus en bloc without attempting to work it into the first account.24o

Many apparent anomalies in the structure of the life of Aristotle
can be explained by association of ideas, although the influence of this
force is not nearly as strong in Laertius as it is in Eunapius. Moraux
describes an easy example of the working of associative thinking in Laertius.z41
Speaking of Aristotle's stay with Philip, Laertius relates how he persuaded

Alexander to restore his home town of Stagira, whereupon he adds that

Aristotle drew up a code of laws for the new city. This leads naturally to
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telling how Aristotle drafted the code for his school - which is consistent
with the theme of Aristotle as legislator even though it has no connexion

with his stay at the court of Philip.

Yet the character of Laertius' lives is determined not so much by
Frenkien's sixteen topics as by the amount of detail included under each.
Thus the philosopher's femily, ancestors, homeland, and place in the
succession are usually dealt with very briefly, not that much information
could be expected. Similarly the character of the philosopher is not given
disproportionate space; the first evidence of Laertius! distinctive bio-
graphical personality is the emphasis which he places upon discoveries. Leo

states succinctly: !'Die "EZrfindungen" dor Philosophen durchzishen das
242

ganze Werk des Diogenes eees' These findings pertain to the daily life

and practical concerns of the philosophers as well as to their acadenmic
pursuits. Indeed they are a part of the traditions of S(ASoxou, and of S:f.ﬂ
and are therefore found in both these sections of Laertius' biographies.
Bmpedocles is said to have been the first to discover rhetoric and Zeno the
first to discover dialectic (VIII,57). Pythagores was the first to coin
the neme philosophy and to pronounce the ethical dictum that friends have

all things in common (VIII,10).

The life of the philosopher is never presented in fine detail from
birth to death; Laertius eschews this 'annalistic' style and sets out the
incidents of his life as a series of anecdotes, not necessarily connected
one with another. While this may not be the way in which to write
scientific biography, it is an excellent way to illustrate the teachings and
character of the person concerned. Apophthegms perform the same functions
as anecdotes and are equally popular with Laertius. The best example of a
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life told through apophthegms is that of Diogenes the Cynic. This bio-
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graphy is found at VI, 20-81: the life proper consists of sections 20-23 end
70-81. Between these two parts a mass of witticisms is interposed whose
least virtue is not their entertainment value, for Laertius does not neglect
the opportunity to amuse his reader. Laertius' desire to divert his readers
may help to explain why he relates many sordid details, catalogued by

R. Hope under the delicate heading 'sex-life',2%4

which 2 more puritanical
and more decorous writer like Funapius studiously avoids. Laertius' whole
tone is much less reverential than that of Eunapius towards his sophists

and philosophers.

This frivolity, however, is counterbalanced by the serious attempt
to present an accurate and ccmplete account of ths docirines arnd especially
the writings of the philosophers, something absent from his more prudish
successors, Bunepius and Philostratus. In this respect, the life of

Aristotle compares favourebly with Porphyry's Life of Plotinus even though

the latter is specifically intended as an introduction to Plotinus' works.
However, the literary point of view does prevail insofar as Laertius has
much materiel about the ccnflict of the various philosophical schools on the

personal level, but very little on the doctrinal level.245

In common with Bunapius, Laertius shares an interest in the medical
details of the deeths of his philosophers. The relevant passages of the

246 In

Lives are collected by Eope in one of his tcpical catalogues.
Eunapius, this interest may arise from his iatrosophistry, but he is also

firmly within the accepted literary tradition. A few more features deserve
comment. No other biographer quotes his own epigrams on his subjects;

almost every philosopher of note is favoured with an offering from the
Tiéeﬁéfr.‘ s a collection of Laertius' epigrams in at least two books (gg. 1,39).

This same mentality is reflected in the fact that no one else makes so
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constant or complete a use of Demetrius Magnes' work on homonyms, and in
his frequent quoting of letters and wills. He copies necessarily

spurious letters of the Seven Sages, for example Thales to Pherecydes and
to Solon (1,43-4), and the more convincing wills of, for example, Plato
(111,41 £f.), Aristotle (V,11 ff.), and Theophrastus (V,51 ff.). Perhaps
the overriding literary characteristic of the Lives is that of the scrap-
book filled with all sorts of marv:is. So far is it from being the polished
production which most classical biograsphies are, that there are many errors
which arise from a careless handling of the exerpts from his sources. To
cite only one example: Anaximander is credited with a discovery made by

Anaxagoras.247

One consideration remains and that is Laertius' sources. As would

be expected from the preceding paragraph, he cites sources prolifically.248
No attempt will be made to solve the insoluble problems of what was
Laertius' principal authority, whether he read primary sources or only
compendia etc.; useful surveys of the conflicting theories propounded by a
century of scholarship are given by Hope and Frenkian, the lstter of whom

A G
offers some of his own suggestions.24“

Here the only point to be made is
the obvious one that the lLives are totally dependent upon literary sources -

which are handled nore too critically.



Vi Philostratus

According to the Oxford Classical Dictionary, Philostratus was

was born c¢. A.D. 170 and died during the reign of Philip the Arab (244-9),
but his dates and identity are not as certain as might be supposed from
this entry. Indeed, as G.W. Bowersock shows, no entirely satisfactory
solution has yet been found to sort out the members of this family.250

There are problems of authorship within the Philostratean corpus, but

there is no doubt that this Flavius Philostratus composed first the Life

of Apollonius of Tyana (see the cross-reference at Ph. 570) and then the

Lives of the Sophists. In addition, Eunapius attributes both works to

the same Philostratus (454), whom he denotes as Philostratus of Lemnos.

The date of the Lives and the identity of the Gordian to whom they

are dedicated have long exercised the ingenuity of scholars. When the

Historia Augusta was regarded with less scepticism than now, F. Solmsen

78.

declared that the recipient was Gordian I and that the Lives were published

soon after Gordian's supposed second consulship in 229/30.251 Bowersock

retains Gordian I, but dismisses the second consulship and the assumption

that Gordian went to the proconsulate of Africa directly after his con-

sulship and stayed there until he became emperor.252 However, he can offer

nothing more positive than that the Lives were composed some time after

Gordian's only consulate, the year of which is not known. Most recently,

I Avotins has demonstrated that Gordian II cannot be the honorand since

e/ ) /
he cannot have been both ww&To§ and .LV@UIT&TOQ .253 Like M. Griffin, 254

he interprets the dedication to mean that Gordian was then a busy proconsul

and hence he is able to conclude that the Lives were dedicated to Gordian

I while he was proconsul of Africa in 237-8.
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Philostratus was well placed to gather the first or second hand
evidence which is characteristic of those lives which ere contemporary with

him or nearly 80.255

He was taught by several of the more important sorhists
of the day. Proclus of Naucratis (Ph. 602) and Hippodromus of Larissa

(Ph. 618) had had pupils of Herodes Atticus for teachers. Antipater from
Phrygian Hierapolis (Ph. 607) taught the sons of Septimius Severus, and
there was also Damian of Ephesus who was renowned for his civic munificence
(Ph. 605-6). Philostratus himself says that he was a member of the literary

circle of Julia Domna and that she commissioned him to write the Life of

Avollonius cf Tvana (Vii. Apoll, I,3). The Lives are thremsolves dedicated

to an emperor of Rome with whom Philostratus had once discussed the sophists
in the temple of Daphnean Apollo at Antioch (Ph. 480). The Suda records

/ > /
(sev. 4’(ovrwv gacrva) the.t Philostratus was teaching in Athens at the

same time as Apsines of Gadara (cf. Ph. 628).

In the first sentence of his proem, FPhilostratus tells Gordian that
he has written an account of certain men who practised sophistry. The rest
of the work bears out this indication that Philostratus' purpcse is to
describe individusls and not to write a history or doxography of sophistry,
even to the limited extent that Diogenes Laertius and his predecessors did
in the case of philosophy. At the beginning of Book I, Philostratus does
distinguish between philosophy and sophistry as practised by the vd\u;g
rchﬂ%g in terms of their different epistemology: the sophist assumes
knowledge, The history of sophistry is dealt with once and for all in the
introduction; Philostratus has to do this here, for his work treats
representatives of the Second Sophistic which he must needs define. Gorgias

of Leontini founded the First Sophistic which discoursed on philosophical
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and metaphysical matters; Aeschines the Second whickh draws its themes from
history and from daily life. The stage has been set once Philostratus has
given a brief account of the development of extempore rhetoric and the

meanings - including the unflattering ones -~ of the term sophist.

The Lives is a series of biographies of varying length of individual
sophists which are arranged in a chronological order. There is little to
connect the biographies one with another on either a mechanical or themeatic
level. They are much less closely knit than the Lives of Eunapius where
association of ideas (or, unkindly, rambling thought) is so important a
means of achieving unity. There are three basic divisions in Philostratus®
Lives. At the beginnirg o the first book is the separate group made up of
those philosophers who seemed to be sophists because they expounded their
theories with such ease and fluency (Ph. 484). This group is in temporal
order and includes philosophers from Eudoxus of Cnidus in the fourth century
B.C. to Dio of Prusa and Favorinus of Arelate in the first and second
centuries A.D. The second group comprises the rest of the people in Book I
and stretches from Gorgias of Leontini to Secundus the Athsnian. The third
group is Book II whick goes from Herodes Atticus to the contemporaries of
Philostratus.

As Solmsen has observed, Book II is dominated by Herodes Atticus

256

der durch das ganze Buch der Konig der sophistischen Bewegung bleibt. On

the thematic level, he is probably the single most important wmifying
factor, for his name at least is cited in eleven of the thirty-three bio-
graphies in Book II, and even in Book I, he makes an appearance in four of

the twenty-six lives. It is worthwhile listing the occurrences.



Favorinus (490)
Scopelian (521)
Polemo (537-9)

(543)
Secundus (544)

Theodotus (566)
Aristocles (567-8)

Alexander the Clay
Plato (571 ff.)

Philagrus (578-9)
Adrian {585-6)
Chrestus (591-2)
Pausanias (594)
Ptolemy (595)
Rufus (598)
Aelian (625)

81.

Book I

Herodes regarded him as a2 teacher and fether
taught Herodes when he visited his father
Herodes knew and admired him as a sophist
wrote to Herodes about his illnesa

taught and quarrelled with Herodes

Book II

plotted against Herodes

Herodes taught him and later sent his own
pupils to him '

their mutual displays of rhetoric at Athens
quarrelled with Herodes

taught by Herodes

taught by Herodes

taught by Herodes

taught by Herodes

taught by Herodes

admired Herodes

The oratorical ability of Chrestus, Pausanias and others is compared to

that of Herodes whox Philostratus takes as his standard of excellence in

such matters. Herodes! paramountcy is made manifest by the fact that his

biography is by far the longest in the Lives and stands at the head of

Book II. Philostratus may have chosen to include full biogrephies of two

of the earliest sophistic philosophers because of their relationship with

Herodes. Dio of Prusa taught Favorinus (Ph. 492) who taught Herodes (Ph.

490). Similarly Nicetes of Smyrna was the teacher of Scopelian (Ph. 516)

who was one of Herodes' teachers and a friend of his father (Fh. 514-5).257

Other major sophists also contribute to unity in this wey, although

to a lesser extent. Next to Herodes, the most important is Polemo;
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correspondingly, his life is second only to Herodes' in length. He is
cited in the biographies of the following sophists: Favorinus, Scopelian,
Dionysius of Miletus, Marcus of Byzantium, Herodes Atticus, Adrian, Ptolemy,
Euodianus, Hermocrates, and Hippodromus. Despite the cross-references, each
sophist does receive a separate and complete biography in which almost all
the iﬁportant incidents of his life are narrated - insofar as they are found
in Philostratus. In this he differs from Eunapius who sometimes splits onme
life into two parts, like that of Aedesius, and will sometimes imbed one

life in another, like that of Anatolius in Prohaeresius (490 f.).

The best treatment of the structure of Philostratus' individual bio-

graphies - as indeed of his contributicn to the geare = is tc be found in

258

Leo. Philostratus' work is eine neue Spielart helblitter arischer

Biographie and it is his desire to achieve an artistically pleasing form which

leads him to this Verldinstelung of the traditional scheme.2”® 1In generel,

Philostratus retains the topics found in Diogenes lLaertius end other bio-
graphers where the matsrial is sufficient. HKHowever, his arrangement of
these topics varies greatly from orne life to another, although the chrono-
logical skeleton is usually present to some degree. There are even some
biographies which follow the customary outline. The analysis of the lives

given below is largely devendent upon Leo's pages 255-6.

For the first six of the philosopher-sophists, Philostratus relates
little except an explanation of why he numbers them among the sophists.
The 1life of Antiphon (Ph. 498 ff.) is treated from a moralistic point of
view. It begins with a discussion of his political career at Athens and the
morality of his actions; similarly, Philostratus comments upon the justice
of his being put to death by the tyrant of Syracuse, Dionysius (Ph. 500 ff.).

The former of these sections is followed by an examination of his claim to
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have invented rhetoric; the second with a short survey of his works - and
there the life ends. The life of Critias comes next and has the same bias.
It consists of only two parts: a condemnation of his political actions

(Ph. 501 ff.), and a commentary upon his literary activity (Ph. 502-3).

The life of Dio of Prusa (Ph. 487 ff.) is totally concerned with his
sophistic skill. It begins and ends with fulsome praise of his style, and
the few events of his career which intrude are only offered as illustrations

of the power of his oratory.

The first biography to display the usual scheme is that of Favorinus
(Ph. 489 ff.). This runs: Jc'-m ,'pu’a-u ', éiSoq ,3;9°c , his relationships with
Hadrian, Herodes, Polemo, nis writings, and his speeches. However,
Philostratus is silent about the end of his life, just as he is in the case
of Scopelian (cf. Ph. 521). The biographies of Polemo (Ph. 530 ff.) and
Herodes Atticus (Ph. 546 ff.) take some liberties with the scheme, but do
not display complete freeiom. The others in Book II conform to the pattern
more closely. Leo analyses the lives of Alexander, Philagrus, and
Heracleides. Philagrus' is arranged: origin, teacher,Tp:koc s Studies,
travels, in the middle the Athenian episode,ktdeT";f TOV \o/avud ,C:’:Soc ’

celibacy, and death (Ph. 578 ff.).

Two other characteristics of the structure of Philostratus' Lives can
be commented upon briefiy. The account of a sophist's education often comes
towards the middle or the end of his life. Examples are Critias where it

is placed in the middle and treated en passant (Ph. 501), and Aeschines

where it comes towards the end, immediately before the review of his
writings (Ph. 510). The same happens with Scopelian, Herodes Atticus,
Antiochus, and Alexander the Clay Plato. Association of ideas is less

important in the structure and development of Philostratus' Lives than in
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Diogenes Laertius', but it is still present. Philostratus says that his
tnarrative' calls him to [discuss] the sophist Theodotus (Ph. 566). He
follows next after Herodes Atticus in Book II, and it may be tkat he is
called to mind because of his part in a plot against the great man. Within
fhe life of Herodes, the menticn of his father's will leads Philostratus,

as he tells the reader, to record the reasons why Herodes offended the
Athenians (Ph.549). Herodes' major offence was the way in which he commuted

his father's yearly bequest to the Athenian citizenry.

Some differences between Philostratus and Diogenes Laertius can be
explained by his wish to preserve unity of style and literary decorm.
Citations of sources are few 2nd usuelly take the forms11v;c -§;wc,
of r(‘—v -ot SG‘ (e.g. Ph. 498 regarding the controversy over whether Antiphon
invented rhetoric or not, and Ph. 599 regarding the dispute over where
Onomarchus of Andros died), or consist of appeals ito contemporaries (e.z.
Damian, Ph. 605). Chrcnology, handled in a cavalier fashion, is indicated
by reference to teachers, pupils, or contemporaries (e.g. Ph. 488 where Dio
of Prusa is dated by reference to his coevals, Apollonius of Tyana and
Euphrates of Tyre).2’C In the same way, Philostratus discusses the will of
Atticus, the father of Eerodes, but he does not quote it as Laertius would
have done (Ph. 549)., Hor does he spoil the flow of his narrative style by
any long quotations whether of literature or dialogue. Philostratus
criticizes the literary end/or oratorical style of most sophists and usually
makes a general statement agbout what they heve written. There is no
authoritative list of titles, although occasionally he mentions the name of
a work. Apophthegms are frequent (cf. Polemo, Ph. 543), but never dominate
a life as they sometimes do in Laertius. FPhilostratus does say that

Apollonius of Naucratis was a libertine in love, and then proceeds to relate

a witty anecdote whick is unfavourable to his illegitimate son, Rufinus.
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Yet this is the only story of its type in Philostratus, and he
condemns the principals by declaring that Rufinus was the product
of an :(Stlxoq r.;uoq (Ph. 599). This attitude contrasts sharply
with the more lurid tastes of Diogenes Laertius and is consonant
with the admiration which Philostratus feels for the asceticism

and celibacy of Apollonius of Tyana (cf. Vit. Apoll. I, xiii).

The Life of Apollonius of Tyana need only be mentioned briefly

here, for it had no effect upon the literary form of Eunapius'

Lives of the Sophists although as a model of pagan hagiography

it was very likely a principal influence upon Eunapius (see Chpt.
VIIT). The Life is a long, chronologicaily arranged account in
eight books of Apolloﬁius alone and thus is not even a vestigial
Succession. Leo, who stresses its narrative character, correctly
places it on the periphery of biography along with panegyrics and

the Cyropaedia.261 Since Apollonius lived in the first century A.D.,

Philostratus was dependent upon written sources and his interest in

these gives this work a more 'historical'flavour than his Lives. He

discusses his sources at I, i1 and iii where he estimates the value
of Maximus of Aegae and Moeragenes; he describes Damis' scrapbook at
I, xix. There is one marked stylistic difference with respect to
both his and Eunapius' Lives and that is his publishing Apollonius'

Apology verbatim (VIII,vii), for in the Lives neither quotes long

passages of his subjects' works.
Philostratus' real contribution to the development of the genre,

and hence to Eunapius, was made in the Lives. Leo may be quoted:




Aber er wird der erste sein, der eine zusammenhidngende
Reihe in dieser Form behandelt, ein biographisches
Samme lbuch, im antiken Sinne eine Sophistengeschichte
gemacht hat. Darin ist ihm Eunapios gefolgt.262
By so doing, Philostratus broke away from slavish imitation of
the Succession form of Sotion and his successors, although he retained

many of its features. He narrowed its focus and made it a precise

and stylistically pleasing tool with which to describe his contemporaries.

86.
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V 2 Porphyry

However, before proceeding to Bunapius, it is necessary to discuss
a more traditional biographer. Porphyry, the disciple and literary
executor of Plotinus, lived from A.D. 234 until about 305.2° Only one of
his many works is of prime concern here. The "’(?\oro,téo( (Lc'ro/{& E-v ﬁtﬁlt’m( S’
was a history of philosophy and of the lives of philcsophers which, as
BEunapius notes with perhaps a tinge of regret, ended with Plato (454). In
Eunapius, the description of this work is coupled with thet of Sotion, nor
is this surprising since Porphyry is in the style and tradition of Sotion.
He did not adopt eitkher the subject limits or the form of Philostratus, but
confined himself to the classical period and trhe classical manner. The life

264

of Pythegoras is part of Book I of the History end will be discussed in

due course; the Life of Plotinus, which Eunapius praises for its completeness

(455), was written especiclly as an introduction to the works of Plotinus
ard hence is tangential to the present inquiry. On a point of dating:
R. Beutler agrees with Christ-Schmid that the History was written after

Porphyry had known Plotinus beceause der Abschluss mit Platon seems to be more

in the spirit of Plotinus than of Porphyry.265
s 266 . . . .
The remaining fragments of the Historv will be discussed first, and

then the life of Pythagoras. Book I covered the period from prehistory to
the Seven Sages. Fragmeant i reports a statement of Porphyry that nothing
worthy of memory occurred between the fall of Troy and the first Olympiad.
Ideas like this are common in ancient historiography; even the proem to
Bunapius' Histories comments upon the difficulty of finding the truth about
the period before records of consuls and archons were kept. Varro distin-
guished three periods of 'history': before the first cataclysm which is

unknown; from the cataclysm to the firat Olympiad which is myth; and from



the first Olympiad to the present which is history.267

Fragments ii and
iii which deal with Homer and Hesiod show a preoccupation with detailed
chronology which is certainly alien to Philostratus and Eunapius, if not

to all other Successions. The Seven Sages claim the rest of Book I. The
story of the tripod passed from one to another in the search for the wisest
shows that Porphyry had a taste for traditional anecdotes (fr. iv). BHe

was also interested in literary history and discoveries, for he describes-
the A;to’xeove( of Pherecydes and says that he was the first to compose such

a compendium (fr. vi).

Only two short passages survive from Book II. The first tells that
Erpedocles was a pupil of Permenides (fr. viii); the second says that
Gorgias of Leontini was a pupil of Empedocles and dates him to the v Olympiad.

These remains suggest that Porphyry wrote a Succession similar to Sotion's.

Book III seems to be totally given over to Socrates. Porphyry paid
attention to his sourcea, for he says that Aristoxenus heerd about Socrates
from Spintharus who haé known him (fr. x). At one point, Porphyry refuses
to take up the old question of wkether Socrates worked as a mason with his
father, thus giving the impression that his biography deals only with large
and important issues (fr. xi}. Yet he later says that Timaeus maintained
that Socrates was a mason. Porphyry again shows concern for his sources
by defending the reliability of Timaeus against Aristoxenus and Menedemus
(fr. xi). Porphyry discussed the topic of education; the end of this same

fragment mentions that Socrates lacked formal instruction.

Fragment xii conteins Porphyry's treatment of Socrates' baser nature;
even as a child he was said to be ill-behaved. He became interested in
philosophy at the age of eighteen when he had an effair with Archelaus, a

pupil of Anaxagoras. Porphyry admits that Socrates was temperate and
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ascetic in all physical matters except those of Aphrodite and then
discusses his two 'wives' and families. Yet it is important to emphasize
that Porphyry is not scandal-mongering. These stories were probably so
much a part of the Socrates legend that he had no choice but to include
them., Certainly he does his best to reassure the rsader ebout Socrates'
propriety. He carefully relates that Archelaus epproached Socrates, who

did not rebuff him. This affeir could be justified - and implicitly it is -
by the result which it had of turning Socrates to the study of philosophye.
Twice in this fragment Porrhyry assures the reader that although Socrates
was ﬂ(o‘ipgga'ro'v Te et Ta inﬂpo&’no\ , he was i&«vl/,un( xwfc; and :tStm’Av Se
N Weor€lVA( . This is a much different attitude from that of Diogenes
Laertius who enjoyed relating such tales, and it is good evidence for the
strictness of Neoplatonic morality. Book III ernds with an explanation of
how the ethnic name f;sgmvc\,( is to be derived from P.t,s'o-& (fr. xiii). It

is probable that this is just a learned footnote and that geography was

not ar important feature of the Histoxy.

Except for fregment xix which merely notes that Porphyry )eSo,gdﬂ‘
Flutarch, and for fragment xx which is Tzetzes' verse summary pf the topics
covered by Porphyry, 21l the fragments ascribed to Book IV have to do with
Plato. Fragment xiv tells that Plato studied the alphabet with Dionysius
and gymnastic with Aristor the Argive; some people say that he competed
at the Istimia end the Pythica. The rest of the fragments are doxographical
and this probably reflects the proportions of the original life, given that
over half the life of Pythagoras is doxography. Fragment xv outlines Plato's
description of God or the Good, and fragment xviii returms to this subject.

The three hypostases are discussed in fragments xvi and xvii.

Now it is time to examine the longest fragment of the History, the

life of Pythagoras. Since it is complete except for the very end, it is



possible to analyse the structure as A. Priessnig has done.268

A. Abstammung und Lernjehre (cc. 1-10 bzw. 11-17).
B. Wirksamkeit in Italien als Lebenshdhe
I. 5ffentliches Ledben: .

a) Grossartige Erfolge in Italien und Sizilien
(co. 18-22);

b) Wunderiatigkeit, sechzehn Mirakel in cc. 23-31.
II. Privates leben:

Verkehr mit Freunden (cc. 32-33),
Lebensweise (cc. 34-35),
Opferdarbringung (c. 36).

IIi. Darstellung s=ziner Lehrer

Ethik (cc. 37-40);
Symbolik {cc. 41 bis 42);
Verbote (cc. 43-45);
Metaphysik (cc. 46-53).

C. Pythagorerverfolgung und Ted des Pyth. {cc. 54-57);
Fortbluhen der Schule (cc. 58-61).

Priessnig notes that the nsrrative parts A, B Ia, and C have thirty chaepters
as against the thirty-cnas chapters nach sachlichen Rubriken. This analysis
confirms what has been postulated for the rest of the Historv. The
internal structure of the life holds no surprises and is firmly in the
tradition of Sotion, even if there is somewhat more space devoted to doxo-

graphy than is usual,

The most valuable - and sympathetic - treatment of Porphyxry's life
of Pythagoras is an article by J.A. Philip which also deals with Iamblichus'
Life of gxthaggras.zsg Porphyry's life, despite its manifest reverence for

Pythagoras and its didactic purpose, is said to show no bias or tendency,
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except towards limited hagiography of this arch-typical sage.27o The
life is the work of a third century scholar who is dealing with a mythical
tradition as best he can: thirty-nine authors are quoted.

Al though Iamblichus used Porphyry,271 the character of his 1life is

very different as a comparison of the two introductions makes vividly

clear.272

Tew material, usuelly strange or miraculous, is added even to
the first part which is closely modelled upon Porphyry. Iamblichus does
not attempt to reconcile variants or contradictions, but he includes any-
thing which is praisewo;thy to Pythagoras. It is the work of an evangelist
rather than a scholar; the differences in treatment are an expression of

their different mentalitiag, for they are said to haeve had the common

purpose of combatting Christianity.2!”

These general criticisms of Iamblichus bear a similarity to those
which Eunapius voices with regard to his biography of Alypius (460/1 and
cf. 458). The same carelessness of thought is shown by his failure to give
reasons for Alypius' journeys to Rome, and by his omitting to set out the
causes of and purposes for the severity of the punishments and sufferings
in the law courts in his %time. ZEunapius objects to the obscurity of the
style: JTamblichus' underlying error is his attempt to gild the 1ily, end

this accords with the evangelical fervourof his Life of Pythagoras.

Sections 134 to 249 of Iemblichus'! Life are not derived from Porphyry
and merit a brief discussion. This pert is divided into subsections
according to the virtues displayed by Pythagoras: :crt’ot‘q( ’ 134-56;6‘00&1 ’
157-166; Simatordvry , 1671863 cwdorrov, 187-213; dvloes, , 214-228;4(Ma
229-249.274 This is ample illustration of the hagiogrephical and moralistic
purposes of the Life. This part has added interest because it fore-

shadows Marinus' Life of Proclus which was written sometime after the
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philosopher'!s death on May 29, 485. Marinus says that he will not arrange

his oration - for that is the fiction which he adopts - according to the

5 ’
usual 'heads', but instead will make the cuﬁ.u/«wu. of Proclus the basis of

his speech (II). The life is set out in sections according to Proclus'
virtues with a progression from the lower to the higher: Harl a.:-w) S(éko:“é-vct
Td‘( ip(-r:lc ’ ezg Te L(Juru(:&( m: ';;Bm:lc, KM' mAcrm‘;( ’ ...,I-(dedf‘r(l(d/(‘ TE K““
Geup')'r(lc-:(, KL:. Td‘( ...OGOUIOJ¢K;( eeee This is indeed a much more sophisti-
cated piece of writing than Iamblichus', for Marinus is able both to maintain
the chronological succession of events and to present a hierarchy of virtues.
Marinus was probably aware of Iamblichus' Life and it is interesting to see

how much this device can achieve when it is used by & skilfull author to

shape a whole biography.273

Marinus' Life of Proclus, however, is a free standing piece. A little

less liberty of form was ellowed to Iamblichus whose Life was an intro-

duction to his Compendium of Pvthagorean Thought.276

Porphyry's Life of
Plotinus is immediztely cslled to mird, but this has a much different purpose
which is to introduce an edition of Plotinus' writings and to enumerate then.
Iamblichus wanted hiz Lifs to werm his reader's pagan hearti in preparation

for receiving the wisdom of his Compendium. Porphyry's life of Pythagoras

was allowed the least stylistic freedom of the three. Zconomy was required
since it formed only one prart of one book. Its style and content had to
observe the conventions o the Succession as defined by Sotion. The
portrait of Pythagoras had to maintain at least the mask of sobriety in
order to be congruous with more historically tangible figures such as

Socrates and Plato.

Lucian is worth a short digression before Funepius' lives is examined.
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His Life of Demonax does have some things in common with Eunapius!

individual biographies, but deals with only one philosopher and would have
had little or no influence upon the later author. Eowever, it was known to
Eunapius who remarks upon the fact that in this book and a very few others,
Lucian ‘was wholly serious throughout' (454). One small point: it is now
generally accepted that Bunapius is correct in attributing this life to

Lucian.277

There is some similarity in motive with BEunapius, for this is a hagio-
graphical account of the life of one of his teachers. Lucian wants to
achieve two results which are that men of culture should preserve the memory
of Demonax and that Demonax snould serve as a moderm paradigm to young men
of good instincts who aspire to philosophy (2). He says nothing of sources,
but he would have had no need of written material. It tells the story of
the life of Demonex from beginning to end according to the customary topics:
birth and race, education and teachers, and character. Then there is brief
mention made of his committing suicide when old age deprived him of his
self-sufficiency. This ié inserted only to illustrate his character since
old age and death find *ull and proper treatment at the end of the lifas.
Next Lucian describeé his style of life, good deeds, and eclectic philosophy,
but in very general terms. There is no doxography and only one anecdote is
told: how he successfully defended himself against a charge of impiety at
Athens. The bulk of the life consists of a collection of Demonax's witty
sayings, often at the expense of other philosophers like Favorinus (g_. 13).
There is no parallel for this in Eunapius, but Leo, who has an analysis of
the 1ife, remarks upon its likeness to Diogenes Laertius' biography of

Diogenes the Cynic.278

The conclusion notes that Demonax reached an age of
over a hundred years, and portrays his way of life when aged, his death,

and the public funeral.
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VI 1 Eunapius' Lives of the Sophists

Eunapius' Lives of the Sophists is a further development of the

Philostratean type, but not a mere imitation. Like Philostratus, he is
concerned with the men and not with their doctrines. He wants the result
of his labours to be 'a continuous and definite account of the most
celebrated philosophers and rhetoricians! (454). His purpose is to write
of the 'main achievements' of 'distinguished men'! and *to set down for
each one his profession and mode of life' (453). How he does this will be
discussed in detail in the section on the content of the individual lives;

before that, it is necessary to examine the structure of the whole book.

Unlike Diogenes or even Philostratus, Eunapius nowhere gives an out-
iine of the arrangement cf his.vork. All he says is that he begins where
it vas possible for him to obtain evidence and where he could make an
appropriate beginning (455). His purpose is clear, however, for he begins
with Plotinus, the founder of the Neoplatonic School, and his lives are a
history of that succession - or at least the part of it which derives through
Jamblichus -~ down to nis own time, as well as of ths rhetorical school of
Prohaeresius at Athens. There are also a few extrancous people included
like Oribasius and the istrosophists. The Lives are a tracing out of
Eunepius' own intellectual inheritence since he was a member of both
Iamblichus' and Prohaeresius' schools. He was also a close friend of

Oribasius who provided much material om Julian the Apostate for his Histories

(ct. fr. 8).

The broad divisions of the Lives are in order:

(1) +the Neoplatonic School from Plotimus to Priscus,

(2) the school of Julian - Probaeresius at Athens,

(3) a few sporadics such as Libanius,

(4) the iatrosophists: Zeno and his pupils,

(5) Chrysanthius and the Neoplatonic School to tke time of writing.
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Within each of the five divisions, the errangement is as chronological

as possible and the whole scheme is circular since it begins and ends with
the Neoplatonistas. The temporal progression arises naturally, for the work
is a Succession of teacher and pupil, and this fact alone means that there
is more continuity than in Philostratus' Lives. The placing of the indi-

vidual lives will now be discussed.

As the founder of the school, Plotinus is at the beginning of the
book. Although Eunapius does not actually say that Plotinus was the
initiator, it is emphasized that he was a very important figure: his books
are seid to be more popuier than the dialogues of Pleto among educated mer

(455).

Porphyry, the chief disciple of Plotinus, follows end a goodly part
of his biography is devoted to his reletions with his teacher. In tum,
Jamblichus was the foliower of Porphyrv. A list of his own pupils is given
(458) which is en egid to conerence, for three of them, Sopater, Aedesius,
and Eustathius, are treated in due course. The life of Iamblichus contains
the first digression, the life of Alypius, His life 1s imbedded in that of
Iamblichus because they were contemporaries and rivels. Horeover, Eunapius
had read Iamblichus' biography of Alypius and comments unfavourably upon
its style (460-1). Almost a2ll of Eunapius'! digressions are like this: far
from gratuitous, they are the result of a natural progression of thought or

association of ideas {cf. Diogenes Laertius, above p. 74 f.).

The placement of the life of Aedesius is explzined by its first
sentence: he 'succeeded to the schocl of Iamblichus and his circle of
disciples' (461). Soon after its commencement, however, it is interrupted
by the life of Sopater. Since Sorater was the greatest of Iemblichus'

/ ’
disciples, 0 TavTwY SeveTepoc (462), he must be disposed of in order to
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explain Aedesius' headship of the school. When the biography of Aedesius
resumes, he is said to be 'the most renowned of those that survived' the
execution of Sopater (464). The first anecdote in this second section is
the story of the oracle to Aedesius which edvised him to lead the ascetic
life of a rural hermit. This provides a drametic contrast to the preceding
tale of the ephemeral success of Sopater at Constantine's court, and is a
good illustration of Bunapius' belief that philosophers should lead a
simple and retiring existence. In the same way, Eunapius points up the
difference in the responses of Maximus and Chrysanthius to Julian®s summons
to court (cf. below p. 101 and above p. 51). The life of Sopater includes
that of Ablebius, the praetorian prefect who put him to death. Eunapius,
feeling that this may seem a bit out of place, justifies its inclusion by
saying that since he is recording the lives of learned men, it is not amiss
for him to discuss briefly those who injured them (463~4). Similarly,
Bunapius gives background information about Festus who executed Maximus,
but this is 8 less perfect biography since it says nothing of his birth or

early life (480-81).

Eustathius, another pupil of Iamblichus, follows Aedesius. The
transition is smooth and coherent because two sentences before his own life
starts, Eustathius is said to have been left in charge of the property of
his kinsmen, Aedesius, when the latter returned to Pergamon to teach (465).
The fact of their kinship is in itself a not insignificant link. The life
of Eustathius is narrated until the time of his marriage to the philosopher
Sosipatra when her story takes over. Her biography is included here because
her fame was so great that she is worthy of a place 'ever in this catalogue
of wise men'(466). After she was left alone, she came under the protection

of Aedesius and collaborated with Maximus (469) so she remains linked to
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the 'catalogue of wise men' and her tale continues. FEunapius then feels
compelled to talk about her one worthy son, Antoninus (471); he settled in

a temple at Canobus and prophesied the destruction of the pagan shrines (473).
Of course this prompts Eunapius to describe the destruction of the Serapeunm -

and to make his most explicit condemnation of the monks (472).

There is only one biography of Antoninus, not two, as K. Latte
maintained in his attempt to demonstrate that traces remain of Eunapius'

revision of his manuacript.279

Je Co Vollebregt has disposed of Latte's
main argument by showing that the reiteration is for the sake of clarity
following a digressionaao - a digression of which Eunapius is aware (471).
Indeed, there is no re2l duplication, for the first account is en 3intro-

duction to Sosipatra's family and only the second treats Antoninus in

detail.

Maximus is the first philosopher of the next generation; he was a
pupil of Aedesius (473). In order to maintain continuity, Eunapius reminds
the reader at the very bezinmning of Meximus'! biography that he has spoken
of-him earlier. Here, Eunepius takes the opportunity of relating scme
suitable incidents in the life of Julian the Apostate, notably his education
by Maximus and the other Iormian philosophers. Chrysanthius and Eusebius
play their parts in one or two episodes end are thus introduced to the
reader in some depth. Priscus is also mentioned because his demeanour at

court contrasted with the pomposity of Maximus.(477-8).

The last philosopher in this section to receive a separate biography
is Priscus. Eunapius says that he has already related many details about
him, including his birthplace, and that therefore he will concentrate upon

his character (481). Two other people are called to mind now because they

died at the same time as Priscus, that is during Alarie's invasion of
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knew personally (482).

With this the Pergamene philosophers end and the Athenian sophists
begin. The group to which Eunapius belonged descended from Julian, and
he commences with him. In the Lives, there is no connexion apperent between
Pergamon and Athens, but Eunapius tries to achieve some sort of continuity
by noting that Julian flourished at the time of Aedesius (482). As in the
case of Iamblichus (458 end cf. p. 95 ), Bunapius lists Julian's most
distinguished pupils (483). Of these, Prohaeresius, Epiphanius, and Diophantus
are allotted their own biographies. Tuscianus is not because Eunapius spoke

of him in his FBistorias {483), but ha is cited leier as an important source

of anecdotes about Prohaeresius (484). Hephaestion is neglected because
he was soon driven out of Athens by Prohaeresius'! success and forsook 'the

society of men' (487).

Julian is followed by Prohaeresius, the dominant figure of this
section. Bunapius signalizes his importance by saying that it is still
worthwhile to give the facis precisely here, despite having talked about him
at length above, and even more fully in the Histories (485). The incident
referred to as 'above' is Prohaeresius' successful defence of Julian and
his pupils before the procomsul at Athens (484). This is placed just before
Prohaeresius' own biography starts and is paralleled closely by his defence
of himself before another proconsul many years later (488-90). Bunapius
was a pupil of Prohseresius and he uses this opportunity to describe some
incidents in his own life, particularly his student days at Athens. One of
these incidents contributes to the unity of the whole work. Prokaeresius'
solicitude for the dengerously ill Eunespius (486) recalls Plotinus' pre-

venting the suicide of Porphyry (456) and foreshadows Eunapius' guardienship
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of Chrysanthius in his last illness (505) (cf.above, pe 23). There is a
cursory biographical sketch of Anatolius 3 who presided over a rhetorical
contest which Prohaeresius won. At that time (A.D. 357-60), Anatolius

wes the praetorian prefect of Illyricum. This is not a complete 1life, for
it stops at the time of the contest and it mainly serves to make Anatolius'

actions more explicable in terms of his background and training.

A short biography of Epiphanius follows and he is unfavourably
compared to the great Prohaeresius (493). Another pﬁpil of Julian, Diophantus,
receives the same brief treatment and is thoroughly ccndemned by Eunapius
as one who plays Callimachus to Prohaeresius' Homer (494). Sopolis, too,
gets a meagre biography, but he is praised for his efforts, if unsuccessful,'
to be a great rhetorician and no invidious comparisons are drawn (494). He
was not one of Julian's pupils, so far as is known, but he was chosen for &
chair at Athens along with them and this is doubtless why he is included
(cf. 487). Next, Himerius receives a summary treatment although he was
not a pupil of Julien eitber. He merits a place because of his rivalry
with Prohaeresius: he did not settle at Athens until after his death, and
he went to the emperor Julian's court in the hope of finding the favour
denied to Prohseresius (434). Parnasius gets the shortest notice of all,
and is only included because he was a contemporary of Prohaeresius and the

others (494 and cf. 487).

Unlike the other sophists who stand outside Eunapius' two schools,
Libanius has e full bicgraphy. It is a generally favourable, if criticel,
study of him, and his importance is certainly emphasized (cf. 496 passim).
Indeed, all this is in addition to the 'fitting account of the career of
Libanius' which Eunapius had composed in his 'ennals of the reign of Julian'

(495). From some traces of this eorlier treatment which survive in the
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fragnents of the Histories, it is clear that Eunapius thought that one
reasor why Julian favoured Libanius was to spite his rival Prohaeresius
(fr. 25). From Libanius, it is an easy step to the life of his rival
Acacius. Eunapius credits him with overthrowing the supremacy of Libanius,
and says that he died while still young, but with en 0ld man's meed of
reverence (497). As with Himerius, so perhaps with Libanius and Acacius -

rivals of great men are deemed worthy of inclusion,

The last person in this section is the brother of Maximus, Nymphidianus.,
This biography is suitably short, for he did nothing remarkable although he

performed competently as Julian's ab epistulis Graecis. There seems to be

no reason why his life should be plsced 80 far frem his brotherts, except

that he died much later than Maximus (497).

Row comes the group of iatroscophists headed by Zeno. There appears
to be little reason to include them until it is remembered that Oribasius
was a close personal friend of Bunarius. A life of Oribasius would dbe
almost obligatory end by including his teacher end fellow pupils, Eunapius
has a well balanced 1little group instead of one lonely physician spoiling
the symmetry of his book. Ionicus may also have been known to Eunapius,

for he was a native of 3ardis and his fether was a famous physician (499).

Zeno himself has a short notice rather than a proper biography. In.
order to establish scme coherence and to date him, Eunapius says that Zeno
flourished down to the time of Julien the sophist and that his successors
were contemporary with Prohaeresius (497). Eunapius had linked the sophist
Julian to Aedesius in the same way (482). The three pupils whose bio-
graphies Bunapius writes are Magnus, Oribasius, and Ionicus in that order;
each is said to have been taught by Zeno at the beginning of the respective

life. Oribasius excelled Magnus and Ionicus won the approbation of
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Oribasius. Thus each is joined both to his teacher end to the immediately
preceding pupil which results in a well-knit piece of writing. In the
last sentence of this section, Bunapius notes that there was a certain Theon

who gained his reputation in Gaul, but gives no further information (499).

The last biography of all is devoted to Chrysanthius. Eunapius mekes
the transition from the iatrosophists to Chrysanthius by saying that he
must now return to the philosophers from whom he digressed (499). This
digression began when he took up the life of Julian the sophist. The state-~
ment indicates that one reason why Chrysanthius has been left to the last
is so that the Lives may be a thematically well-rounded whole. It is
evident that Chrysanthius died shortly vefore ithe lLives were writien and
hence the end of the work is up to date and truly contemporary. Moreover,
Eunapius would have wanted Chrysanthius to have pride of place, for he was
his first and principal teacher and ‘caused this commentary to be written!
(500). The lest sentences of the Lives name Chrysanthius' two successors,
Epigonus of Lacedaemon =nd Beronicianus of Sardis. The succession from

Plotinus is still unbroken and alive at the time of writing.

There is one curious feature of the life of Chrysanthius. This is
the retelling of how Julian summoned him and Maximus to court which he had
first related in the life of Maximus, Nowhere else does Eunapius duplicatie
his episodes and this requires some explanation. Perhaps the basic reason
is that since the incident was an important one in the lives of both
philosophers, and because Eunapius is writing separate biographies, he had
no choice but to tell it twice. Although he gives no cross-references from
the 1ife of Chrysanthius to that of Maximus, he is not unaware of the
earlier account, for the two are dove-tailed., Two examples will be sufficient

illustration. In the life of Maximus, Eunapius gives the full details of
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how Julian wrote to Chrysanthius' wife Melite in the hope that she

would use her influence upon him (477). In the life of Chrysanthius,

one short sentence suffices to say that Julian sent a special letter to
Melite for this purpose (501). Each philosopher, of course, plays the
dominant role in his own biography, but in particular the actions of each
following the divination episode are only given in full in the respective
life (cf. 478 and 501). Yet they must be taken together if the reader is
to appreciate the full contrast between the characters and actions of the
two philosophers. This contrast is one of the principal themes of the
Llives (cf. above, pp. 51-2). Given that Eunspius was writing separate bio—

graphies, he does exhibit economy and skill in this irnstance.

So much for the structure of the Lives as a whole; now for that of
the individual blographies. The separate lives are remarkably conventional
and consistent; the customery topics, when the material is availeble, are
gset out in chronological order. Indeed, 80 regular is the scheme that the
one deviation from it was seized upon by K. Latte as a major support for
his theory about the lack of a firal revision of the Q;ggg.281 Bunapius
waits until the end of Alypius' lire to say that ne was born in Alexandris
(461). This is far different from the expected irregularities of
Philostratus. However, the conventional aspect of Zunapius' lives is
meinly in their outline, for as Leo remarks, these topics are mostly used
as the introduction and conclusion to the real heart of the lives, the
narrative episode.2C2 Some shorter biographies consist entirely of topics,
but they occupy a small proportiom of the length of the longer lives. There

follows the analysis of one long and one short life.

Prohaeresius

a) Introduction: Eunapius and Prohaeresius (485)
b) physical characteristics (487)
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c) birthplace (487)
d) education (487)
e) teaching career (487)
f) Episode: victory of Prohasresius over his
rival sophists (488-90)
g) Episode: Anatolius' rhetorical competition (490-91)
h) Episode: visit to Gaul and Rome (492)
i) wife and family (493)
J) his pupil Eusebius (493)
k) Prohaeresius and Julian (493)
1) death (493)
Nyaphidianus (497)

a) birthplace

b) femily

¢) education

d) public career

e) abilities as sophist

f) death

There are some obaervations still to be made about Eunapius' Lives.
Like Philostratus, he does not include either dozogrephy or lists of
writings. Occasionally, he discusses individual works like Iamblichus'
life of Alypius (460=1), but usually his comments are made in general
terms (cf. Libanius, 496). Eunapius is very interested in written and
rhetorical style and most lives of sophists pass some judgement upon these.
Libanius, for instance, is praised for his literary talents and castigated
for his poor speaking ability (496). Except for some snatches of dialogus
which have dramatic impact, Eunapius uges few quotations. His proem alone
shows that he has a greater interest tham Philostratus in source problems,
and he cites his authorities more freqﬁently. Yet, because of the contem-

porary nature of most of Eunapius' lives, he is able to call upon first

hand sources which has greater literary effect than the compiling of
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scholarly footnotes. Citation of sources is stylistically desirable
in Eunapius where in much of Philostratus it might not be.

There is no place for the scurrilous or unseemly story. Eunapius
considers it 'hazardous and sacrilegious' to record certain marvellous
tales about Iamblichus because they arise from 'a spurious and fluid
tradition' (459-60). When Eunapius claims that he cannot write about
the scandalous charge brought against Libanius in connexion with his
pupils because it is not worthy to be recorded, this may be only a

clever use of praeteritio. Libanius' rivalry with Prohaeresius is

reason enough for Eunapius to want to discredit him, but given the
teror of Eunapius' Lives, and that of the tradition since Porphyry and
Philostratus, there is little reason to doubt his genuine reluctance
to give the details of the accusation.

Eunapius' Lives of the Sophists 1s the final extant pagan de-

velopment of the Successicn of Sotion. Instead of embracing the whole
of classical Greek philoscphyv, it outlines the intellectual inheritance
of the author himself and i1s an essentially contemporary study. The
narrowed scope, the conterporary nature, even the mingling of sophistry
and philosophy in one work, are anticipated by Philostratus, but the
personal focus and the resuitant unity of theme and structure are
Eunapius' own contribution. Retaining the topics and arrangement of
Sotion, Eunapius adopts the sophistic style of Philostratus and sheds
the clumsy features of the textbook to create an aesthetically pleasing

piece of literature.
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VI 2 The Life of Isidore

One vestigial Succession remains: Damascius' Life of Isidore. This

bears a slight resemblance to Eunapius' Lives, for it includes short bio-
graphies of phildsophers Qho were contemporary with Isidore or lived some-
what earlier. Although it is no longer extant in toto, significant
fragments are preserved in Photius cod. 242 and in the Suda; they have
been edited most recently by Clemens Zintzen.283 The original work was
one of considerable magnitude since Photius says that it was written in
sixty chapters (cod. 181).

According to Photius (cod. 181), the Life was remarkable for its

digressions, and the arrangement of his excerpts and those in the Suda

does nothing to make the work of reconstruction less difficult and uncer-
tain. The first such attempt was made by Dr. Fritz Bucherer who divided

up the pertinent fragments into sixty chapters.284 The most thorough study
of the remains is that done by J.R. Asmu528S and his scheme is the one
adopted here. It would be tedious and unnecessary to reproduce his detailed
argumentation and it will be sufficient to outline his reconstru<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>