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ABSTRACT

Although Zosimus is recognised as a generally servile
epitomator, it has in the past been customary to regard his
statements about the baneful influence of Christianity upon
the Empire's fortunes as representing his own considered
opinions, This dissertation attempts to show that Zosimus
copied these ideas directly from his main source, Eunapius,
modifying them only in very minor ways.

The first chapter consists in a detailed comparison
of the remaining fragments of Eunapius' History with Zosimus.
It is shown that in many places Zosimus made only very slight
changes in his epitome which were due to the need to condense
his source or to his own very different taste in style. He
was prone to abridge or omit especially rhetorical or reflec-
tive passages and those involving character portrayal. Some
minor interpolations he introduced were due either to
ignorance on his part or to a consciousness of the changes
which the Empire had undergone since the time when his
source wrote. The chapter concludes with a study of passages
which seem to indicate a major divergence from Eunapius. All
of these, it is suggested, conform to the types indicated
earlier in the chapter. This part of the study then confirms
the impression that Zosimus departed but 1ittle; and that

rarely enough, from his source.
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Chapter two carries the study to parts of Zosimus'
work for which there are no remains of Eunapius. Although
Zosimus' carelessness and incompetence are abundantly
revealed some evidence is produced of a crude attempt on
Zosimus® part; from time to time, to dramatise, or rather to
heighten the drama of, material taken from Eunapius.

Attention igs drawn to some passages, notably those on the

mime and on the auri lustralis collatio, which have been
seen as Zosimus' own contributions to his work, but which on
closer investigation seem also to have been copied from
Eunapius. In this chapter also the evidence for other

sources within the part of the New History that was taken

from Eunapius is reviewed and dismissed.

The decline of the Roman Empire is the subject of the
third chapter. The various elements in Zosimus' "theory'--
the decline of the cities, the rise of Christianity, the
abandonment of paganism~-are shown to be present in the works
of Eunapius and to a lesser extent Olympiodorus, Moreover
two of the cardinal passages in Zosimus' work-~the digres-
sions on Palmyra and on the Secular Games--are shown to
have probably been taken also from Eunapius. This is not
to deny Zosimus all originality as in his proem he emphasises
the idea of decline in a way that Eunapius did not do. More-~

over his work belongs more to the genre of "world history"
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like those of the Christian chroniclers rather than of
"secular history" like his models Eunapius and Olympiodorus.
Nevertheless it seems that he took from Eunapius with mini-
mal modifications the religious and political ideas which

give distinction to an otherwise insipid piece of work.
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INTRODUCTION

Every study of Zosimus must begin with Photius'
statement:
Efror 3 av Tis ob ypdyar abrov fs'ropi’a(virikkl\
peraypapal Tiv  Ebvamiov, TS cuvrbmy  mévov
é\x@gpou64vﬁah
Although in this remark Photius does not take into considera-
tion the first? and last part53 of Zosimus' work, neither of
which was derived from Eunapius, his view must command our
respect. For Photius, besides being a very talented scholar,
had the great advantage, denied us today, of being able to
read Eunapius' work in an unabridged form.4
No-one nowadays doubts that Zosimus did draw on
Bunapius for the greatest part of his work (viz. 1.47-5.25).
Whenever we can compare the historians' accounts we see
Zosimus following that of Eunapius very closely within these
chapters., Hence C. Milller referred to this part of the New

History as an epitome Eunapii5 and L. Mendelssohn as an

exile comgendium.6 Clearly then in any discussion of ideas

expressed by Zosimus in these chapters careful attention
must be paid to the work of Eunapius.7

Like many ancient historians Zosimus is of interest
to us for two reasons., First, he is our main source for

some periods~--notably for parts of the third and late fourth

~1-
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centuries. Secondly; he is a source of comment, especially
on religious and political matters of the late empire. In
modern times; this facet of his work has commanded the
greatest amount of scholarly attention. But in the majority
of these studies the authors have concerned themselves more
with an analysis of what Zosimus says than with the question
of whether the sentiments he expresses are original.8
In recent years there has been a great increase in
scholarly interest in the ideological conflicts of the late
empire, Several articles and books have appeared not only
on Zosimus himself but also on the broader background of the

conflict between pagans and Christians. W.E. Kaegi in

Byzantium and the Decline of Rome published a monograph on

Byzantine reactions to the decline of the western empire.
Zosimus plays a very important part in this book: he is the
subject of a chapter entitled "The Climax of Pagan
Historical Apologetics", in which Kaegi discusses at length
Zosimus' idea of the decline of the empire. However
Eunapius receives little attention in this chapter.g

In 1971 W, Goffart published an article in the

American Historical Review, entitled "Zosimus, the First
10

Historian of Rome's Fall". With a commanding knowledge
of both primary and secondary literature Goffart paints a
vivid picture of the intellectual history of the fourth to
seventh centuries of our era, and in this picture Zosimus

occupies a leading place. Although Goffart tends to stress



the originality of Zosimus' ideas he does pay more attention
to the influence of Eunapius on him: than many of his pre-
decessors, and so his article marks a step forward.

Two recent specialists on Zosimus have expressed
similar views on the problem of Zosimus' religious and
political ideas. F. Paschoud in the introduction to his
edition of Zosimus devotes very great attention to the
historian's sources. His exhaustive survey of the literature
leads him to minimise any originality in Zosimus. He asks,
"Faut-il donc croire qu'il n'y a absolument aucun ajout

personnel de Zosime dans 1*'Histoire Nouvelle?" 2aAnd a little

below he answers, "ce quiprovient sans le moindre doute de

lui, ce sont les observations sur la décadence de l'empire

11 12

romain." R.T. Ridley reached a similar conclusion.

&

Since both scholars have carefully examined Eunapius'

worksl3

their views have considerable authority.

Yet Photius' comment, cited above, enjoins some
reservations. Even a quick reading of Eunapius' works
reveals a good many passages that reflect the same kind of
religious and political ideas that we find in Zosimus.l4
Might Eunapius not have given Zosimus the interpretation as
well as the material for his work? Only a detailed com-
parison of the historians' works can provide an answer.
This dissertation sets itself the modest task of

answering this question. The first two chapters explore

the influence of Eunapius' History on the composition of



Zosimus' work. The third is devoted to the origin of

Zosimus' idea of the decline of the Roman empire.



Notes

1 Photius, Bibliotheca codex 98 = 2, 66 Henry,

2 "Mpyerai ARV TS 1oTOPRs  ATO S KXoy diov :
Bacirgixs says Photius Bibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 158 Henry,
of Eunapius. Hence he cannot be Zosimus' source for the
first 46 chapters of book 1. Despite exhaustive source-
study of these chapters (see F, Paschoud, Zosime 1,
xxxvii-x1) no general agreement about thelr source has been
reached.

3 3. Rosenstein, "Kritische Untersuchungen iber
das Verhaltniss zwischen Olympiodor, Zosimus und Sozomenus",
Forschungen zur deutschen Geschichte 1(1862), 166-204 showed
Zosimus' dependence on Olympiodorus in the last part of the
New History (5.26 to the end). Photius reviews and sum-
marises Olympiodorus in Bibliotheca codex 80 = 1, 166-187
Henry. The fact that he does not mention it as a source of
Zosimus shows how overwhelming was the influence of
Eunapius.

4 In fact Photius says that he had several manu-
scripts of Eunapius' History, and that some contained a
"new edition". See Bibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 159 Henry,
and below, Appendix 2.

5 ¢. Miller, FHG 4, 28 and 40.

Historia nova 121. See also ibid. xxxvi.

7 so R.T. Ridley, "Zosimus the Historian", ByzZ
65(1972), 281,

8 I.F. Reitemeier, "Disquisitio in Zosimum eiusque
fidem", Zosimus xxii-x1 discussed Zosimus' ideas without
considering the possible influence of his sources on these.
He was generally followed in this approach by nineteenth
century scholars, of whom it will suffice to mention three
here. G.-E.-J. Gullhem de Sainte-Croix, "Observations
sur Zosime", Mémoires de littérature tlréé des registres
de l'Académie royale des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres,
Paris 49(1808), 466-500 concentrated largely on the question
of Zosimus' reliability, especially in his account of
Constantine. He was not unaware of the importance of
Eunapius in discussing Zosimus' ideas (e.g. 483), but
generally he did not consider the problem of originality




(e.g. 468). L. Peugére, "Zosime", Le Correspondant 36

(25 September 1855), 921 943 wrote an essay dealing mainly
with the decline of the empire. He did not mention

Eunapius at all. His tendency to regard Zosimus as a primary
authority was due to his dating the historian to the early
fifth century (see 922-923; cf. Appendix 3, below). L. von
Ranke, Weltgeschichte 4, 2(Le1p21g, 1883), '264-284 recognised
Eunaplus' influence on Zosimus (e.g. 283), but he regarded
Zosimus' religious and political ideas as ‘his own (265-266).

3 Some recent monographs may be mentioned here,

E. Condurachi, "Les iddes politiques de Zosime", Revista
clasica 13-14(1941- 1942), 115-127 discussed Zosimus' ideas
without considering the problem of their origin. While he
recognised that Eunapius was a source of Zosimus (117) his
comment on "l'indifférence presque totale" of fourth century
historians to the political problems of their times surely
indicates that he did not look very closely at Eunapius
(125). N.N. Rozental, "Religiozno-politicheskaja ideologija
Zosima", in Drevnij mir: Sbornik statej (Moscow, 1962),
611-617 considered Zosimus' account up to Constantine. The
question of originality was not treated by this writer

from whom Eunapius received only a passing mention (611).

Z. Petre, "La pensée historique de Zosime", StudClas
7(1965), 263-272 considered briefly the possibility that
Zosimus took over his ideas mechanically from Eunapius,

only to dismiss it immediately (265-266); and Eunapius’
works played no part in her discussion. Eunapius received
no special discussion from S. Mazzarino in The End of the
Ancient World, translated by G, Holmes (New York, 1966).

10 aur 76(1971), 412-441,

11 Zosime 1, 1xi and 1lxii. In Roma aeterna.

Etudes sur le patrlotlsme romain dans 1l'Occident latin a
1'époque des grandes invasions (Neuchatel, 1967), 68,

note 182, Paschoud explained that Zosimus' awareness of

the empire's decline (in contradistinction to the ignorance
of Ammianus Marcellinus on this point) was due to his
writing at a much later date. In the same breath he
asserted that Zosimus reflects the views of Eunapius.

12 R.T. Ridley, "Zosimus the Historian" ByzZ 65
(1972), 281.

13 See also R.T. Ridley, "BEunapius and Zosimus",
Helikon 9-~10(1969-1970), 574-592.
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chapter 3.

Some of these passages will be gquoted below in



CHAPTER 1

Z0SIMUS AND THE FRAGMENTS OF EUNAPIUS' HISTORY

Introduction

The present chapter comprises a comparison of the
remains of Eunapius' History with our text of Zosimus. The
purpose of this comparison is twofold. It seeks to test the
validity of the now general view that Eunapius was Zosimus'
source for the greatest part of his work:; and it examines,
insofar as the comparison of texts permits, the guestion of
whether Zosimus diverged from Eunapius at any time within
this part of his work. The second purpose of this study
is to clarify the manner in which Zosimus selected and
moulded the material at his disposal. Hopefully a picture
will emerge of the historians's method of working, and this
will provide a basis for examining the parts of Zosimus'
work for which we are without the help of Eunapius' text.

The study begins with some examples of very close
correspondence between the historians, then passes to con-
sider successively Zosimus' omissions, the minor changes
he made, and finally the evidence for major divergences

between the historians.



The Present Text of Eunapius

"Whence did the trolls get them,
I wonder?" said Thorin looking
at his sword with new interest.
"I could not say," said Elrond,
"but one may guess that your
trolls-had plundered other plun-
derers, or had come on the rem-
nants of old robberies ..."

The Hobbit, p. 61.

Photius had available for his perusal manuscripts
of two separate editions of Eunapius'® Historz.l Yet, within
a hundred years the emperor Constantine's excerpters were
compelled to draw upon a truncated version of the second
edition made by an anonymous compiler.2 The modern scholar
must consult what remains of these excerpts, supplementing
them with the occasional passage which the compilers of the
Souda derived from now lost parts of the Excerpta

Constantini., The relationship of these compilations with

the original text of the historian may be represented in a
diagram:3

Eunapius

Second edition (?)

Rhetorical handbooks

Anonymous compilation

Excerpta Constantini

Souda



The fragments of the History which are preserved

in the Excerpta Constantini are three or four times removed
from the text which left Eunapius' hand. Nevertheless,
despite corruptions and the occasional omission4 or in-
sertions on the part of the excerpter they seem to preserve
much of the original both in spirit and in matters of style.6
However; the fragments in the Souda are quite a different
matter. Some of these are very short, and are obviously
truncated.7 In some cases the attribution to Eunapius rests
on the statement of the lexicographer; and in other cases
the perceptiveness of modern scholars. Since neither kind
of attribution is infallible; the latter type of fragment
must be used with caution., In this study the matter of
attribution is dealt with only in crucial cases.

How representative of Eunapius' History are the
fragments? Clearly those that are taken from the Souda are
a motley assortment. Many are character sketches, and there
is a strong admixture of items of a philological interest.
On the other hand, the Constantinian collection provides
us with a much more useful array of passages. The Excerpta

de sententiis yield a good deal of reflective and analytical

material as well as some interesting anecdotes. The

Excerpta de legationibus offer a few long and detailed

narrative passages., Generally it is an impressive variety.
With character sketches, anecdotes and with reflective,

analytical and narrative passages all well represented there
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is every reason to believe that our fragments afford a

reasonably faithful sampling of Eunapius' work.

Some Closely Parallel Pagsages

Any reader of Zosimus

who keeps a close eye on the

fragments of Eunapius will note the occasional passages

suggestive of a very close relationship between the writers.

A representative example is provided by the historians®

accounts of the downfall of Tatianus and Proclus at the

hands of Rufinus:
8
Fragment 59.
7 >
©r iakmt’;‘v?pcv) ®s é’cmg)ma\n
SpaNeplTepey AVBpwIros mpds TRV
K AN
N syagopsv. Beparrelsavres yap
~ * « /
Tov Tamiavov ol wept Tov  Basthiq
- - < " 7
Beofcsiov, mpds 7€ omepguel Tk
To0 BaoiNfuLs kA perayvdses Emy
Toly yévévq/ug/vom svanévdov s
4 ~ ~ A ra
Toimsdmivel, kil mepi T eANVILY
J V4 4 s €
OUPLNE MTNELS  ENTT Sx¢ umroste, PAVTES
K / 7 . o Y
TouTey m‘afrrstgow ayay e TOV
oy avrel ﬁpé}(}\w -roé'-«,/c/w\ -
By £s To J-ga},kw‘rﬁpmv S E KA1t
~ N ~ PR r
KAt Tov  TaTidvoy ey Auklay
P Ry s
amfieuday Tou qades

X% Pé(ﬁi\f TES,

ZOS. 4.52.3-4.
5 Foogives... werehOOV armdiy 7oV
marépd Kl Sprois , kil TV PxoiAiR

A

< . .
meloRC Jmo@ivl KAl AUT kAl TY
ey /uay:f)“mj N4l TodTw Te
TQ TPOT  MeTaydysV €K THC
aAn 8005 OTovolaL ¢l uaATWiOUS
2 s J - ~
ovelpers | ava e Qer Tamiavoy
_/ ~ A(S* rd e
YPAMMATL  TOV TATdA METAKAATSAT ORI,
o . . ;
TMpdkdov wtv oV dus TE Pavijval
FOVAPTAEOEVTA TO deguwTrpieN
Jexerar, Tarmavol Je 1 1A
- E — r -~
matpidos GikRosl TdpadoOfvrol

au ¥
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The excerpter has no doubt modified Eunapius' version a

little.9

The passages correspond quite closely although
Zosimus supplies two small details that are not in Eunapius.
Eunapius tells us that Tatianus was sent to Lycia and
Zosimus that he was sent to his "native country". A little
earlier, at 4.45.1, Zosimus had spoken of Tatianus as hail-
ing from Lycia; and this detail was no doubt in Eunapius'
narrative at some point also. Secondly, Zosimus says that
Proclus was summoned by letter ypluuasi... uiTak AA{sasB
whereas Eunapius uses the simple verb deysTv . Zosimus'
version adds a slight touch of colour, and is surely well
within the bounds of an epitomator's "licenge".

Further examples are provided by those passages the
attribution of which to Eunapius depends on a resemblance
to the words of Zosimus. One example will suffice here

while others are relegated to Appendix 1.

Fragment 2.10 Z20s.1.57.3.

Zskiuxﬁ : épvu& égTN weo 2 ehtoriddas mxpiJﬂkQSLQQ
EOmermoy  wdl «KBpeTTOV KAl Apelic] ... L dE s kkpiEv
ravolpyey . kAl TAL XKpIdas SUMTEPUITTAMIVAY KA1 TOI STOMASIY
XAV AApSEsON. TAGTAL éax{Mevd}_”

Eunapius' Rhetoric and Character Portraval

One of the most striking facets of Zosimus' tech-
nique as an epitomator is the way in which he tones down the
inflated style of Eunapius. The effect is visible in almost

every passage of Zosimus for which we possess the
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corresponding fragment of Funapius. Moreover, this process
extends beyond a change of style to matters of character por-
trayal. Accordingly, the following discussion will begin with
three examples of purely stylistic changes, and then proceed
to examine changes involving character portrayal.

Both Eunapius and Zosimus highlight the guerilla
warfare of the Gallic "headhunter" Charietto who inspired
great terror in the barbarians who were ravaging the province

while Julian was there.

Fragment 11.11 Zos.3.7.3,
— e LAY > D 3 N “ D
ToSrov e¥imevos ERjpov €@ A 6:51/) I Kkal AANO!

¢ ~ - 3\ L P Y
UTQ  ToViSTARevOV € eV EIT | SOvEufynGAY To0Te ApeTal
24 ~ > N -
ANOS Taeq fizs, wi WA BOS AV, Ka) KAD  Eva Guviovies -rr)v’r)‘@cx
> e - ~
Kd) Ro\@al/rrep of Fu@ﬂy:ﬁoma @agt, yeydvaa , téTe o{’;) TG
> “ -

povibes €m dulda wyBeians Kaisapr  mpoceNOOV 6 X1t rv...
Y . A > lad Z A
OUKET THY 7OV dﬁi@}iw‘l s MEW
POsIV, AKX & HXEWEAL wA S5V
b Y et [N ’

€S MOAY, 0vTw XopidTTONCS

Keprliova  Tpos AxBEvT0S o1 Te WAGe

A \
M TOND  Mpo6 E0aV KAl & TGV

- X 2 V4 -
SuvoTaufvy oxhos dva Adyol  mkoNod8er THls MpXEss v

Fragment llc. Z0os.,3.7.1.

3((/ ) \ 7 ~, s 3 - & s

eCOREL YAp TO TE CWMA o TS QY MEys oS sWmATos

Yiya\vrcﬁcfn; £ival KA TOV omip Tods ANhovs diavias fuv,
N rd N > 7

Bouov @w,pw&?; KAl ¢ Kdl Ty avdpeiay xvadoyev 74

2 - s

AYXIvoIAY TN GUAA G TEVOVTWY | SWMATI .

ArdyraV TONUTTAOK T €pos.



13

Another passage in the Souda12

describes Charietto in terms
that suggest Eunapius' style- dvuméotaroS T4 Te A oVdSovTL
100 dpacTnpi00 ?o@&%/ . In the passages cited above Zosimus'
main purpose has been to simplify Eunapius' bombastic and
metaphorical style in favour of a more direct mode of
expression,

In one fragment Eunapiﬁs uses a metaphor from physi-
cal science to describe the soothing effect of the general
Arbitio on the pusillanimous emperor Valens when he was
terrified at the report of the revolt of Procopius. In
another passage he waxes eloquent over the downfall of the
notary Theodorus who was led to believe that he had hopes of
gaining the throne. Zosimus' version of each incident re-
moves all the rhetorical elaboration.13

These examples will suffice to show how Zosimus
reacted to Eunapius' style. We now pass to the matter of

character portrayal where the difference between the his-

torians is more marked and richer in implications.

The Portrayal of Character

The fragments show clearly that the delineation of
virtues and vices was a major preoccupation of Eunapius.

It is true that the compiler of the Excerpta de sententiis

was especially interested in such passages; but many of the
fragments that have been drawn from the Souda support the

idea that Eunapius appended a detailed character sketch to
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his account wherever a new personality appeared. We begin
with some examples from the Souda, then consider some people
who are mentioned by Eunapius but not Zosimus, and conclude
with a comparison of the historians' portraits of the
emperor Julian.

A lengthy passage in the Souda preserves Eunapius'
view of the emperor Carinus., The corresponding part of
Zosimus' account can be supplied from a passage of John of

Antioch which was taken over in the Excerpta de virtutibus.

Our texts of both Eunapius and Zosimus are thus at least
twice removed from the originals and any resemblance is

likely to be less now than was originally the case.

Eun?pius Zosinus
Excerpta Constantini John of Antioch
f |
Souda Excerpta Constantini
14 . 1
Fragment 4. John of Antioch fragment 162.
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Eunapius mentions three specific vices: homo-
sexuality, trials stemming from trumped-up charges and the
arbitrary execution of nobles. Of these Zosimus refers
indirectly to the first and combines the second with the
third. There are several linguistic echoes of Eunapius in
Zosimus® account, and Zosimus uses the verb mposkpodw here

16

in a sense elwewhere favoured by Eunapius. on the whole,

however, Eunapius' picture of Carinus is not seriously

affected.
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The Souda preserves a long tribute to the general
Sebastian, 19 lines in Adler's edition, but these are

referred to only in passing by Zosimus.17 Moreover, the
18 .. 19 20 ., 21 22 .23 24
66,

’

fragments 39, 67, 69, 70 76 and 84, all

from the Souda, contain detailed character sketches either
glossed over or very substantially reduced by Zosimus.

Similarly, fragment 48, from the Excerpta de sententiis,25

seems to be part of a diatribe against Theodosius, apparently
at the same point in Eunapius' account as Zosimus' attack on
this emperor at 4.27; 28 and 29. Yet none of the specific
points mentioned by Eunapius, the corruption of power, the
fragility of human nature in the face of good fortune and
the metaphor of the prodigal son, recurs in Zosimus.

But the hand of the epitomator did not stop at mere
abridgement of rhetoric: some information he omitted al-
together. Zosimus did not for example mention Ablabius'

role as guardian of Constantine's sons,26

27

although he did
mention the man's execution. Both historians report the
embassies sent to Julian on his accession:

28 Z0s.3.11.1.
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Eunapius goes on to give details about some of the men who
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served on these embassies; but Zosimus does not. Similarly

Zosimus does not mention either Aelian, who appears in

29

fragment 36, or Marcian, of whose character a short note

30

appears in fragment 44, On the other hand, Zosimus does

speak of the raid of Isaurian bandits in 368, in which
Musonius, the vicar of Asijia, met a heroic death, Although
he says nothing about the man himself, Musonius' virtues

are carefully documented by Eunapius.3l

32

In like fashion,

Subarmachius the drunken soldier and Hierax the impudent

Alexandrian play no part in Zosimus' account.33
The emperor Julian fares no better in Zosimus'

account. Many laudatory passages about him have survived

in the fragments of Eunapius’ Historz; and they are all

either omitted or severely curtailed by his epitomator. 1In

view of this emperor's importance in the history of Christian-

pagan relations it has seemed worthwhile to examine this

matter in some detail.

The eighth fragment,34

the proem of Eunapius'
second book, introduces the account of Julian as the centre-~
piece of Eunapius' work:
@épeal dE Evred Oev & Ayas £’ é’wrg{: éao&jpsjo
Eg OZP)(\’;}\i
As in the mutilated proem of the first book (fragment 1)35
Eunapius is fulsome in his praise of the Apostate, Zosimus;
however, does not introduce Julian in such a way; either

in the proem of his first book or at the beginning of his
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third, the points which correspond in his work with the first
and eighth fragments of Eunapius.

Fragment 10 expatiates on the virtues of Julian as a
ruler. The Salian Franks had become the hapless victims in
a war between the Roman troops and the Chamavi. Julian,
recognising their innocence, forbade his troops to conduct
operations against them. For Eunapius the incident provides
an opportunity to glorify the Caesar at some length, but
Zosimus contents himself with an exposition of the bare
facts.36

In fragment 13 Eunapius deals with the chieftain

37 The latter demanded the return to him of his

Vadomarius.
son, given as a hostage to Julian in surety for many Romans
held prisoner by the chieftain. Julian returned the boy,
remarking that he was in any case inadequate security for the
Romans, and threatening dire consequences if the latter were
not surrendered. Zosimus passes over all this in silence,
Perhaps he was not interested in anecdotes illustrative of
the Caesar‘'s "humour"”, although such speculation is dan-
gerous in view of the garbled state of Zosimus' account of

these Gallic campaigns.38

39 .. 40

Fragments 16, 17, 41 42

18.3 and 22.1 deal with
various virtues of the emperor: justice, clemency, modera-
tion and foresight. But very little of this encomiastic
material finds its way into Zosimus: and neither of the

anecdotes in the second and third passages is related by
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him. Eunapius' detailed description of the emperor's sense
of justice finds in Zosimus only an echo at the correspond-
ing point in his narrative:

TOMU  KANDS kAl Fikalws O;KOVO/ArjIGRS,#S
Fragment 23 treats events immediately after the death

of Julian. The introductory sentence finds a verbal echo in

Zosimus:
44
Fragment 23. Zos,.3.30.1.
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But the resemblance between the two accounts stops at this
point. 3Zosimus, on the one hand, goes on in the next sen-
tence to refer curtly to the elevation of Jovian:

KA Yipie Kowy) Baoihels Tofiavos ivma"sf’nvumu) Bappeviavod. .. mas.
and then immediately launches the army back onto its path
of retreat. Eunapius, on the other hand, follows up the
sentence quoted above with a long description of the army's
distress at the emperor's death, using the occasion once
again to expatiate on the emperor's virtues. So eulogistic

is the tone, so unabashedly pagan in its approach, with
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its assertion that the emperor could while still a mortal
mingle freely with the incorporeal inhabitants of heaven,
that an anonymous Christian appended to the passage an ironic

45

rebuttal. The eulogy, however, appears to continue in the

46

next four extracts that constitute fragment 24, where

Julian's self-control and his special relationship with the

sun are mentioned:; and also in fragment 26,47

where Eunapius
produces an oracle of Julian's apotheosis, and refers vaguely
to other sacrifices and prayers performed by the emperor.
Thus it would seem that Eunapius devoted considerable space
in his account to an extended tribute to the emperor; but
that Zosimus was not prepared to interrupt his narrative for
this purpose, contenting himself with the comment

o péxpi e voxTos miomi Aprfoas AmEOEV, o0 waps THY

e psiov ﬁyguoh&v ATCINE@S m&wxarﬁb&& %qxékqs,48

The views of the historians on the emperor Julian

have been treated at some length here not only because they
illustrate an important difference in approach between the
two, but also because it has sometimes been claimed in the
past that Julian was Zosimus' idol and that Zosimus went out
of his way to distort his account in Julian's favour.49
Such a view is most difficult to reconcile with the evidence
presented above, Julian was Eunapius' hero' but to Zosimus

he was a far less interesting figure.50
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some Omissions of Zosimus

Zosimus is also prone to omit in his epitome the
occasional historiographical comment of his source. In such
passages Eunapius set forth his ideas on history writing in
general, and in particular on his own work,

Fragment 1 is the proem to the first book, and

51 In the former

fragment 28 looks like the proem to another.
Eunapius expounds at great length his view that chronological
details are not an important part of a history, while the
second speaks of the need to rely on written sources for
periods before one's own lifetime, and the obligation to
record contemporary events. It would seem that neither
passage inspired Zosimus with the desire to cdpy it.

Zosimus does not reproduce Eunapius' remarks on
Julian's account of his campaigns against the Alamanni.52
Naturally he also omits the remarks in fragment 41 which
introduced Eunapius' account of the Huns; for Eunapius here
states that he was supplementing an earlier account of this
tribe while the corresponding chapter in Zosimus which cor-
responds with this fragment presents the Huns for the first
time.s3 |

In like manner Zosimus passes over in silence the

4 and 7455’ Of these the former,

which may also be the introduction to a new book,56 deals

material of fragments 735

with the necessity of treating incredible events for the

sake of a truthful narrative; and the latter explains the
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difficulty of obtaining correct information about western
affairs.

Zosimus was as uninterested in the details of mili-
tary policy and practice which his source provided as he
was in the latter's conception of the historian's task. He
omits Eunapius' maxims on the need for experience and
secrecy in strategy (fragment 18,1 and 18.2)57 and he ignores
Eunapius' criticisms of Valens' strategy in meeting the Goths
in 378 rather than allowing them to expend themselves and
their provisions.58 More noteworthy perhaps; in view of how
much space he devoted to the Persian expedition, is the fact
that there is no certain parallel between this part of
Zosimus' history and the remaining fragments of Eunapius'
account (fragments 21 and 22). None of the details mentioned

59

by Eunapius~-the wicker shields of the "Parthians", the

scenic games at Ctesiphon,60 the abundance of food found in

61

the suburbs of the city and the grumblings of the troops

on the retreatégis mentioned by Zosimus.

But far the largest group consists of the fragments
in which Eunapius discusses the sorry state of affairs in
his own day.

In fragment 4263 Eunapius launches into a long lament
on the destruction caused by the Goths in Thrace and the
adjacent areas. For once he restrains his tendency to em-
bellish his language excessively, and the result is a

splendid piece of Greek, full of noble pathos which still
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has the power to move. But Zosimus reduces all this to a
pair of clauses: 7 Opdxn Te amasa Kk« 7 aovia wdi... emApelvro
BapPapwr TR Tposmesivid ApSoubvuy; o JE Bagdeds Ooddms
AnSopgvous 1dn rav Bodxmy magav Tods 2k§Bas QEtﬁpivosmM
Similarly in fragment 5065 Eunapius alludes to the
people of Nicopolis in Thrace who in the reign of Theodosius
saved themselves from depredation by surrendering to_the
barbarians. Eunapius comments that those who remained loyal
to the government suffered for their fidelity. Zosimus does
not mention this, nor does he refer to the anecdote about the
tragedian in the reign of Nero whose recitation in a bar-
barian city was followed by a destructive pestilence (frag-

ment 54).66

Eunapius clearly relates the incident to a
pestilence in the reign of Theodosius, and while the exact
circumstances of this are obscure, it seems possible to con-
clude from the remark

TO St KAl TIAS TOV olKk dvonTuy Teds  TOOTO cﬁ)\;f@q&évm
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that Eunapius was here speaking of a pestilence sent by
heaven as a punishment to men, perhaps for impiety on the
part of the government.67

Of particular interest are those remarks that

reveal the contemporary's pen. Eunapius speaks of the

high cost of asses in Theodosius' reign, ending with the

assertion that in his own day things had "gone to the
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asses”.68 He tells also how the prefect of Rome, Perses,
exhibited tablets in public mocking the ineffectual piety of

70 he interrupts his

the emperors.69 Finally, in fragment 87
account to digress to the time of Pulcheria's regency and
tell how Hierax; the killer of Fravitta, met his end. At
the same time he describes at length the prevailing corrup-
tion of the day, the simony, peculation and extortion of the
provincial governors and the complaisance of the central

government, None of these passages finds its way into

Zosimus' work.

Zosimus and Eunapius' Narrative

Very few of the fragments give much idea of Eunapius’
narrative, and it is accordingly difficult to form a clear
impression of Zosimus' manner of dealing with this, The few
examples we have; however, show Zosimus substantially
abridging his source and sometimes doing so quite incom-
petently. 1In the following discussion examples of both good
and bad technique will be given.

Fragment 37 tells of the Gothic war that erupted in
366 after the usurper Procopius had requested help from the
king of the Goths in his effort to seize the throne from
the emperor Valens. The latter managed to surround the
barbarians that were sent to Procopius; and after disarming
them he had them held under guard. The king's requests for

their return met with a decisive rebuff from the emperor.
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The fragment which is from the Excerpta de legationibus
represents a substantial extract from Eunapius, and Zosimus'
version affords some idea of his narrative technir.p.le.'?l

Zosimus' version of this sequence of events forms an
admirable epitome of Eunapius', presenting a similar struc-
ture with the same introduction and conclusion. There are
several minor divergences which are not difficult to explain,
Eunapius says that Valens cut off the Goths' retreat, whereas
Zogsimus says that he prevented them from advancing: and
Zosimus supplies also the detail that the prisoners were dis-
tributed to the cities mapx wov “loTpoov . The first diver-
gence seems to be a slip on Zosimus' part, while the second
was no doubt an inference from Eunapius' text. The main
difference is the pruning away of Eunapius' comments on the
high-spiritedness of the Goths, and the omission of comment
on the reaction of the Roman people to the physical charac-
teristics of the Gothic prisoners. Apart from these few
points Zosimus' epitome is accurate enough.

Fragment 42,72

the most substantial part of the
History that has survived, describes the flight of the Goths
from the Huns, their milling on the far bank of the Danube,
their reception into the empire and subsequent treachery and
Valens' preparations to meet them in battle, Zosimus pre-
serves the same order of treatment as Eunapius; omitting some

of the details such as the discussions at court, the discip-

lining of the Roman commanders who repelled an initial attack
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of the Goths and the long lament on the destruction they
caused in the Danubian provinces. Zosimus echoes Eunapius
at some points, varying his language slightly:

73 Z0s.4.20.5-6.
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Again; his epitome is accurate enough.

Although capable at times of producing a satisfactory
epitome of Eunapius, Zosimus did not always manage to do so.
Sometimes his version displays serious errors, and often he
omits important detail. These points are illustrated by the
following passages.

The twelfth fragment deals with the surrender of the

Chamavi to Julian.74

Eunapius' narrative is very long and
involved. It contains several speeches and a great deal of
moral comment. Zosimus omits not only the moralisation and
speeches75,but also the important fact that Julian had a
clear, strategic motive in granting the peace treaty, namely
to maintain the supply of grain from Britain. Zosimus also
calls the Chamavi "Quadi" a most serious lapse on his part.

He mentions that it was Charietto who captured the king's
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son and thus provided Julian with an ace in the deliberations.
Since this detail is not mentioned by Eunapius in this frag-
ment Zosimus may have introduced it from another point in
Eunapius' narrative; for it is known that Charietto played
a part in Eunapius' account, There is a further divergence
from Eunapius here too; in the matter of hostages. Accord-
ing to Eunapius Julian asked only to retain the king's son
and "the mother of Nebisgastus"; while Zosimus says that he
kept the king's son and took also some nobles. Such a minor
difference is possibly a mere oversight: it is hardly suf-
ficient to suppose the use of a supplementary source,
especially as Zosimus' account of Julian's campaigns is one
of the most slipshod sections of his work.76
Eunapius describes how Valentinian received embassies

sent him on his accession at Nicea. Zosimus, on the other
hand omits all reference to Valentinian's dealings with
these legations, implying that the emperor stayed in the
city only long enough to take command of the army.

Fragment 29.77 Z08.3.36.3
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Near the end of the reign of Valens, at the point
where he was turning his attention to the movements of the

Goths and the Huns, Eunapius digressed to recall Isaurian
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depredations in Asia Minor which, some years before, had
resulted in the death of the vicar Musonius, But while
Eunapius clearly indicates that the events of this digression
took place some years earlier, Zosimus in his epitome merely
inserts the story at the same point as EBunapius without

comment on the c:hronology.78

Minor Changes and Additions Made by Zosimus

Some of the fragments that have been taken from the
Souda are undoubtedly truncated versions of what Eunapius
wrote, and this presents a problem to those who attempt to
identify Zosimus' additions, The dilemma is evident when
one compares the historians' statements about Fravitta.
In fragment 8079 Eunapius introduces Fravitta to
his account. He mentions first the man's self-discipline
which enabled him to master physical infirmity: he then speaks
of his successful suppression of banditry, and concludes with
the observation that the man was a pagan. Zosimus, in the
corresponding part of his account; omits Fravitta's illness
and self-discipline but mentions his operations against
the bandits and his paganism:
Fragment 80. Zos.5.20.1.
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If the Souda's version is not truncated here then we are
faced with a rare case of verbosity on Zosimus' part! But
even so, Zosimus' words represent no more than a development
of what we read in the lexicon.

Like this, many of the changes which Zosimus can be
shown to have made are of a very minor character. His
account of the demise of Bargus the sausage-seller agrees
closely with that of Eunapius, except that there is a slight
difference in the moral drawn:

Fragment 71.80 Zos.5.10.3.
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A further minor change occurs in Zosimus' version
of the quarrel between Eriulphus and Fravitta, The scene is
an imperial banquet at which the two men are guests. When
violence erupts between them the banquet breaks up. While
Bunapius refers to this in the passive:

FIaxSerar uEv TO SOATISIOV  KTAKTWS ...

Zosimus attributes it to the emperor.81

Zosimus also applies a remark that Eunapius intended

to refer to one person only, to two., Eunapius seems to

have considered only Marcellus as Constantius' henchman in
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Gaul, while Zosimus states that both he and Salustius were
sent to keep an eye on Julian.

Fragment 8a.82 Zos.3.2.2,
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Similarly Zosimus seems to have included Bauto in the
laudatory remarks which Eunapius reserved for Arbogast.83

In several cases Zosimus appears to add exegetical
comments which provide interesting insights into his mind,
An example is provided by the historians' comment on the
death of the empress Galla:

Fragment 61.54 70s.4.57.3-4.
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It seems that Zosimus himself saw the allusion since the
fact that Eunapius elsewhere quotes Homer without acknowl-
edgement makes it unlikely that the poet's name was men-
tioned here;85 and it is by no means unlikely that Zosimus

knew his Homer. It is, however, interesting that the later
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historian was moved to explain a reference that was dropped
more or less unselfconsciously into the narrative by his
source. It may reflect a lower intellectual level on the
part of the historian or a difference in the intended
reading public.

Twe such "notes" of Zosimus on geography are reveal-
ing. In fragment 29 Eunapius refers to the city of Nicea
as Nikaa Tﬁs B;Guv&é.gé The phrase is worded in a way
that is intended to differentiate between homonymous cities

located in different provinces:87

for in Eunapius' day there
were Niceas also in Corsica and Liguria. In the correspond-
ing passage of Zosimus"C we read Nikua wéhs s B Buviag,
"Nicea, a city in Bithynia". In the later writer the
differentiating character of the original is lost probably
because it is no longer needed. Another geographical
explanatory note reveals Zosimus' ignorance.

Fragment 42.89 Zos.4.20.7.

N R ydp Opdkn mhsx ki) [a ANN 9 @p{m) re AMATA

< N 7
N swexns avr) x<pa Manedoid wdi 7 TTarovia wd) 7t pdxpi

K&l @ eosalid.. . Maxs Sovias K& DeTralis...
Zosimus regularly uses 0aiovix for the Roman provinces of the
Pannonias whereas in this passage he appears to have in mind
the older Greek connotation of the word.90 Such confusion
is not surprising in one who wrote at a time when Roman

control in the Danube provinces had become quite tenuous.

In some quite subtle ways the difference in
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terminology between the historians reflects their difference

in epochs. In two fragments for which Zosimus provides

close parallels Eunapius uses the term Pasihtds of barbarian

kings. In each case Zosimus substitutes the word

1Nyodueves .91 Zosimus elsewhere uses fssiheds for barbarian
leaders but he may have felt less happy to do so than his

92
source,

At one point Zosimus appears to add a comment to a

historiographical passage which he copied from Eunapius:

Fragment 9.93
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Since each idea that Zosimus expresses here is

contained in Eunapius' words also, the final clause
KAl MaMeTA SFA  TOls  XANGL ;mekikzﬁ?EMJ JokeT
must also be taken as an interpretation of what Eunapius
was saying when he professed an aim different from other
writers, who were concerned with petty details, and dif-
ferent from that of the emperor in his own account. It is

surely not a statement of Zosimus' own purpose in writing.94

Some "Eunapian" Changes

In this section are discussed those passages into
which Zosimus has introduced material which is not found
in the corresponding fragment of Eunapius; but which never-
theless appears to have been inspired by what Eunapius said
elsewhere,

Bunapius describes in fragment 7a95

the hatred of

Constantius for Julian when the latter was in Gaul. Since
the main account of Julian began in book 2; and since frag-
ment 7a is from the first book; Eunapius must have included
an account of Constantius' reign in boock 1 and then, at the

beginning of the second book covered some of the same
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material again when he started to speak of Julian. It
appears that he twice dealt with the subject of Constantius’
hatred of the Caesar's successes in Gaul, as this subject

96 Fosimus did not

recurs also in the fourteenth fragment,
follow this arrangement: he gave only the one account of
Constantius and Julian, However, it is interesting to note
that Zosimus' words on Constantius' jealousy of the Caesar,
which occur at a point in his account which corresponds with
Eunapius®' second treatment of this subject (viz. fragment 14)
in his, bear a very close resemblance to what Eunapius had
said in his first beook, that is in fragment 7a:

Fragment 7a. Zos.3.8.3.
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It may be that Eunapius repeated himself, using similar
words: but since such artlessness is unlikely in Eunapius
it seems that Zosimus recalled the passage in Eunapius'
first book when he was composing his third.97

Zosimus' willingness to rearrange the material of
his source in minor ways and to introduce thoughts and

phrases of a Eunapian character into his epitome at points

where Eunapius himself had not used them are demonstrated by
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a comparison of the passages devoted by the historians to the

rivalry between Rufinus and Stilicho,.

Fragment 63.98
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There are two points to be made about the above
passages., Firstly, while Eunapius mentions the use of
sycophants to spy on the wealthy and trump up charges against
them, 2osimus dismisses these in a pair of phrases : 7&v ugv
Supeals Bepamevdviay kil ToUTw TO SUKOPAVTEISGU TP EuydvTan,

But he returns at a later point, when he is dealing with the
enmity between Butropius and Stilicho to make the same char-
ges in a similar way as Eunapius above:

£Te ydp krmd Tepl BXemrrov $N v TGOV ST kEwy, €8 Ourépou

ToSrwY  pereriBero Seemoreiav , KA X poots & wd éjpyupos <12 s

> A - > 5 s N 79

EK TWN ﬂpeTapov EXOVTUV FIL AVTOYA éppéla
It is of course possible that Eunapius simply repeated the
charge; but that seems unlikely. The second observation to
make on the above passages is that the phrase 7T&vV mohewv
cXeBpos does not occur in Eunapius, although the lexi-
cographer points out that much more abuse of Rufinus was to
be found in Eunapius. In any case the idea of the destruc-

tion of the cities occurs elsewhere in Eunapius.100

Finally,
it might be noted that Eunapius here makes both Rufinus and
Stilicho guardians of the young emperors whereas Zosimus at
5.4.3 makes Stilicho claim this distinction for himself
alone. But there is naturally no difficulty in supposing
that BEunapius mentioned both claims--one his own; the other
that of his subject.

In fragment 4710l Eunapius speaks of the general

Sebastian who requested of Valens only two thousand troops
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for training, when asked to take over operations against the
Visigoths. Both historians describe the scene in much the
same terms, but each attributes a slightly different metaphor
to Sebastian: Eunapius says: wAn0es & petarahtiv £§
xvaywyias ddrroov * SAlywy d¢ APXOMEVEY ES TO  KANOV.. .,
while Zosimus has: fmailaywyqonl d¢ SNyous kd) &is 10
Appevwitoy {k oy B hecs ivxyokyefv od u’(pécrpo& JisKodov .. «

The metaphor used by Zosimus does not occur in Eunapius

here, although Eunapius does use the adjective "masculine"

102

of Valentinian II. This raises an interesting point.

Zosimus makes a number of rather depreciatory remarks about

103

women at various points in his work, and these were con-

sidered by one modern scholar as "foreign to a man like

104

Eunapius®, But we read in the Vitae sophistarum of

Chrysanthius' wife that she Tiv yuvdixglav Omepiveyke
@bemws It seems likely then that Zosimus' remarks about
women as well as his metaphorical use of terms describing
the sexes were taken from Eunapius.

A similar minor point may bring this discussion to
an end. Eunapius speaks of the quality of mercy in a ruler
in a fragment that seems to have formed a part of his
account of the punishment of Procopius® followers.106 He
speaks of the SYKOS of the throne, and although this idea
does not enter into Zosimus' discussion of these punish-

ments (4.8) Zosimus uses it a few chapters before of

Valens (4.4.1).
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Some Apparent Points of Disagreement

This discussion of Zosimus' manner of drawing
material from Eunapius concludes with several cases in which
Zosimus appears to be at odds with his source.

Both historians tell of Magnus Maximus' use of bar-
barians in his campaign against Theodosius:

Fragment 58.107 Z20s.4.45,3.
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A major difference occurs in what follows. Zosimus goes
on to state curtly that d&u n&cng &vdSqroépgvc|)M7xdvﬁj
HATX T [OND <ﬁ£?Eﬂ}qoav ,uéxﬁ, and then proceeds to des-
cribe Theodosius' preparations for the campaign against
Magnus. When he takes up the subject of the emperor's
drive against these barbarians (in chapters 48 and 49) his
account centres around a romantic anecdote which highlights
the emperor's personal bravery. Eunapius on the other hand

launches into a lamentation on the slackness and corruption
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of the times and with this the fragment comes to an end.
Since Eunapius begins this lamentation with the statement
that the empire would have been invincible if the government
had opted for war instead of Tpu§{ , one is driven to conclude
that his version of events differed from that of Zosimus.108
Zosimus' account consists of two parts, bisected by

the story of Maximus' downfall., The first expedition against
these bandits occurred at the time of Theodosius' prepara-
tions for the war against Maximus in 388, and the second
expedition on Theodosius' return from Italy in 391.109
Zosimus himself implies that the remnants of the bands that
survived the first Roman attack utilised Theodosius!' absence

110 but one

to harass the people of Macedonia and Thessaly,
would not infer from his narrative a lapse of three years
between the two campaigns. But in Eunapius® fuller account
of events much may have been made of the sufferings that
resulted from these protracted depredations.

Zosimus seems guilty here then of anticipating
events. In his brief account it was convenient to portray
the two expeditions almost as if they were a single, success-
ful campaign, interrupted by the drive against Magnus
Maximus. For Eunapius, however; who lived through these
times, the failure of the emperor's first campaign in 388;

and the consequent sufferings of Roman subjects, provided a

suitable subject for moralising comment,
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Eunapius and Zosimus appear at first sight to offer
differing versions of the fate of the general Timasius, a
victim of the eunuch Eutropius. In fragment 72 Eunapius
begins: “On o é‘\))VOSXOi TO0TOV  TesobTov Svia Kd) THAIKOCTOV
éx@dx&v 700 @féu .»+ and goes on to speak of the demise of

the general Abundantius.111

It seems very likely that the
phrase voltov Tosolrov eovid  refers to Timasius because in
Zosimus' account of Eutropius' victims the downfall of
Timasius (5.8) preceded that of Abundantius (5.10.5).
BEunapius then seems to say that Timasius was killed
while Zosimus says that he was exiled to the Oasis. But the

apparent contradiction is not difficult to resolve. As

J.B. Bury pointed out, exile to the Oasis was a penalty
112

Timasius nor his son, who endeavoured to rescue him, was
113

equivalent to death; and Zosimus alleges that neither

ever heard from again. In the light of Zosimus' account
Eunapius' ¢kB«ahlv 700 Piov  has a rather different connota-
tion from what it would have if it stood alone.114

There is no contradiction between the statements

of the two historians.

Eunapius says that the first instalment of his
History contained a partial account of Alaric's invasion
of Greece. The Visigoths were admitted through Thermopylae

by:
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Zosimus attributes the Goths' ability to slip through the
pass to complicity on the part of the commander stationed

there, Gerontius, and of the proconsul Antiochus.116
Apropos of this passage of Zosimus L. Mendelssohn

commented videtur Eunapius guae de monachis Thermopylas

aperientibus scripserat /sc. Vitae sophistarum loc. cit./
117

in Historiarum parte altera...correxisse. But there is

not necessarily any inconsistency between the two historians.
To be sure, Zosimus says nothing about monkish impiety or
the breach of hierophantic law. But he mentions the passage
through Thermopylae only briefly: and it is quite possible
that in condensing a longer narrative in his source he
omitted some facts which were of less interest to him than
to Eunapius.

This consideration will explain some other cases
where inconsistency has been seen between the historians.118
In narrating Julian's revolt against Constantius Eunapius
seems to have devoted much attention to the part played by

119

individual conspirators, while Zosimus on the other hand

" 7 —uZo 120 .
speaks vaguely of Tav TASIKPXWV TIVES , Eunapius seems

also to have portrayed Constantine's death, in the History,

121

as divine retribution for his promoting Ablabius, while

Zosimus says nothing of this and in fact barely mentions
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122 In neither case, however, does

the emperor's passing.
Zosimus' version run counter to what remains of Eunapius'

account, and there is therefore no real inconsistency.

Conclusion

The detailed comparison of passages undertaken in
the pages above allows some conclusions about the relation-
ship between the two histories. Zosimus' primary aim was
to condense Eunapius' material, and in condensing he omitted
a great variety of details. He curtailed narrative and
reflective passages, he pruned character sketches, he toned
down style. Sometimes he abridged well; at other times his
epitome was quite incompetent. Zosimus did allow himself
to make minor modifications from time to time in the material
that he took from Eunapius; and occasionally he introduces
to his epitome comments that were not directly suggested to
him by the passage which he had before him., But almost all
of the changes he made were either inspired by what he had
read elsewhere in Eunapius, or they are in the nature of
passing comments of the most trivial kind, readily explic-
able in terms of the difference in time between the two men.

Hence two factors will suffice to explain the
majority of variations between the historians: a difference
in taste and a difference in time. The former explains
Zosimus' simpler style; the latter his lack of interest

in people, his lack of involvement with events, as, for
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example; the reign of Julian. On the whole it is surprising
how few and how slight are the changes that the passage of
time moved Zosimus to introduce into his epitome of Eunapius.
Certainly this study provides a strong warning
against any tendency to attribute originality to Zosimus.
Powerful arguments will be needed to exclude Eunapius as the
source of any passages of Zosimus for which we do not have

Eunapius' version.



44

Notes

1 Photius, Bibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 159-160 Henry.

2 This is shown by the anonymous note introducing the
excerpts from Eunapius in the Excerpta de sententiis (71,
3-11 Boissevain). This seems to be the statement of a man
compiling a world history based on excerpts from previous:
writers. See C. de Boor, "Die véa ¢xdocis des Eunapios”,
RhM 47(1892), 321-323. 'W.R. Chalmers, “"The NEA EKAO0ZIE
of Eunapius' Histories", CQ N. S. 3(1953), 165-170, rejects
de Boor's idea that the second edition was not from Eunapius,
but accepts de Boor's argument that the selections of
Eunapius in the Excerpta were based on a late compilation
which included Eunapius among other historians. See also
below, Appendix 2,

3 The basic study of the relationship between the
Souda and the Excerpta was made by C. de Boor, "Suidas
und die Konstantinische Exzerptsammlung. I", ByzZ 21(1912),
381-424 and "II", ByzZ 23(1914-1919), 1-127,

4 on the excerpter's excisions see C. de Boor,
"Suidas und die Konstantinische Exzerptsammlung. I",
ByzZ 21(1912), 384-386.

For an example of this see below note 9 of this
chapter,

6 It should be noted too that the excerpts in the
Excerpta de sententiis seem to preserve the order of
treatment in Eunapius' original,

7 For some examples of this see below Appendix 4,
note 11, and below pp.28 ££.

Excerpta de sententiis 91, 10-17 Boissevain.

2 Since Rufinus would surely have been as much the
villain in Eunapius' version as he was in Zosimus', it
seems possible that the phrase oi wip mov Pasiria Oredéaicy
is a periphrasis designed to obviate the need to introduce
yet another proper name into the extract. Moreover, since
the aim of the plot was to ensnare Proclus it seems
unlikely that mention of his name was reserved for this
point in Eunapius' narrative. The phrase Mpdehrov ralvous

must then be an exegetical note inserted by the excerpter.
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10 souda S.v. Feheoxis = 4, 337, 3-4 Adler.

This is the only fragment of Eunapius in the Souda
which does not, according to Adler, derive from the Excerpta
Constantini. The first portion was apparently taken from
the Synagoge (cf. Anecdota Graeca edited by L., Bachmann,

1, 363, 11, and other testimonia cited by Adler). The
second part is regarded by Adler as a gloss. Now the locust-
eating propensities of the Seleucis were commonly remarked
upon in antiquity (see, for example, Photius, Bibliotheca
codex 223 = 4, 28 Henry, and Hesychius s.V. Geghcvkis =

4, 19 Schmidt), and it might therefore be thought dangerous
to speculate on the provenance of either part of the Souda's
statement, But the phrase ‘xayfov Xd@066®J looks very much
like Eunapius, for as W.C. Wright said in Philostratus and
Eunapius: The Lives of the Sophists (Cambridge, Mass.,

1921, repr. 1961}, 322, "He...uses poetical and grandiloquent
words for the simplest actions, such as eatlng and drinking."”
Typlcal examples are: xmvébv oo 5vzpops|ro TS mﬂdurqo

So@las at Vitae sophistarum 91, 14-15 Giangrande and 69Qis

apd@mpzwm Xolvd & vV ibid. 46, 13 Glangrande. The adverb is a
favourite one of Eunapius tVitae sophistarum 42, 15

Giangrande, and locc, citt., and History fg. 16 = Souda s,v.
leoktavés = 2, 643, 8 Adler and fg. 67 = Souda S.V. Xawddv

= 4, 785, 27 Adler) and the verb was in vogue in late prose:
see LSJ s,V.

11 Excerpta de sententiis 78, 6-11 Boissevain and

Souda S.v. r;yd\VTc:}J/)):s = 1, 524, 28-30 aAdler.

12 souda s.v. Avefyev =1, 214, 22-24 Adler.
13 s .
ee Appendix 1 below,
14 A
Souda s.v. Kapives = 3, 33, 11-24 Adler.
15

Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis 1, 195, 22-196, 2
Buttner-Wobst. A parallel version is found 1n the Excergta
de insidiis 112, 30~31 de Boor. John of Antioch drew
heavily on the later chapters of Zosimus' first book, as
a comparison of the historians shows. Sce the remarks of
L. Mendelssohn, who gives these passages as chapters 72
and 73 in his edltlon of Zosimus: Historia nova 53-54,

16
Fg. 47 = Souda s.v. ZefugrTiavés = 4, 332, 20
Adler.
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17 FPg. 47 = Souda s.v. Zgﬂ&6Tﬁwﬂﬁ = 4, 332, 4-22
Adler, Cf. Zosimus 4.23.1.

18 See Appendix 1 below.

19 py. 66 = souda s.v. Eirpdmios = 2, 475, 26-
476, 6 Adler, = ==

20 py. 67 = Souda s.v. Xavdév = 4, 785, 27-786, 3
Adler.

21 Fg. 69 = Souda s.V. ﬂ%p:cﬂ&unxea& = 4, 108,
29-32 Adler. The last three fragments deal with Eutropius;
so also Souda s.V. Azpaiver = 2, 30, 26-27 Adler, and

perhaps also Souda s.v. L7ddwv = 4, 414, 16-24 Adler, On
the last passage see Adler's note ad loc., and C. de Boor
"Georgius Monachus als Quelle des Suidas", Hermes 21(18865,
15, note 1. On Zosimus' account of Eutropius see below pp.64-6L

22 pg. 70 = Souda s.v. Tiudsios = 4, 551, 1-12

Adler,

23 pg. 76 = Souda s.vv. Afwy = 3, 249, 1-5 Adler;
AmesTdtat = 1, 275, 6-8 Adler; quuxgwﬁaro = 2, 91, 15-17
Adler, Cf. Zosimus 5.14.2,

24 pg. 84 = Souda s.v.ApfaS&rios = 1, 339, 2-15
Adler. Cf. Zosimus 5.25.3.

25 Excerpta de sententiis 87, 1-10 Boissevain.

26 Eunapius says in the Vitae sophistarum 22, 18-19
Giangrande that he had treated this matter in the History.

27 zosimus 2.40.3.

28 Excerpta de legationibus 593, 32-594, 5 de Boor.

9 ,
29 souda s.v. A'hwvés = 2, 168, 26-169, 3 Adler.
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30 Excerpta de sententiis 85, 13-14 Boissevain. The
Souda S.V. Mapkiavés = 3, 326, 23 Adler gives the added
information that he was with Musonius.

31 pg. 45 = Souda s.v. Meusdvios = 3, 416, 21-29
Adler; and Excerpta de sententiis 85, 15-86, 4 Boissevain.
Cf. Zosimus 4.20,

32 Fg. 77 = Souda s.V. Zouﬁagpixms = 4, 398,
22-399, 3 Adler.

33
Boissevain.

Fg. 83

]

Excerpta de sententiis 99, 17-100, 2.

34 Excerpta de sententiis 76, 14-77, 7 Boissevain.

35 Excerpta de sententiis 71-75 Boissevain.

36 Excerpta de sententiis 77, 24-78, 5 Boissevain.

37 Excerpta de legationibus 593, 20-31 de Boor.

38 See my discussion, below pp. §7-60,

39

Souda s.vV. 'fouhiavds = 2, 643, 7-20 Adler.

40 Eunapius, History fg. 17 = Souda s.v. Z«hoisTios

= 4, 316, 22-29 Adler. This passage confuses information
about Salustius and Julian, providing a good example of the
conflation of different texts in the lexicon.

41 Excerpta de sententiis 80, 3-10 Boissevain.

42 Excerpta de sententiis 80, 11-16 Boissevain.

43 Zosimus 3.11.5.

44 Excerpta de sententiis 80, 30-81, 15 Boissevain.
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45 Excerpta de sententiis 81, 16-82, 3 Boissevain.

46 Excerpta de sententiig 82, 4-19 Boissevain.

47 Excerpta de sententiis 82, 20-26 Boissevain. The
Souda s.V. ’lovhiavis = 2, 643, 20-25 Adler introduces the
same oracle with the note that this foretold the death of
the "sinner" Julian.

48 Zosimus 3.29.1.

49 pyo examples will suffice: G. Reinhardt, "Der
Perserkrieg des Kaisers Julian", X Jahresbericht des
herzoglichen Friedrichs-Realgymnasiums und der Vorschule
des Fridericianum fur das Schuljahr 1891-1892 (Dessau,
1892), 3 and 9; and L. Dillemann, "Ammien Marcellin et les
pays de l'Euphrate et du Tigre", Syria 38(1961), 121,

"Le désir de ne pas ternir la glo;re de son héros..." This
was an error that I, Reitemeier did not make. See his
"Disquisitio in Zosimum eiusque fidem" in Zosimus xxxvii.

50 Zosimus' account of Julian is of course favourable,
Some of the fictions no doubt reflect Eunapius' eulogistic
pen: the founding of the Constantinopolitan senate
(3.11.3)}; the invention of the helepolis (3.18.2): and the
statement that the whole army accompanied the body after
his death (3.34.3).

51 Fg. 28 = Excerpta de sententiis 83, 5-9 Bo;ssevain
seems to begin a new book, as Mai observed (a . C. Miller,
FHG 4, 26). Fg. 29, which refers to events at the very end
oF Zosimus' third book is from the Excerpta de legationibus,
hence its position in the order of Eunapius' fragments is
debatable. It looks probable that Zosimus began his fourth
book where Eunapius also began a new one.

52 Fg. 9 = Excerpta de sententiis 77, 8-23 Boissevain.
Zosimus does however refer to Julian's writings, and it may
be, as L. Mendelssohn claimed (Historia nova 1, 4, 5, 6, 8,
9, ll 16 and passim) that he had himself Tooked at some of

Jullan s writings. Clearly it was Eunapius who inspired him
to do so.

53 Excerpta de sententiis 84» 23-85,2 Boissevain. Cf.

Zosimus 4.20.3., See also Appendix 2 below.
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>4 Excerpta de sententiis 93 Boissevain.

55 Excerpta de sententiis 94, 1-16 Boissevain.

6 50 c. Miller, FHG 4, 46.

7 Excerpta de sententiis 79, 24-80, 2 Boissevain.

58
Boissevain.

Fg. 46 = Excerpta de sententiis 86, 5-18

22 souda s.v. Oisuivars = 4, 629, 22-23 Adler. Two
other passages in the lexicon referring to Parthian military
equipment may be from Eunapius. Souda s.v. Tuholrai =

4% 605, 4-5 Adler refers to iron clubs; and Souda s.v.
XAGMASY = 4, 792, 18-19 Adler refers to the use of animals'

skulls as helmets. The latter may contain a reminiscence
of Euripides, Rhesus 209.

60 Excerpta de sententiis 80, 17-20 Boissevain.

H. Sudhaus, De ratione guae intercedat inter Zosimi et
Ammiani de bellc a Tuliano imperatore cum Persis gesto
relationes (Diss., Bonn, 1870), 83 invites us to compare
Zosimus' statement (3.26.1) that Julian halted for five days
at Abuzatha. Adler relates two other passages in the Souda
to these games: s.v.E67kev =2, 210, 25-26 Adler, and

8.v. [Upvikel Aywves = 1, 547, 9-10 Adler.

1 Zosimus 3.27.2-3 refers to the TPOP7 ihpeovos
found by the Romans at Symbra after their withdrawal from
Ctesiphon. W,R. Chalmers, "Eunapius, Ammianus Marcellinus
and Zosimus on Julian’s Persian Expedition", CQ N. S.
10(1960), 155 plausibly suggests that Eunapius, History
fg. 22.3 = Excerpta de sententiis 80, 21-23 Boissevain
(“Omi_7osalrn &v Tois trpoxsTElol KTnoipldvios xpBovik TaV
emTnéelwy 3v..,) refers to the same incident, and that the
topographical difficulty has been caused by the excerpter's
interfering with the text,

62 Excerpta de sententiis 80, 24-29 Boissevain.

63 Excerpta de legationibus 595, 9-597, 28 de Boor. See
especially 596, 27ff. for Eunapius' remarks on the ravages
of the Goths.
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64 ,osimus 4.20.7 and 4.22.1.

65 Excerpta de sententiis 87, 12-18 Boissevain.

66 Excerpta de sententiis 87, 21-89, 4, It is
interesting to note that another version of the story refers
it to quite a different time (Lucian, Hist. conscr., 1}. 1In
the Vitae sophistarum 25, 16-~21 Giangrande Eunapius dates
an attack on the theatre at Antioch to the time of Constantius,
while Ammianus Marcellinus 23.5 relates the same story of
Gallienus' reign. On the date see F. Paschoud, Zosime 1,
149-150,

€7 Cf. Vitae sophistarum 40, 18 Giangrande, where
oi voby éxevres = "pagans”. Similarly, Zosimus does not
refer to the flaunting of their Christianity by barbarian
immigrants as a pretext for gaining admission to the
empire, as described by Eunapius, History fg. 55 = Excerpta
de sententiis 89, 5-29 Boissevain.

68

Excerpta de sententiis 89, 30-20, 7
Boissevain.

Fg. 56

i

69
Boissevain.

Fg. 78 = Excerpta de sententiis 96, 20-97, 2

70
Boissevain.

Fg. 87 = Excerpta de sententiis 100, 27-102, 18

"' pg. 37 = Excerpta de legationibus 594, 11-595, 8
de Boor. Cf. Zosimus 4.10.1-2.

72 pg. 42 = Excerpta de legationibus 595, 9-597, 28
de Boor. Cf. Zosimus 4.20.5-4.21,1.

73 Ipid. 595, 14-15 and 27.
74

Fg. 12 = Excerpta de legationibus 591, 7-593, 19
de Boor.
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13 D.C. Scavone, "Zosimus and his Historical
Models", GRBS 11(1970), 64-67 discusses Zosimus' use of
speeches,

7® see below pp. 57-60.

77 Fg. 29 = Excerpta de legationibus 594, 6-10
de Boor.

78

: Eunapius, History fg. 45 = Souda s.v. Mouvsdvios -

= 3, 416, 21-29 Adler and Excerpta de sententiis 85, 15-86, 4
Bo:ssevaln. Cf. Zosimus 4.,20. These passages will be dls-
cussed below pp. 60-63.

7 Fg. 80 = Souda s.v. $PpdBifos = 4, 758, 28-759, 6

Adler.

80 Excerpta de sententiis 92, 8-23 Boissevain,
especially 21ff,

81 Fg. 60 = Excerpta de legatlonlbus 597, 29~599 7

de Boor and Excerpta de sententiis 91 18-24 Bomssevaln.
Cf. Zosimus 4.56.3. R. Martin, De fontibus Zosimi (Diss.
Berlin, 1866), 21 noted a further slight discrepancy at
this point. Eunapius attributes the dissension among the
Goths to oaths taken before they entered the Roman service
(Excerpta de legationibus 598, 2-7 de Boor), while Zosimus
speaks of oaths given to the Romans themselves (4.56.2).

82 Fg. 8a = Souda s.v. EZwrriusvos = 2, 315, 26-28
Adler,
83 Fg. 53 = Souda s.v. ﬁwﬁmydwlqs =1, 12, 3-11

Adler. Cf. Zosimus 4.33.1- -2, Zosimus' eulogy of Arbogast
is inserted at an earlier point in the man's career than
that of Eunapius.

84 Fg. 61 = Souda s.V. %ﬁr’ﬁ)&ft = 2, 346, 11-13

Adler., !

85 For example Vitae sophistarum 7, 18; 7, 19-20;
20, 17-18; 23, 12 Giangrande etc.
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86

Fg. 29 = Excerpta de legationibus 594, 6 de Boor.

87 Similarly in the Vitae sophistarum 86, 23-24
Giangrande Eunapius dlstlngulshes from the Antloch in
Syrla AVTWX&kKe.L 7 Uuep Tov Equdrqv, nv vV /%@d&v
dvoud Jove v,

88 Zosimus 3.36.3.
89 Excerpta de legationibus 597, 4-5 de Boor.
20

R. Martin, De fontibus Zosimi (Diss. Berlin,
1866), 20-21 notes Zosimus' error without trying to explain
it. I note that in 4.24.3-4 Zosimus also links Macedonia,
Thessaly, Moesia and Pannonia as a single geographical area.
A similarly ignorant use of the word "Pannonia" seems to
occur at 2,45.3. See L, Mendelssohn, Historia nova 102.

o1 Eunapius, History fg. 12 = Excerpta de legatlonibus
591, 9; 21 and passim. Cf. Zosimus who uses ﬁyomncwg
once (3.7.6) and Pasixeds once (3:;7.7). Eunapius, Histor
37 = Excerpta de legationibus 594, 14: 27. Cf. Zosimus
4,10.1. -

92 Zosimus 3.6.3: 3.13.4; 3.22.5; 3.25.5. It should
be noted that in the passages c1ted in the prevzous note
Eunapius generally qualifies the word ﬂxm)sm when applied
to a barbarian leader; the simple o BastAeds is reserved for
the emperor. The difference between the historians then is
a matter of degree.

93 Excerpta de sententiis 77, 9-23 Boissevain.

24 The connection between these passages was seen:
by R. Martin, De fontibus Zosimi (Diss. Berlin, 1866), 22,
and was examlned by E. von Borries, "Die Quellen zZu den
Feldzliigen Julians des Abtrinnigen gegen die Germanen”,
Hermes 27(1892), 203-204, See more recently M.F.A. Brok,
De perzische Expedltle van Keizer Julian (Groningen, 1959),
14-15.

95

Boissevain.

Pg. 7a = Excerpta de sententiis 75, 30-76, 13




96
Boissevain,

Fg. 14.4 = Excerpta de sententiis 78, 28-79, 3

97 On Eunapius' striving for variation see W.R.
Chalmers, “"The NEA 'EKA0Z)S of Eunapius' Histories”,

CcQ N. S. 3(1953), 169, note 1.

98
Adler, Cf, Zosimus 5.1.1.

29 Zosimus 5.12.2.

100
CE. Eunaplus History f£g. 42 = Excerpta de
legatlonlbus 597, 16-18 de Boor.

101 Fg. 47 = Souda s.v. Ztﬁmsrmvu. = 4, 332, 4-22

Adler; Excerpta de sententiis 86, 22-31 Boissev .
Zoslmus 4.23.2. ain ==

. 102 History fg. 53 = Souda s,.v. Uﬂﬁpoyﬁqqu =
1, 12, 9 Adler,

103 Zosimus speaks of Zenobia‘'s "manly splrlt"
(1.39.2); he says that Eusebia surpassed the female ?066
(3.1.2); and he casts doubt on the intellectual level of
women (4.47.2, c¢f. 5.24,2).

104 R.T. Ridley, "Zosimus the Historian”, ByzZ 65
(1972), 283.

105 99, 18-19 Giangrande.

106 History fg. 35 = Excerpta de sententiis 83, 26-32
Boissevain.
107

Fg. 58 = Excerpta de sententiis 90, 28-91, 9

Boissevain.

Fg. 63 = Souda s.v. fougfves = 4, 300, 29-301,

53

15
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108 It was probably this divergence that led L.
Mendelssohn to doubt that Eunapius referred here to the
same events as Zosimus, See Historia nova 203, Eunapius'
testimony has been sometimes overlooked, as for example
by E., Stein and J.-R, Palanque, Histoire du Bas-Empire
l1(paris etc., 1959), 521.

109'3.,Stein~and J.~R. Palangque, Histoire du Bas-
Empire 1(Paris etc., 1959), 194,

110 4.48.1
111

Fg. 72 = Excerpta de sententiis 92, 24-28
Boissevain,

112 J.B. Bury, History of the Later Roman Empire

1(2nd ed; London, 1923), 118,

5.9.7.

114 But R.T. Ridley, "Eunapius and Zosimus", Helikon
9-10(1969-19270), 591 is not favourable to the idea that
Eunapius' phrase is metaphorical.

115 Vitae sophistarum 46, 7-92 Giangrande.

116 5 5.5,

117 Historia nova 222,

118 Cf. R.T. Ridley, "Eunapius and Zosimus”, Helikon
9-10(1969-1970), 590-591,

119 History fg. 14.5 = Excerpta de sententiis
79, 4-8 Boissevain: Vitae sophistarum 46-47 Giangrande.

120 Zosimus 3.9. The phrase is at 3.9.1.
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122

Vitae sophistarum 22, 13-19 Giangrande.

Zosimus 2,39.1.
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CHAPTER 2

THE INFLUENCE OF EUNAPIUS ON OTHER PARTS OF ZOSIMUS' NEW HISTORY

nonnulla male omissa, alia

perturbate ac confuse dicta,

pagsim aliena intermixta, id

quod in iis maxime locis

accidit ubl in religlonis

suae superstitiones inciderat.
Reitemeier, Disquisitio xxviii

Introduction

The passages discussed in the previous chapter
revealed Zosimus as almost wholly dependent on Eunapius, and
suggested that many of the variations that he made from time
to time in the material he drew from Eunapius reflected ideas
already present in his source, The present chapter will con-
sider how far these conclusions seem to be borne out in those
parts of the History where Eunapius was the source, but for
which his account fails.

Since this dissertation is concerned above all with
the problem of originality on Zosimus' part, this chapter
will concentrate on possible changes made by Zosimus in his
epitome of Eunapius. First some examples of minor changes
will be given, and an effort made to account for these,

Then the study will consider the evidence for major diver-
gences from Eunapius. It should be noted here that the
passages particularly concerned with the idea of decline are

reserved for the next chapter.

-56—
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Julian's Gallic Campaigns

Some light is thrown on Zosimus' method of epit-
omising Eunapius by a comparison of the historians' accounts
of Julian's Gallic campaigns. The relevant sections are in
Zosimus 3.3.1-3.8.2, and Eunapius, History, fragments 9-13,
Although little has survived of Eunapius' account, there are
several points of contact with Zosimus' narrative. These,
together with an analysis of each historian's account, indic-
ate some of the ways in which Zosimus used the material he
drew from Eunapius.

Eunapius res ordine narrasse videtur said
1

Mendelssohn, with some justification. The tenth fragment
refers to the campaign in 358 against the Salian Franks
(and the Chamavi).2 Fragment 12 deals with Julian's nego-
tiations with the Chamavi, and the Caesar's need to grant
peace for the sake of the grain supply from Britain. Al-

though this fragment is from the Excerpta de legationibus

its insertion at this point by C. Muller seems justified.3

Fragment 13 relates an otherwise unknown incident involv-
ing the Alamannic king Vadomarius and his son. This should
probably, as Miller saw, be dated to 359,%

On the other hand; Zosimus' account of the Gallic
campaigns is highly condensed and confused. Into his fourth
chapter are compressed all of Julian's campaigns against

the Alamanni after the battle of Argentoratum, those of 357,

358 and 359. It is probably a telescoping of material,
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taken from different parts of Eunapius' narrative, that has
caused Zosimus to confuse the chieftains Chnodomarius and
Vadomarius, and partly to conflate the capture of the former
with the incident involving the son of the latter. It is
also interesting to note that this part of Zosimus' narra-
tive is dominated by an anecdote telling how the Caesar dis-
c¢iplined cowardly soldiers in his army.5

Immediately after this account of the Alamannic cam-
paigns Zosimus mentions Julian's arrangements for the trans-
port of grain from Britain to Gaul.6 Eunapius had referred
to this in connection with the negotiations with the Chamavi,
who do not enter into Zosimus' account until a later point.
This is a further product of careless abridgement. A
chronological error in the fifth chapter likewise shows how
far Zosimus was unaware of the damage done to his narrative
by his casual telescoping of events. In 5.3 he says that when
Julian reorganised the grain fleet he had just turned 24,
Now at this time Julian was 27.7 Since it is surely unlikely
that Eunapius did not know the real age of his hero; one must
conclude that Zosimus inserted the comment in the wrong con-
text.

The sixth and seventh chapters deal with events of
358. In his account, which seems to agree in general with
fragments 10; 11 and 12 of Eunapius; Zosimus has mistakenly
substituted the name "Quadi" for "Chamavi”, The origin of

this confusion, which certainly did not occur in Eunapius,
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is to be attributed to careless epitomising of a long section
of Eunapius in which would have occurred some references to
Constantius' drive against the Quadi and Sarmatae on the
Danube, inserted into his account of Julian in Gaul.8
Chapter 8, which concludes this part of Zosimus'
account, contains some astonishing anachronisms. He begins
by referring to the Batavian regiment as R KA) vov 5?’
v & Joxel mepissSesOxi, The statement has obviously been
copied directly from Eunapius without any concern about its
applicability to Zosimus' own day, when Roman control in
Gaul had long since come to an end.9 After alluding to the
fears of the barbarians who lived beyond the Danube; that
Julian might march against them, Zosimus goes on to mention
Sapor's attacks on the eastern provinces in 359, but he
wrongly dates the siege of Nisibis to this campaign.10 Did
the same error occur in Bunapius? That possibility cannot
be excluded. But one can perhaps see a motive for this
distortion. The account of the successful defence of
Nisibis, coming immediately after that of Julian's paci-
fication of the western provinces; sets the stage for the

introduction of the jealous Constantius and his campaign

to isolate the young Caesar:
Aoxodvray 33 ¢l v warh v Edav " & TeuKiA
K&l TGOV Tod  Kaieapos  RaTopOumdroy ¢y Tols ATTANTLV
STopdsy  Avtwv, SEvds S Kuverdvrios SUvETTANY TG

qﬁé}g‘
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The fact that the chronological distortion has a part to
play in Zosimus' account, and further the fact that Zosimus
has already been seen in these chapters to have committed
several errors that did not occur in Eunapius, may tend to
favour the view that Zosimus erred here also,

Finally; at 3.8.4 Zosimus repeats what he had al-
ready said in 3.5.4 about Constantius’® plan to remove troops
from Julian's force.

It seems that in this section of his work Zosimus
partly abandoned Eunapius' order of events and rearranged
his material in a very condensed form. This part of Julian's
career was spent in the western provinces which had been
lost in Zosimus' day and were thus of less interest to him

than to Eunapius.l2

Musonius
Zosimus seems to have been generally content to adopt
the sequence of events he found in Eunapius. Hence the ex-

tracts from his work in the Excerpta de sententiis present

essentially the same sequence of treatment as Zosimus. The
later historian made no effort to rearrange his account
when confronted with a digression in which Eunapius intro-
duced something out of strict chronological order. More
than this, he sometimes wantonly disregarded the chronology.
Zosimus describes Isaurian depredations as occurring

late in the reign of Valens, at about the same time as the
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appearance of the Visigoths (ca. 376). Eunapius also speaks
of trouble with the Isaurians in his account of this em-
peror's reign, but he makes it quite clear that the events
are dealt with out of chronological sequence.13 Eunapius'
account seems to refer to an Isaurian inroad dated by

Ammianus Marcellinus to 368.14

The suspicion arises then
that all three historians dealt with the same events:
Ammianus at the correct point, Eunapius out of sequence, but
with a note on the chronology, and Zosimus, like Eunapius,
out of sequence but without an explanatory note. Although
there are no real points of contact between Eunapius and
Zosimus here, the latter, like Ammianus mentions the

feebleness of the troops as a factor in the success of the

Isaurians:

Ammianus 27.9.6. Zosimus 4.20.2.

. o~ . . -‘ ,_.A
o . luxugue adiomentTo militar s OUTE éio:}g‘,u v STpxTIWTWV
marcenie,,, 817 Ecpd Nery JUVO‘,**?VWV”“

Is it possible that Zosimus merely overlooked
Eunapius' clear note that the incident was treated out of
sequence? Such an error would not seem improbable in a
historian like Zosimus.15 But a comparison of the surround-
ing narratives of Eunapius and Zosimus suggest that more
than a simple oversight is present here.

Zosimus 4.20.1-2 (Isaurian troubles) = Eunapius,

History fg. 44 and 45 = Excerpta de sententiis 85, 13-

86, 4 Boissevain., Zosimus 4.20.4-21.1 (Appearance of
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Huns and Goths) = Eunapius, History fg. 41 = Excerpta

de sententiis 84, 23-85, 12 Boissevain and fg. 42 =

Excerpta de legationibus 595, 9-597, 28 de Boor.

Since Zosimus proceeds directly from a discussion of the
Huns (Eunapius fg. 41) to the admission of the Goths into
the empire (Eunapius fg. 42); it would seem that Muller's
arrangement of the fragments is correct. However that may

be, the order in the Excerpta de sententiis itself, where

’

the first mention of the Huns and Goths precedes the account
of the Isaurian troubles is the reverse of Zosimus' treat-
ment. Now there is no reason to suspect that the excerpter
has reversed the order of events. This reversal of treat-
ment was made by Zosimus. It should be noted too that
Zosimus' words, in particular the quite tight construction
of the narrative, point to design rather than care€lessness:
4,201 Obanevia &8 tov PasiNfd moAAa) rro/\)\o\xéew mepi-
aGTﬁkaGav TONE iy &wgmpr. KA} TTproN MEV ﬂguupoiwﬁ
4.20,3 tolfrwv dF evTev £V TO\;TOL&, q:ﬁkév Tl {3«»’&1030'\[00\1 TOL
VTEP TOV %Tioov ZxuBikel  EBvesv g'ﬂo(\f{'/UT‘q.“
Zosimus seems to have deliberately rearranged
BEunapius' material. The paragraphing in Mendelssohn's
text underlines the clear flow of ideas in Zosimus' narra-
tive: chapter 20 flows gquite naturally into chapters 21
and 22, Chapter 20 presents the emperor as beset on all
sides by military difficulties; chapter 21 narrates a horrid

omen that boded ill for the empire, and chapter 22 shows
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the empire gaining a slight respite after some initial suc-
cessful skirmishes with the Goths.
It may well be that in this distortion of events

Zosimus was merely taking to its logical conclusion a ten-
dency already visible in Eunapius' narrative at this point.
Eunapius implies that there was some common denominator
between his account of Musonius and the Isaurian troubles,
and the main part of his narrative, which dealt with the
Goths:

avtav 0L Tou Tﬁg(ﬂwypa?ﬁs i?d&nwnu > npmx959) &1

T o )(po/vcis rmp'{/'ra\/g Py 60YKOLTE/0‘TP£\P£V 2t meo-

P méVh | GGTE Tors Kapol A TV Mapa AN AT £s

TS TENOS Tﬁv ypd@ﬁv.
It would seem then that in describing the depredations of
the Goths Eunapius was reminded of earlier troubles with
the Isaurians. He was moved to include an account of the
latter at this point although he warned the reader that
these events were not contemporaneous with those of his
main account., Zosimus rearranged the material he took from
Eunapius, working it up into a single narrative without
indication of the difference in time involved., Zosimus®
twentieth chapter maximises the effect of chapter 21 which

contains the omen revealing the empire's coming demise.16
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Eutropius

The comparison of Zosimus' account of the eunuch
Eutropius with the relevant fragments of Eunapius showed
Zosimus to be less interested in abuse of him, although,
like his source, he imputes base motives and designs to

17 Part of the reason for this difference consists in

him,
the differing tastes of the historians; but an analysis of
each account suggests that another factor may also be
operating here,

It will be convenient to begin with Zosimus.
Eutropius is introduced as ¢&is v mepr TV ﬁuﬂXm}d
Oepameidv ééugxwvciig)when his aborting of Rufinus' plot to
arrange a marriage for Arcadius is described, The plot is
related in a non-commital way, and Eutropius disappears for
a few chapters to reemerge as the focal point of chapters
8-12, which recount the story of his eminence, Then, in
chapter 18; his downfall is described.

Eutropius enters chapter 8 on a fairly positive note.
He was instrumental; Zosimus says; in the demise of Rufinus,
iRV dPopiTwv... «iTies, and while he used his enemy's fall
for personal aggrandizement he honoured his pledge to the
man's wife and daughter that they be permitted to go to
Jerusalem (8.2). From 8.3 to the end of 10 Zosimus narrates
Eutropius' ruthless elimination of rivals at Constantinople:
Timasius, Bargus and Abundantius. Although the occasional

comment expresses censure of Eutropius here: [Lirpdmes ¢
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TANTAS ... ERTOSWY  KATRSTAEAM  Beohdpivos, it is not until 10.4
that Zosimus pauses to condemn him with real vigour:
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Chapters 11 and 12 show Eutropius at the peak of his

career, His clash with Stilicho produces open enmity between
the men, and this provides the subject matter for chapter 12,
After this Eutropius drops from sight. His greed is given
as the cause of Gainas' resentment, and this gives rise to
the account of Gainas which dominates chapters 13 to 22.
Eutropius appears only once more, in chapter 18, where his
abrupt fall is described. Zosimus' final assessment pays
no small tribute to the eunuch:
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The circumstances surrounding his death, especially the
violation of oath on the part of his enemies, contrast
unfavourably with Eutropius' own conduct earlier.

Thus Zosimus' account falls into three parts:

chapter 3 introduces the eunuch; chapters 8-12 describe

the peak of his career; and chapter 18 his fall. In this
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little drama Eutropius enters and leaves on a more or less
favourable note; while most of the censorious comment is
contained in the middle section. While this is admittedly
the longest section; it is not necessarily the part of the
story that will most affect the reader's view of the man.
There are several indications that Zosimus' account
of the eunuch is rather different from that of Eunapius.
The fragments of Eunapius give the impression of a very vio-
lent picture of the man, The Souda states that molov
watux £z dmsuppudy o fbropixés TouTouT o0 Eéveéxoth,fs
If, as is most probable, fragments 66 and 69 correspond with

12 then it would

the beginning of Zosimus' eighth chapter,
seem that Eunapius' attack on the eunuch began at an early
point in his account., Moreover, it was observed above that
Zosimus reserves for the climax of his account of Eutropius
some comments that he seems to have extracted from Eunapius'
account of the enmity between Rufinus and Stilicho.ﬂJThis
last point may tend to support the idea that in these chap-
ters Zosimus departed a little from the path taken by his
predecessor.,

The portrait of Eutropius in Zosimus is undoubtedly
based entirely on Eunapian material. Eunapian also is the
final tribute to the eunuch who may have seemed preferable;
if a choice had to be made, to the enemies of the empire.

The difference between the accounts seems to lie in the fact

that Zosimus' was more moderate and perhaps a little more
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dramatic. Whereas Eunapius seems to have heaped abuse on
the eunuch from the beginning; and probably only moderated
his stance towards the end, Zosimus who could write with a
complete text of Eunapius before him knew how the story
would end; and was prepared to be a little more generous to
the man. It is the generosity of detachment, of course, and

that could scarcely be expected in a contemporary.

The Auri Lustralis Collatio

One of the few remarks that Zosimus makes that be-
yond doubt do not come from Eunapius occurs in the second
book, where he is speaking of Constantine., In a chapter
devoted to Constantine's fiscal policy, Zosimus bewails the
introduction by this emperor of three new taxes--the

lustralis collatio, the munus of the praetors and the follis

. 21 . . .
senatorius, He concludes his remarks on these taxes in this

way:
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The natural interpretation of this passage is to take

n Amdlrneis as referring to all three taxes. Hence Zosimus

was writing after the abolition of the lustralis collatio,
22

which took place in 498.
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An attempt has been made to relate Zosimus' remarks
on this tax even more closely with this event. F,

Paschoud23 drew attention to a passage in the Panegyricus

in imperatorem Anastasium of Procopius of Gaza which treats

the deplorable aspects of the tax while praising the em-
peror for abolishing it:
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With these comments of Procopius Paschoud compares Zosimus'®
statement that Constantine did not exempt even whores from

the lustralis collatio: odde s Juotoxels €Tdipas 33N

TATNS  EdoAS 798 éb@opgs and his view that all three taxes
led to the ruin of the cities: Tals TolRUTALS ds¢opaﬁg

TS TOAELS %gngWQquxxu The similarity of the first idea
is indisputable, of course; but in the case of the second
one may doubt whether Procopius' Greek should be taken as
implying "que cet impbét est fatal aux villes". Procopius
speaks of the tax's "intermittent oppression of the cities®,
but he does not say anything about ruin or depopulation
like Zosimus. The use of the term méreis as by Procopius;
is in fact a normal manner of referring to the empire in

the later Greek writers.25
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The reference to the inclusion of the harlots in
this tax would be a compelling argument for a close con-
nection between these writers were it not for the fact
that it occurs in yet other writers of quite different
epochs., Both Cedrenus and Zonaras speak of the tax in
terms similar to Procopius and Zosimus.26 Cedrenus was
Zonaras' source for this :'.nformat:i.on,2'7 and his remarks de-
serve consideration:

0 &3 XPUG;PYUP05 ToIcBTEV T mpliy M %v - XS WEveMEveS Kd)...
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Cedrenus gives other information, some of it quite mistaken
but some facts (notably the embassy of the Jerusalem monks
and the 1p&pg&k of Timothy of Gaza which were instrumental
in having the tax abolished) which do not occur in either
Procopius or Zosimus and therefore represent an independent
tradition.

The similarity between the accounts of Procopius
and Cedrenus is greater than that between Zosimus' and
Procopius'., Both of the former writers mention the tax in
connection with its abolition and both praise the emperor

for his act.28

Zosimus' remarks on the other hand are
motivated by the institution of the levy. Indeed he does
not directly mention the abolition; rather he says of all
three levies of Constantine that they remained in force "“for

a long time",
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Apart then from the oblique reference to the aboli-
tion of the taxes there is nothing in Zosimus 2.38 that
might not have come from Eunapius, The latter would surely
have dealt with the fiscal policy of an emperor whom he
detested. It should be noted also that Libanius, writing
at much the same time as Eunapius, mentioned the lustralis
collatio.29 The mention of lamentations and instruments of
torture is part of the standard stock of Témo , familiar to
a rhetorical historian like Eunapius.30 Eunapius also shows
concern about the fate of the empire's cities;31 and it may

be that the mention of whores was customary in connection

with the lustralis collatio. It would seem then that the

supposition that Eunapius was the source of 2,38 (which
would then reflect conventional comment on this tax) pro-
vides the most reasonable explanation of the similarity

between Zosimus' remarks on the lustralis collatio and those
32

of Procopius and Cedrenus.

The Mime and the Pantomime

A.D.E, Cameron and W. Goffart independently came to

the conclusion that Zosimus®' comments on the theatre con-

stituted an allusion to contemporary events.33 Zosimus

cites the pantomime dance as an example of the evils introd-

uced by the monarchy.34

Twice he alludes to Theodosius'
addiction to mimes, and he attributes Stilicho's failure

against Alaric to the same cause.35 Both Goffart and Cameron
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saw these remarks as referring to the bloody riots that

attended the obscure festival 7oV Aiyquébwv Bpﬁﬁv and had

led to the exile of the dancers in 502.36

Goffart comments that "the mime was a live issue in
this /scil. Anastasius'/ reign.  But the mimes had been a
live issue throughout the whole empire. In the first and
second centuries virtually every emperor had had a hand in
exiling or recalling them; some emperors had done both.37

The Historia Augusta and Herodian testify to the interest

of such third century emperors as Elagabalus, Aurelian and

38

Carinus. In the late empire a considerable literary con-

troversy developed which crossed the lines between Christians

39

and Hellenes. Christian sophists from the same city spoke

both for and against the mime.40
It is quite possible that Zosimus took some of his
references to the mime and the theatre from Eunapius.
BEunapius is known to have disliked both Theodosius and
Stilicho; who, as pointed out above, are singled out by
Zosimus for special criticism for their addiction to mimes.
The mime had certainly been an issue in Theodosius' day.
After disturbances at Antioch this emperor was moved to
close the theatre there,4l and at least one of Theodosius'
great contemporaries, the Christian John Chrysostom; in-
veighed repéatedly against the theatre, It is by no means

unlikely then that Eunapius also expressed disapproval of

the mimes and pantomime, He is known to have disliked the
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theatre, In the Vitae sophistarum he launches into a violent

attack on the Dionysia which he held responsible for the
death of Socrates. "“The Athenians" he says, "would not have
condemned hime--
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The censorious attitude to mirth may remind the reader of
ZOSimust_ﬂ@MOi Yg)oﬂﬂv.43

While the comments on Stilicho and Theodosius occur

in parts of his account where Eunapius was Zosimus' main
source, there is another passage on this subject which is
situated near the beginning of the first book where Zosimus
may not have been excerpting any particular source. 3Zosimus
is talking about the results of Augustus' introduction of the
monarchy which had led to strife lasting up to his own day
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Here may be an original sentiment on Zosimus' part. But is
that likely in a historian of such noted lack of origin-
ality? Compare the following passages--
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Clearly the view of the mimes as the bringers of 0716&5

and Tﬁp*X&{ to the cities is a recurring theme in rhetorical

literature, It may well have occurred also in the writings

of Eunapius who was, after all, a most rhetorical historian.
The point has already been made that Zosimus was

prepared to copy a phrase like uéxpi 7100t  without

47 Thus its

thought as to its applicability to his own day.
use with reference to factional strife by him will not help
to date his work.48 It would seem then that Zosimus'
references to the mime and the pantomime were taken over from

Eunapius,

Constantine

In chapters 30, 31, 32 and 35 of the second book
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Zosimus describes the foundation of Constantinople and
Constantine's building programme in the new city. At several
points he makes comments that appear to bridge the gap be-
tween Constantine's time and his own day. Do these comments
represent his own additions?

Referring to Constantine's attempt to found a new
city near the old site of Troy; Zosimus says that a part of
a wall was built--
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But Sozomen makes a similar comment at a point in his history
where he was drawing on Eunapius,so and therefore Zosimus'
remark will also have been taken at second hand from this
same source,
Zosimus refers to the marble passageways that led

51

out of the old city of Byzantium, the statues of the

Dioscuri in the Hippodrome and the grain dole as if with
the pen of a contemporary ( améxpt viv, &xpr TeddE ).’52 He
also refers to the walls of Theodosius II and the rapid
growth of the city in the fourth century which led to the
building of houses on piers in the water.53 Now while
corroborating information is lacking on the first two,
topographical features mentioned above;54 it would seenm
that the only information here that cannot have come from

Eunapius is the reference to the city walls. These were

begun in 413,55 some years after the completion of Eunapius!
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first book. Otherwise Eunapius seems a likely source., He

writes about Constantinople in several places in the Vitae

56

sophistarum, not always favourably. The depreciatory tone

then of the latter part of chapter 35, with the reference to

buildings on piers,57

may indicate his acerbic rhetoric.

More interesting in some ways is the section dealing
with Constantine's administrative reforms (2,32.2-2,33.2).
Zosimus attributes to Constantine a system of four praetorian
prefectures whereas in fact the number fluctuated during
this emperor's reign. Now in Eunapius' day there operated
a three-prefect system, and it seems a priori most unlikely
that Eunapius would in his work have described any other
system than this. W. Ensslin suggested that Zosimus' account
was coloured by the theoretical division of the empire into
two in his own day.58 Developing this view of Ensslin; F.
Paschoud has recently conjectured that Zosimus modified
Eunapius' account by splitting the Illvrian prefecture into
two, thus arriving at a quadruple division overall.59
There is a difficulty with this view, as Paschoud saw, in
that Zosimus gives the Pannonias to the East, when they in
fact belonged to the West in the later system. This might
be due, he thought, to ignorance, or to territorial preten-
ces on the part of the eastern empire.60 A greater problen
with this view, however, is that it involves supposing an

independent development of ideas in a historian who else-

where consistently refrains from attempting more than a
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summary of his source., A plausible alternative is available.
A. Chastagnol pointed out that at the end of the reign of
Constantius and at the beginning of that of Julian there
existed a system just like that described by Zosimus.61
It is possible that Eunapius recalled while he was writing
about Constantine a system that operated while he was very
young, and which he mistakenly believed to have been a
legacy of this emperor.

W. Goffart saw a similarity between Zosimus' remarks
on the decline of the praetorian prefecture and those of

62

John Lydus. The latter devoted the third book of his

De magistratibus to an account of this magistracy, in the

service of which he passed his career. Like Zosimus Lydus
saw Constantine as weakening the praetorian prefecture,
but except in this very broad sense there is no real simi-
larity between their remarks, Lydus, for example, says
nothing about Zosimus' quadruple division of territory;
and unlike Zosimus he continues his account of the office's
decline down to the time of Justinian.63 He felt that the
prefecture was still strong until Arcadius, and that it
was not till the time of the emperor Anastasius that the
final degradation of this once proud institution took
place.64 One might ask why Zosimus confined himself to
gspeaking of Constantine if he had sixth century develop-

ments in mind. The answer is surely that his remarks on the

prefecture like almost everything else in the longest section
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of his work were taken over from Eunapius.

The account of Constantine presents the same familiar
aspect: it is basically an epitome of Eunapius containing
the same kind of anachronistic detail, transcribed from
Eunapius, and the same kind of minor and erroneous changes
that are visible in other parts of his account.65 The only
certain insertion on Zosimus' part is the reference to
Theodosius' walls, although some other topographical details
may also be from Zosimus himself., It may be objected that
Zosimus' copious account of Constantine could not have been
taken entirely from Eunapius' first book which covered all
the emperors from Aurelian to the accession of Julian. The
reply to this must be that we do not know how long Eunapius'
individual books were; and in any case Eunapius may be sus-
pected of having devoted considerable attention to this
emperor whose reign was so significant for the religious

history of the later empire.66

Julian's Persian Expedition

Mendelssohn's claim that Zosimus' account of
Julian's Persian expedition (3.12-3.34) was taken from
Magnus of Carrhae has been to date probably the most
successful attempt to f£ind evidence of a change of source
within the epitome of Eunapius (i.e. Zosimus 1.47—5.25).67

Mendelssohn was an extraordinarily gifted scholar, and since

his edition of Zosimus is still the standard text, the
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praefatio, in which this and other views are proposed, was
bound to command great attention. In many ways, however,
his theory about these chapters illustrates the great scho-
lar's strengths and weaknesses.

Mendelssohn was led by the similarity between the
account of this campaign in Ammianus Marcellinus and that
in Zosimus to conclude that both drew on the same source,
He rejected the idea of a direct connection between Eunapius
and Ammianus on the grounds that the two men were very
different in spirit and taste.®® And he pointed out that
there is no visible connection between the fragments of
Eunapius relating to the campaign and the narrative of either
Ammianus or‘Zosimus. He suggested that the common source of
the latter two was the account of Magnus of Carrhae, an ex-
tract from which, describing the campaign, occurs in
Malalas.69 The fact that a large part of this extract
diverges markedly from the accounts of Zosimus and Ammianus
he explained by claiming that Malalas had mistakenly attri-
buted this section to Magnus when in fact it had come from
some ecclesiastical writer.70 Finally, Mendelssohn declared
that Zosimus had already, at an earlier point in chapter
three, signaled his intention of changing source (at 3.2.4).

The argument is certainly seductive; and it enjoyed
a wide acceptance at one time.71 But the sophistry whereby
Mendelssohn sought to excise much of the extract attributed

to Magnus by Malalas,72 the dearth of fragments of Eunapius
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pertaining to this campaign and the undeniable connection
between Zosimus 3.2.4 and Eunapius, History fragment 9,73
are all fatal flaws in the theory, and there does not seem
to be anyone nowadays who has written on this problem and

who accepts Mendelssohn's theory. The most complete recent
survey of the matter concludes that Eunapius was here also

. 14
Zosimus' source.

Conclusion

What kind of historian was Zosimus? He is the kind
of man who convicts himself of total subservience to his
sources. His account of Stilicho is uniformly derogatory
up to 5.25. Thereafter it takes on a more positive tone,
culminating in a subdued tribute in 5.34., At 5.26 Zosimus
changed his source and with it his judgement of one of the
leading figures in the later part of his history.

This impression of Zosimus as an historian is sup-
ported by the passages discussed above which indicate that
the conclusions reached in the first chapter of this dis-
sertation will hold good for the whole of Zosimus' epitome
of Eunapius. The divergences that have been found here
between the historians are all of familiar kinds. There
are first of all those which are to be attributed to Zosimus'
incompetence. The comparison of the historians' accounts
of Julian in Gaul provides abundant evidence of sheer care-
lessness on Zosimus' part, especially in chronology and in

the confusion of names and the telescoping of events. At
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another point, however, Zosimus may be suspected of a cer-
tain disingenuousness in a chronological error he makes. By
dating to Valens' reign Isaurian inroads which had really
occurred earlier he heightens the drama of the emperor's
military predicament, faced as he was with trouble from the
Visigoths in the north. Similarly; Zosimus' account of the
eunuch Eutropius seems to have been a little more moderate
and dramatic than that of his predecessor. In neither case,
however, does Zosimus' account represent more than a minor
change in the intensity of Eunapius' interpretation,

None of the passages which have been regarded in the
past as wholly or largely Zosimus' own work--the account of

the lustralis collatio, of Constantine's building programme

and administrative changes, of Julian's Persian expedition--
was found to contain more than the odd phrase that cannot
have come from Eunapius.

In the words of R, Martin ... statuendum est Zosimum

a cap. XLVII lib., I usque ad cap. XXV lib. V praeter Eunapium
75

alium scriptorem non secutum esse.
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Notes

1 Historia nova 115.

2 Excerpta de sententiis 77, 24-78, 4 Boissevain.

3 Excerpta de legationibus 591 7-593, 19 de Boor.
See C. Muller FHG 4, 17-19. Fg. 11 = Excerpta de
sententiis 78 6-11 B01sseva1n treats the career of
Charietto whose capture of the king's son was decisive in
these negotiations (Zosimus 3.7.6).

4 "Excerpta de legationibus 593 20-31 de Boor, See
C. Miller, FHG 4, 19, and O. Seeck, Geschlchte des Untergangs
der antlken Welt 4 (Berlln 1911), ‘269 and 481,

5 Zosimus 3.3.4. At 4.9 Zosimus appears to have
compressed all of Valentinian's campaigns on the Danube
between 365 and 374 into a single campaign. Here again the
account is dominated by an anecdote of how the emperor dis-
ciplined cowardly soldiers. Eunapius' moralistic purpose is
certainly reflected in these stories, but one may doubt if
in his account so little attention was paid to other details.

6 Zosimus 3.5.1-2.

7 On Julian's age see R.T. Ridley, "Zosimus the
Historian", ByzZ 65(1972), 288, note 58,

8 Perhaps Zosimus' error was due to the fact that

Eunapius seems to have treated Constantius' reign twice.
See above pp. 33 -34,

Perhaps it could be offered in Zosimus' defense
that the doks! seems to indicate some reservation about the
statement. It should be noted also that at 3.7.2 Zosimus
referring to Trier says that "it is the biggest city beyond
the Alps".

10 Cf. Zosimus 2,.45.2.
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11 H, Hecker, "Zur Geschichte des Kaisers Julianus:
eine Quellenstudle", Wissenschaftliche Beilage zum Programm
des koniglichen Gymnasiums zu Kreuznach (1886), 40 proposed
to change £d«v to ismépav  (a change accepted in principle
by L. Mendelssohn, Historia nova 122), This seems to me to
miss the point of Zosimus' Greek, 3Zosimus has just been
discussing eastern affairs in chapter 7 The p01nt of
the phrase dokolvrwd &2 dival 1OV KaTQ ™V €day v nsuxa
is that Constantius' mind was now free from worries about
his own sphere of command, and able to develop his jealousy
of Julian.

12 The point is made by H. Hecker, ibid. 17,

13 The documentation is given above in chapter 1,
note 78,

14

Ammianus Marcellinus 27.9.6-9. See C. Muller,
FHG 4, 34. See also note l4a, below p.88.

15 On Zogimus' chronological inexactitude see R.T.
Ridley, “"Zosimus the Historian", ByzZ 65(1972), 288-289
and 297-299,

16 On this omen see below pp, 99-102.
17 For documentation see above chapter 1, notes 19,
20 and 21.
18 .
The lexicographer's remark appears at the end of
fragment 66 = Souda s.V. Eirpdiries = 2, 476, 5-6 Adler.
19

Both fragments of Eunapius appear to correspond
to the first sentence of Zosimus 5.8. The first sentence
of fg. 66 = Souda s.v. EGrpdrmios = 2, 475, 27-30 Adler
compares Eutropius with Rufinus, like Zosimus 5.8.1; and
fg. 69 = Souda s.v. 'ngoTQJPmeau 4, 108 29 32 Adler
refers to the eunuch's new power Rd?ikpr&‘ uuv ﬁacﬁksuav
¢f. Zosimus loc. cit. TV €V Tq duAr) TPXTTOMEWMV Kup@5

AV,
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20 see above p.d6.

21 zosimus 2.38.

22 See Joshua the Stylite, Chronicle 22 wright and T.
Néldecke, "Die Aufhebung des Chrysargyrums durch Anastasius",
ByzZ 13(1904), 135.

23 F. Paschoud, Zosime 1, xvi-xvii.

24 Procopius of Gaza, Panegyricus in imperatorem
Anastasium 13.

25 I note that Malchus also speaks of the destruc-
tion of parts of the empire in terms of the destruction of
the cities. See fg. 11 = Excerpta de legationibus- 571, 33
de Boor, and fg. 16 = Excerpta de legationibus 574, 32
de Boor. For méreis = "the empire" see Zosimus 4.26.9.

26 Cedrenus 1, 627 Bekker; Zonaras 14.3,1i-14.

27 See P, Sauerbrei, "De fontibus Zonarae quaestiones
" selectae", Commentationes philologae Ienenses 1(1881), 37,

A. Chastagnol, "Zosime 2.38 et 1'Histoire Auguste", Bonner
Historia-Augusta-Colloquium 1964-1965 (Bonn, 1966), 75,

note 108 omits Cedrenus from his list of authorities on the
raising of the tax.

28 Their source was probably a declamation, perhaps
the mayydiz  of Timotheus of Gaza. Dionysius of Halicarnasus,
De Thucydide 5, 351, 22 Usener-Radermacher refers to Pericles'
Epitaphios as a Tpaywdia.

29 orationes 46.22 = 3, 389-390 Firster. A Chastagnol,
"Zosime 2,38 et 1l'Histoire Auguste", Bonner Higtoria-Augusta-
Colloguium 1964-1965 (Bonn, 1966), 43 considered Eunapius the
source of Zosimus' material, but he felt that Zosimus was
influenced by Anastasius' lifting of the tax (ibid. 75-76).
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30 Zosimus' remark on the grief caused by this tax
W TSen.. , Opivous dva TSRV v kAl odupmods 2,38.2 is
51m11ar to the comment he makes on the effects of Theodosius'
taxation YJV IGHV e 1 dix T’}‘f TV B*Pﬁﬂpw\l (Pl)\vw Gp»umd\f\ mepi-
)\Q\alﬁp\tvw r)v EK({)OPOL;/MCVCV ?}v‘ TREA BN KA|  [dd Sypls
Ou*wyns KAT GPWNHV AVdﬂéwfos re s 4,32,2-3, The "eye-
witness" element probably comes from Eunapius the only one
of the two historians who saw the effects of all these taxes.

31 Cf. Eunapius, History fg. 42 = Excerpta de
legationibus 597, 16-18 de Boor.

32 It may be convenient to mention here the view of
W. Goffart, "“Zosimus, the First Historian of Rome's Fall",
AHR 76(1971) 424-426 that Zosimus' attack in this chapter
on COnstantlne for fixing a minimum outlay for the praetor-
ship (2.38.3) reflects his remoteness from the circumstances
of the fourth century when aristocrats gladly undertook
such burdens. But in the Scriptores Historiae Augustae
Aurel. 15.4-6 and Car. 20.4-21.1, the author of which was a
contemporary of Eunapius, occur complaxnts similar to those
of Zosimus. On the date of the Scriptores see R. Syme,
Ammianus and the Historia Augusta (London, 1968).

33 A.,D.E. Cameron, "The Date of Zosimus' New
History", Philologus 113(1969), 108-110; W. Goffart, ‘
"Zosimus, the First Historian of Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971),
422423,

34 Josimus 1.5.4-1.6.1.

35

Zosimus 4.33.4; 4.50.1 (Theodosius); 5.7.2
(Stilicho).

36 The B Brvta (or Brytae) are known only from the
Excerpta de insidiis 168, 26-34 de Boor (= Malalas fg. 39),
and 142, 29-143, 4 de Boor (= John of Antioch fg. 101),
and from an entry in the Souda s.v. Maiovuds = 3, 308,
31-309, 5 Adler.

37 see E. wilst, "Mimos", PW 15(1932), 1749-1760,
and “Pantomimus®, PW 18, 2(1949), 864-869,



38 Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Aurel. 50, Car.
16, 19; Herodian 5.7.6-7.

39 On this controversy see H. Reich, Der Mimus 1
(Berlin, 1903), 204ff,

40 Choricius of Gaza delivered a still extant
speech in defense of the mimes, while his great teacher
Procopius of Gaza praised Anastasius' measure against the
dancers. See the latter's Panegyricus in imperatorem
Anastasium 16.

41 leanlus Orationes 20.6-20.7 = 2, 424 Fdrster,
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23.26 = 2, 506 Forster- John Chrysostom, Homilia de statuls

in PG 49, 176.

42 Eunapius, Vitae sophistarum 19,6-14 Giangrande.

43 Zosimus 4,33.4.

44

passage in "The Date of Zosimus' New History", Philologus
113(1969}), 108, involved a misunderstanding of the Greek.

Zosimus 1,5,4-1.6.1 Cameron's paraphrase of this

Cf. F,. Paschoud Zosime 1, 132-133, It should perhaps also

be noted that 1n the sanme artlcle he confused the two
Syrian chroniclers: ibid. 109 - for “John Malalas" read
“John of Antioch" and wvice versa.

435 John Chrysostom In Matthaeum homilia 38 (al.

39) in PG 57, 427.

46 Choricius of Gaza, Apologia mimorum 114,

47 Zosimus 1.6.1. See above p.59.

48 In any case, factional strife was common in the
sixth century. Justin I exiled the dancers: see Malalas
416-417 pindorf. For further arguments on Zosimus' date
see below Appendix 3.

49 sosimus 2.30.1.
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50 Sozomen 2.3.2. For Sozomen's use of Eunapius

here see G, Schoo, "Die Quellen des Kirchenhistorikers
Sozomenos", Neue Studien zur Geschichte der Theologie und
der Kirche 11(1911), 81. A, Alf6ldi, "On the Foundation of
Constantinople, a Few Notes", JRS 37(1947), 11 rejected
the account as legendary.

. @
51 zosimus 2.30.4. &7 & Zierw clodvar,. .

32 zosimus 2.31.1, 2.32.1,

53 Zosimus 2,35.2.

- o4 See R. Janin, Constantinople byzantine (2nd ed:
Paris, 1964), 63 and 194,

5 See R. Janin, ibid. 32-33, 265-283.

56 See for example Vitae sophistarum 19, 22-20, 15
Giangrande.

57

This may well be a rhetorical rémos . I note that
Horace complains in a similar tone at Odes 3.1.33-34. F.
Paschoud Zosime 1, 236 looks for a cause in natural history.

58

W. Ensslin, "Praefectus praetorio", PW 22(1954),
2429-2430,

9 zosime 1, 232-233.

60 L. Varady, "Additional Notes on the Problem of
the Late Roman Dalmatian Cunei®, AAntHung 11(1963), 395
sees Zosimus as reflecting eastern pretences to Illyricum,

61 A. Chastagnol, Le Bas-Empire. Textes choisis

(Paris, 1969), 171, note 3,

62 W. Goffart, "Zosimus, the First Historian of
Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971), 423-424,
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63 John Lydus, De magistratibus 3.40ff.

64 1pid. 3.45-46 and 49.

5 1 cannot accept the view of H. Peter, Die
geschichtliche Literatur uber die rdmische Kaiserzeit bis
Theodosius I und ihre Quellen 2(Leipzig, 1897), 168 that
Zosimus® picture of Constantine is neither his own nor that
of Eunapius, but that he "scheint nur die allgemeine
heidnische Vulgata des Orients wiedergegeben zu haben',.

66 Cf. Souda s.v. KwveTavrives = 3, 176, 10-11 Adler:
ve o repl of Typulfev Fovdmios  phmvdgous  wal TAPTKL %07 Aide? TeO
avdpds.

67 ... . . .
Historia nova xxxix-xlvii.

68 quid enim polito Graeco cum hispido milite?
ibid. x1.
69 \
Malalas 328-332 Dindorf.
70

qui fortasse Domninus fuit, an interesting but
unsupported conjecture.

1 For a summary of the literature see F. Paschoud,
Zosime 1, xlv-1l. Noteworthy were the attempts of W. Klein,
"Studien zu Ammianus Marcellinus", Xlio Beiheft 13(1914),
58-134 and A, Klotz, "Die Quellen Ammians in der Darstellung
von Julians Perserzug", RbM 71(1916), 461-506 to recon-
struct Magnus'®' account from a comparison of Ammianus,
Zosimus, Libanius and Malalas.

72 A particularly convincing refutation of this part

of Mendelssohn's argument was made by L, Dillemann, "Ammien

Marcellin et les pays de 1l'Euphrate et du Tigre", Syria 38
(1961), 122-125. ’

73 See above pp.32-33.
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74 F. Paschoud, Zosime 1, liv-lvi.

It may be convenient to mention here alsoc Zosimus'
account of the campaigns between Constantius and Magnentius. A,
Olivetti, "Osservazioni sui capitoli 45-53 del libro II di Zosimo e
sulla loro probabile fonte", RFIC 43(1915), 321-333 plausibly
suggested that the account was derived from the cento of the
poetess Petronia Proba, Olivetti did not, however, consider
Eunapius' role in the genesis of this passage. It is most
probable that he was the intermediary between Proba and
Zosimus. See also N.H. Baynes, "A Note of Interrogation®,
Byzantion 2(1925), 149-15 .

75 R. Martin, De fontibus Zosimi (Diss. Berlin,
1866), 30,
Additional Note
l4a

J. Rougé, "L'Histoire Auguste et l'Isaurie au IV
sidcle", REA 68(1966), 295-296 argues that Zosimus' implied
dating (ie ca. 376) should be accepted. But he appears to:
have overlooked the evidence of Eunapius.: So also R, Syme,
Ammianus and the Historia Augusta (London, 1968), 51.




CHAPTER 3

BEUNAPIUS AND ZOSIMUS ON THE DECLINE OF ROME

Introduction

This chapter seeks to establish how far Zosimus'
ideas about the decline of the empire were taken from
Eunapius. In the following pages the passages in which
Zosimus broaches this subject will be discussed with a view
to determining whether they are from Eunapius or not., The
basic premise, demonstrated in the preceding chapters, is
that Zosimus has taken virtually all of his material and
interpretation from Eunapius; and that therefore it will be
necessary to produce convincing arguments to exclude the
possibility of Eunapius' authorship in any passage in which
Zosimus was abridging his account. An attempt will also be
made to determine how far Zosimus' ideas on the decline of
the empire have affected other parts of his history in which
he was not epitomising Eunapius.

First to be reviewed are two passages in the first
two books which Zosimus links together, and which appear to
state his aim in writing. Then the other passages, in which
he deals with religion and politics, are grouped according

to certain common themes. 1In the concluding sections of the

-89-
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chapter the theory of decline in Zosimus' work is discussed,

and an attempt made to explain its origin.

Palmyra

A key passage in Zosimus' work seems to occur in
chapters 57 and 58 of the first book. Zosimus introduces
these chapters as a digression from his main narrative, and
in so doing he refers the reader back to the proem:
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But the digression does more than look back to the promise,
contained in the last two sentences of the proem, to reveal
the history of the empire's decline, It repeats and clari-
fies that promise:
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The first sentence of this passage clearly antici-
pates the digression on the Secular Games at the beginning

of the second book; for there Zosimus repeats the same idea
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in much the same language:
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The second sentence promises a discussion not only of causes
but also of oracles; hence it anticipates those digressions
in the later chapters which deal with this subject. Chapters
57 and 58 of the first book then can be seen as providing
the key to Zosimus' work, and when taken with the proem and
the digressions on the Secular Games and on oracles, as con-
stituting a kind of structural back-bone to the whole work.
Accordingly it is essential to determine how far this
“structure" is Zosimus® own production.

It will be noticed that Zosimus introduces the cen-
tral passage in a way that might, at first sight, seem to
indicate a change from his main source: a reason is given
for the digression and Zosimus lapses into the first person.
But this fact isTgompelling, because the introductory formula
occurs in at least one other digression which Zosimus copied
directly from the source he was epitomising at that point.5

In an earlier chapter mention was made of the fact
that a part of the digression in 1,57-58, namely the note on
the Seleucis bird, was taken from Eunapius.6 These birds,
with their ominous appearance and devouring of the locusts,

play an integral part in the digression. It is difficult to

see that they can have played any other part in Eunapius'
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history than this. Hence the material in Zosimus' digression
is likely to be from Eunapius and probably also the inter-
pretation.

More difficult to decide is the question of whether
the cross-references to the proem and to the subsequent
parts of the work were also taken directly from Eunapius.

Of these, the proem and the oracles will be discussed below,
and attention now focused on the passage about the Secular

Games.,

The Secular Games and the Pontiffs

The account of the Secular Games, which seems to have
marked a digression from Zosimus' main narrative, occurs at
the end of the lacuna between the first and second .books.7
L. Mendelssohn considered that this digression was an
insertion on Zosimus® part and that it must have been
derived from a source other than Eunapius because of the

doctrinae veteris illic conspicuae copia et accurata rerum

annorumque notitia, which he regarded as inconsistent with

Eunapius' authorship.8 The judgement is typical of this
scholar's attitude to Eunapius.9

Eunapius devotes much attention in his proem to
refuting the idea that exact chronological reckonings are
essential in an historical work:
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But in this discussion he deals only with the question of
how exact a chronological framework is necessary to draw
out the true significance of events:
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discussion:
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Eunapius was deeply concerned with moral values, and morali-
sation seems to have been one of the motivating factors in
his work., His main quarrel with the chronologers was that
all their calculations did not elucidate moral issues, One
may wonder then whether Eunapius would eschew of ixpﬁeﬁs
Aapfpef in a digression where they were an integral part of

i3 . . . :
Zosimus gives a number of precise dates in

14

the argument.
the section of his work which was derived from Eunapius.
It is interesting to note that Aurelius Victor also
deplored the non-celebration of the Secular Games.15 Now
Victor computed from the celebration of Philip the Arab

which was not mentioned by Zosimus. Nevertheless the

similarity of the historians' interpretation is striking.
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Victor says: adeo in dies cura minima Romanae urbis. It

should be remembered that he flourished not long before the
time when Eunapius was writing. Perhaps the later historian
was merely adapting to his own purpose a common-place criti-
c¢ism made by pagans of his time.

Eunapius' first book dealt with events from the close
of Dexippus® account until the accession of Julian, a span

16, The account must have been

17

of more than eighty years.
rather sketchy, as Eunapius himself seems to admit. Would
there be room for such a long digression as that on the

Secular Games?18

The answer to this question is that we do
not know how long Eunapius' individual books were. They may
have been far longer than those of Zosimus. Moreover,
Eunapius can be expected to have treated matters of interest
to him in some detail. The proem to the first book for
example is quite long. It would plainly be improper to see

in the length of the digression a serious impediment in the

way of attributing it to Eunapius.

In Zosimus' fourth book a digression occurs on

the etymology of the word pontifex and the history of the

19

office of pontifex maximus. The digression is motivated

by Zosimus' observation that Gratian was the first of the

Roman emperors to refuse the title pontifex maximus.zo

Zosimus links this sacrilege with the emperor's subsequent

assassination on a bridge by the henchmen of the usurper



95

Magnus Maximus, and this linking of historical events is made
by means of a very fine pun. Zosimus reports that one of the
priests, piqued at the emperor's refusal, commented:

€1 Bedhera movtigpeE o Luaoikess ovems SeaBal,
To{)(m‘"rd\ YEV’T]/O_ETD(! TroVT!/(Pﬁg }'to/ig‘,MOS-"l

Now while the second half of the digression points
clearly to the pen of a contemporary like Eunapius who no
doubt took the story from a malicious but witty friend, it
is less clear that he was the source of the antigquarian
material in the digression. Mendelssohn was led to believe
that Zosimus got the information from elsewhere because a

. R . 1
similar passage occurs in Lydus' De men51bus.2

We see in both digressions an interest in Roman lore
which L. Mendelssohn denied Eunapius and which he, and more
recently W. Goffart22 compared to that of John Lydus. But
one may wonder whether either scholar has paid sufficient
attention in this case to the writings of Eunapius. The
historian knew something about the Roman Republic for he
alludes to Marius and Sulla in the Historz.23 In the Vitae

sophistarum occur a few glosses that indicate also that

Eunapius had at least some knowledge of the Latin language.24

Clearly a certain decision cannot be made about the origin

of either digression in Zosimus: but the balance of probabil-
ities including the consideration of what has above been
demonstrated about Zosimus' method of working seems to favour

the view that Eunapius was the author of these passages.25
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An Oracle and Some 0mensz6

Chapters 36 and 37 of book 2 form a digression in
which Zosimus produces an old oracle prophesying the future

greatness of Constantinople. He begins as follows:
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In chapter 58 of the first book Zosimus promised to produce
oracles in the course of his narrative, but there is some
suspicion that this passage was largely copied from Eunapius.
In the fragments of Eunapius' History there occur two
oracles,z7 and these may lead us to believe that Zosimus
took over from Eunapius the plan of illustrating his theme
with oracles.

0f modern scholars R, Martin thought that 2,36-~37
was copied from Eunapius,28 but L. Mendelssohn argued that
there was no reason to doubt the truth of Zosimus' asser-
tion that he had researched the digression himself.29 More
recently F. Paschoud defended Martin's position. It is
most unlikely, he observed, that no-one before Zosimus had
advanced a pagan version of the fortunes of Constantinople.

He comments, "la fortune de Constantinople était un fait



97

30 Paschoud's view un-

incontestable et tré&s frappant'.
doubtedly carries great weight. Even at the turn of the
fourth and fifth centuries the city had grown enormously.

Eunapius himself, writing in the Vitae sophistarum, makes

reference to this fact in a passage that may well indicate
a first-hand knowledge of the city:
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These passages may suggest that Zosimus' digression on
Constantinople's greatness was probably inspired by Eunapius.
The difference between the historians' views of the city; so
far as any can be detected, lies perhaps in the greater

degree of pre-eminence that Zosimus attributes to
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Constantinople. For Eunapius Rome was still ﬁ /uewévq
33

P,
The eighteenth chapter of book four is a digression
which recounts some untoward omens that followed the death
of the emperor Valentinian. There was a thunderbolt at
Sirmium, and earthquakes in Crete and Greece caused the
destruction of several cities. But the city of Athens was
saved by the hierophant Nestorius who was warned of impending
disaster in a dream. Placing a statue of Achilles beneath
the Athena Parthenos he carried out rites due to both the
hero and the goddess, and in this way the city was saved.
Zosimus cites as his authority for the incident a
hymn of the philosopher Syrianus. The one clear date in
Syrianus' career is that he became Diadochus of the Neo-
platonists at Athens in 431/2:34 but there is no reason to
think that he was a young man at that time, nor is there
any reason to think that the hymn may not have been written
within a decade or so of the event., Now since the part of
Eunapius' History dealing with this may have been written at
any time up to the first decade of the fifth century;35
it is by no means impossible that Eunapius was the inter-
mediary whereby Zosimus learned of the incident.36 Eunapius

is known to have been very interested in the Neoplatonists,

and omens abound in the pages of the Vitae sophistarum.37

Another miraculous story involving the city of Athens

38

occurs in a digression in the fifth book. Zosimus alleges
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here that the Gothic host of Alaric was confronted at the
city gates by the awesome sight of Athena Promachos and
Achilles; arrayed in battle dress, and prepared to defend
the city. So great an effect did this have on the Goths
that they offered terms and the city was saved. Zosimus
concludes with a reference to his previous account of the
salvation of Athens. This; and the reference to the same
pair of Athena and Achilles; may lead one to suspect that
the source once again was Syrianus, via Eunapius.39
Another miracle is connected with the fire which
was 1lit at Constantinople by the supporters of John Chrys-

ostom.40

Zosimus refers to the statues of Jupiter and
Athena before the senate-house Kd© & ka) vOV &7V AuTd
6&£&¢¢G&| @xﬁM& which escaped the general conflagration:
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Since a passage in a later work seems to confirm the survival
of these statues to a later date, one cannot convict Zosimus
here of the kind of anachronism that he makes elsewhere.41
But the story must surely be based on contemporary comment
and the mention of WpéwmA seems to point to Eunapius.42
The omens and the oracle reviewed thus far seem to

have been lifted directly out of Eunapius' text. But there

remains one which cannot have been thus taken from BEunapius.
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A grisly anecdote is related in the fourth book. The
army of the emperor Valens, on its fateful march north to
confront the Goths; came upon the mutilated body of a man.
The victim's face gave signs of life, but no answer was
forthcoming to questions put even by the emperor himself,
Eventually the body disappeared, and the portent was inter-
preted by the experts as meaning that the Roman empire would
suffer torture and ultimate destruction.43

A clue to this anecdote is provided by an analysis
of the narrative in which it occurs. Zosimus, after des-
cribing how word of the Gothic devastations in the north
~reached Valens at Antioch; continues:
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He then goes on to narrate the omen as described above,
concluding with the promise to reveal the course of the
empire’'s destruction in his narrative, Then, in the very
next sentence, he takes the reader back to Valens:
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There is a contradiction between that which intro-
duces the omen and that which follows. In the former
passage Valens is portraved as having left the city, but it
is implied that he is still there in the narrative which

follows.46

That this confusion is Zosimus', and not that of
Eunapius, is clear from a comparison with the corresponding
fragment of Eunapius. Concluding an account of the Gothic
inroad which differs from Zosimus' mainly in its greater
elaboration of details, Eunapius says:
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Eunapius was beyond doubt Zosimus' immediate source
for all of these events, and the main difference between the
two versions is Zosimus' portent, and the confusion of the
surrounding narrative. This confusion must be attributed to
the fact that the portent was introduced at this point into
his epitome of Eunapius.

It remains to decide whether Zosimus found the
anecdote in another source, and interpolated it into a

narrative mainly drawn from Eunapius, or whether this is not
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rather another example of Zosimus' re-arranging material
taken from Eunapius, It may well have been that Eunapius
mentioned the incident at the appropriate place, some time
after the initial skirmish with the Saracens, and that
Zosimus telescoped events., In the absence of a compelling
reason why the anecdote may not have been from Eunapius, the
latter conclusion must prevail.48
The fragments of Eunapius' History present no miracu-

lous stories. But marvellous tales abound in the Vitae

sophistarum., Iamblichus, for example is said to have con-

jured two youths from the spring at Gadara in Syria.
Commenting on this story Eunapius savs:
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Eunapius objected in principle only to the more extreme
miracle-stories. Hence his History probably provided the
source for all of the material treated above,
One modern scholar feels that Zosimus was much less
attached to paganism than his predecessors in the fourth
50

century. One may readily admit Zosimus' almost legalistic

insistence on the performance of the traditional ritual,

and if one compares the New History with Eunapius' Vitae

sophistarum one misses the earlier writer's emotional

involvement with the pagan cults. This is of course partly
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due to the difference in the times at which the men wrote;
for during the sixth century paganism vanished almost
completely.51 One might however ask whether considerations
of genre would not have made Eunapius much less ready to
mention his own beliefs in his History than in the Vitae

sophistarum. It should be noted too that the same scholar

who pointed to Zosimus' coolness in religious matters also
admitted that some fourth century pagans were, like Zosimus,

more interested in “principle than piety".52

Zosimus on the Monks

The mention of the word "monks" in the fifth book

produces a short but vitriolic explanatory note:
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At first sight the passage might seem to date to the sixth
century, when the orders had attracted large numbers of
recruits and secured extensive land grants. Nevertheless,
there can be little doubt that Eunapius was the source of

the outburst. In the Vitae sophistarum he bitterly attacked
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the monks, blaming them for Alaric's entry into the southern

part of Greece.54

The Army

In his long and highly critical account of the reign
of Constantine Zosimus devotes a chapter to the emperor's
military reforms. He concludes this chapter with the

following remarks:
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Of the two ideas expressed here, the destruction of the

cities and the corrupting influence of the theatre, the

6

former occurs in the fragments of the Historz,5 and the

57

latter in the Vitae sophistarum, It may well be then that

some such remarks as these occurred also in Eunapius'
narrative of Constantine.

In concluding his description of the disastrous
Roman retreat from Persia after Julian's death, Zosimus
pauses in melancholy reflection. He laments the unpreced-
ented cession of lands to a hostile power, and the words that

he uses can recall the remarks made by Ammianus Marcellinus
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when he reached the same point in his narrative:
Ammianus 25.9.9. Zosimus 3.32.1.
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Since a similar passage occurs also in Eutropius,58 the ideas
involved may be said to reflect contemporary comment, and

59 Indeed

would surely have occurred also in Eunapius.
Eunapius' hero-worship of Julian seems reflected in the

remark of the normally far cooler Zosimus:
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The observation that in 3.32 Zosimus was imitating

Eunapius may help to explain why his chapters on the Persian
expedition, while not from a different source than the rest
of his narrative about Julian, do seem to mark a change in
his technique as an epitomator in this part of his work.
It would seem that Zosimus gave much greater attention
proportionally to the account of the Persian expedition
than either Ammianus Marcellinus or Eunapius. In Zosimus the

expedition dominates his account of Julian, whereas in

Ammianus and apparently also in Eunapius it was dwarfed by
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the Gallic campaigns. These observations can be shown in

a table:b'

Julian's early career The Persian campaign
Eunapius 7 pages (Miiller) 3% pages (Miller)
Ammianus 8 books 2 books
Zosimus 11 chapters 21 chapters

Since we are relying on indirect excerpts from
Eunapius the figures attributed to him are not exact; but
it is surely most unlikely that his account of the last
phase of Julian's career was twice as long as that of the
early years.

What is the reason for Zosimus' comparatively greater
interest in the Persian expedition? That is partly a matter
of neglecting the far western provinces, lost in Zosimus' own
day. One might also speculate that Zosimus was moved by
problems on the eastern frontier in his own day (whenever
that was) to show more attention to this campaign. But the
lack of certain references to contemporary events makes this
idea unattractive. More likely, it was a development of
Eunapius'’ own view that the demise of this expedition marked
a decisive turning-point in Roman fortunes. Zosimus may
have seen a proportionately more detailed account of this
part of Julian's career as a means of emphasising his

source's viewpoint.
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Perhaps then this is a further example of Zosimus'
tendency to improve upon his predecessor., But even here
Zosimus exhibits his usual incompetence: and we miss in his
account any mention of Julian's deliberations before

Ctesiphon.

Religion and Military Debacle

At several points Zosimus connects the abandonment
of pagan ritual and the empire‘s military difficulties,62
and this connection of ideas in each case seems responsible
for doing damage to his narrative. We begin with an example
from the reign of Constantine, and then look at several in
the reign of Theodosius.

The connection of sacrilege and military disaster
seems responsible for the rather odd sequence of ideas in
2.31. This chapter forms a part of Zosimus' description of
the new Rome built by Constantine in the east. From a
general description in chapter 30 of the new city's topo-
graphy Zosimus proceeds to discuss individual buildings in
31, including various cult statues which Constantine set up
near these. After expressing his outrage that Constantine
would dare to change the pose of the statue of Rhea:
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Zosimus briefly mentions the statue of Tyche and the houses

built for senators, and concludes the chapter by asserting:
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While the material for the chapter was no doubt taken
from Eunapius, and perhaps also the ideas, the confused
arrangement; and in particular the juxtaposition of ideas
and events may well be Zosimus' own work.

Chronological confusion is apparent at many points in
the account of Theodosius®' reign. Here are some examples
corresponding in some ways with the passage on Constantine
just discussed.

In 4,25-27 Zosimus introduces the reign of Theodosius,
after telling in the last sentence of chapter 24 how Gratian
appeointed the new emperor. Chapters 25 and 26 describe dan-
gerous military threats which were averted by the cunning of
the emperor's commanders. In 25 Zosimus speaks of an invasion
of Thrace by Goths and Taifali which was aborted by the
stratagem of the Gothic deserter Modares, and in 26 he tells
how Gothic hostages stationed in various cities in the east
were massacred by the Romans in the aftermath of Adrianople.
Both of these events are placed before the accession of

Theodosius by Ammianus Marcellinus.63
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Beginning chapter 27 with the words:
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he launches into a long attack on Theodosius. The first
subject for abuse is the emperor's administrative reforms.
The implication is that these were carried out at the
beginning of the reign, whereas other evidence in Zosimus
places them near the middle (ca. 387-388).%%  Zosimus goes on
to revile the emperor's extravagance, and concludes with a
gloomy picture of the empire's decay.

The account has a certain dramatic unity. In chapter
24 the new emperor is presented to us; chapters 25 and 26
show the military perils of the empire which is saved by the
emperor's generals: in 27 and 28 the emperor comes to the
front, to be portrayved as a debauched monster: and 29 pro-
vides a suitably gloomy conclusion to the section.

Zosimus dates Theodosius'® drive against the pagans
to the early part of his reign instead of the correct date
in 391-392.65 This emerges from a study of the passage,
4,33-4,34 in which he mentions the emperor's religious
measures. In 4.33.2-3 he criticises Theodosius' policy of
accepting barbarian deserters into the Roman army, even
after they had shown themselves quite unreliable. He passes

in 33.4 to general criticisms of the corruption and depravity

of Theodosius' reign, and finishes by saying:
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Taking up the narrative again as if after a digression
chapter 34 begins with a familiar formula of Zosimus that
seems to indicate a meddling with chronology:
66
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A further example consists in a doublet in the
fourth book which provides a most interesting insight into
Zosimus' technique as an epitomator. The passage, which

consists of chapters 35 to 39, may be analysed as follows:

4.35.1. Promotus defeats a barbarian flotilla on the
Danube.

4,35.2-6, The revolt of Magnus Maximus.
4.36. Digression on the pontiffs.

4.37. Theodosius recognises Magnus Maximus: closure of
the temples.

4,38-39., Detailed description of events mentioned in
4,35.1.

The same event is mentioned twice; and in each case
it serves a different purpose. At 35.1 Promotus' victory
is part of a rise in Theodosius' fortunes as emperor:
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In the second case the account, even though it describes a
Roman victory, illustrates the historian's pessimism, which

is clearly expressed at the beginning:
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Zosimus' pessimism is also expressed at the end of the
account where he criticises the emperor's generous treatment
of Gothic prisoners, and his plan to use these in the war
against Maximus.68

In the absence of Eunapius' account it must in the
final analysis remain uncertain as to whether the chrono-
logical errors and doublets in Zosimus' account are his own
work or that of his source.69 Eunapius professed himself
contemptuous of chronology, and asserted that his account
would be based on reigns rather than years. But where
Zosimus' account can be compared with his one is generally
struck by the greater accuracy of the earlier historian and
the slovenly technique of his successor,

Eunapius was a contemporary of Theodosius: he had
lived through the emperor's reign and was in a position to
write of events at first hand., Is it probable that he mis-
placed important events as often and as completely as
Zosimus' epitome suggests? That seems unlikely because
Eunapius shows himself elsewhere concerned with presenting
events in their true sequence.70

The origin of the multitudinous confusions in
Zosimus' account of this reign probably lies in the histori-

an’s tendency at times to telescope events when confronted
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with a long narrative. Another tendency, noted above; to
take to their logical conclusion any interpretations and
ideas placed on events by Eunapius may be suspected of
operating here also, If Eunapius connected Theodosius'
impiety with the empire's military troubles; one would ex-
pect Zosimus to press home the point in any way he felt
possible., It was shown above that Zosimus was at times
prepared to redraft Eunapius' material when it suited his
purpose. It is quite probable that such redrafting on a
large scale was responsible for producing a narrative of
Theodosius' reign that one might be tempted to dub

"impressionistic®.

Zosimus and Eunapius on the Decline of the BEmpire

At several points in his history Zosimus pauses to
reflect upon the decline of the empire., Concluding his
remarks on Jovian's shameful treaty with the Persians, he
alleges that the result of the emperor's concessions was-—-
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Later he states that Theodosius' refusal to continue state

subsidy of the pagan cults was the immediate cause of the

empire's territorial losses:
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Similar remarks are to be found in some of the passages which
have already been discussed above. Most scholars have re-
garded these comments as Zosimus' own contribution to pagan
historiography and have felt that they indicated a date in
the latter half of the fifth century, at the earliest.73

It is to be observed that Zosimus' pessimism is
expressed in very general terms, Though we hear much of
the destruction of cities and the barbarisation of provinces
Zosimus provides neither names nor dates.74 One would not
of course quarrel with the view that all of his remarks are
consistent with a date in the sixth century, but one may
wonder whether the tendency to overlook a possible earlier
origin for these ideas has not been due to the doubtful
benefit of hindsight.

Eunapius lived through the crucial forty years after
the battle of Adrianople. During this time the Visigoths
established themselves as the permanent, wandering guests of
the empire, cutting a fearful swathe of destruction through
the Danube provinces, Greece, Italy, Gaul and Spain. In the
first decade of the fifth century the Vandals crossed the

Rhine and proceeded towards the south of Spain. Britain was

all but abandoned. So severe was the disruption at this
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time that Eunapius complains of poor communications with
the West.75
Eunapius' works are replete with pessimistic comments.
His lamentation on the destruction caused by the Goths in the
north culminates in the following:
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Here is a passage that might have inspired Zosimus' repeated
remarks about the destruction of the cities.
A venomous denunciation of the emperor Theodosius

ends with the remark:
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An obscure calamity in Theodosius' reign showed that man-
kind was "beset by the furies“;78 and it may be to the same
emperor's reign that Eunapius referred when he spoke of how
people welcomed barbarian inroads.79
Another fragment deals with a certain Perses, a
prefect of Rome, who made public mockery of the Roman
government by exhibiting some tablets in the Circus:
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The prophesies of the pagan Antoninus characterise

the prevailing gloom of the Vitae sophistarum:
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In the same work Eunapius expressed his heartfelt sorrow at
the destruction of Greece by the Goths,82 and more than once

he referred to the troubled time in which he 1ived.83

Libanius was moved by the death of Julian to expect
the imminent collapse of the empire.84 Speaking of the fate-

ful battle of Adrianople Ammianus says: Negant antiquitatum

ignari tantis malorum tenebris offusam aliquando fuisse

rempublicam.85 Did Eunapius see the significance of this

battle for the empire's fortunes? And if so when did the
empire's decline become apparent to him? The main problem
in discussing Eunapius' view of the time in which he lived
is that we do not know when he began writing his History.

A remark attributed to Julian--
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shows that the account of this emperor was probably written
after Adrianople; and it indicates also that the early part
‘of the History was not without some dark presentiment, even
though it was largely devoted to praising Julian, But this

only provides a terminus post quem, and since the terminus

ante quem for the part of the History dealing with events up

to 396 is the uncertain date of the Vitae sophistarum

(before 414) it is quite possible that Eunapius did not begin
composition of his work until well into Arcadius' reign, and
much of it may not have been written until after 410.87 At
this time the state of affairs might well provoke a pessimist
to think of the doom of Palmyra and the abandonment of the
Secular Games. As for the later books of the History it will
suffice to recall that Eunapius was still working on them
after 414.

Eunapius' Christian contemporaries were also pro-
foundly disturbed by the troubled times in which they lived.
It is known that the sack of Rome added momentum to St.
Augustine's disillusionment with the church's years of

success during and after the reign of Theodosius I~-the

tempora christiana--and put him on the path to thoughts that

would crystallise in the De civitate Dei., His friend Orosius

composed his Historiae adversum paganos to refute pagan

claims of Roman decline, The works of these and other

Christian writers which lie outside the scope of this thesis
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provide the intellectual context within which the pagan

view of the empire's decline must be set.88

Olvmpiodorus

References to the abandonment of paganism continue

in the part of Zosimus' account which is derived from
Olympiodorusgs. In 5.38 Zosimus tells how divine judgement
came upon the general Stilicho and his wife Serena and
punished them for acts of impiety. The latter, taking advan-
tage of Theodosius' drive against the pagans, stole the
necklace of Rhea from the temple of the Great Mother.89
While removing the precious bauble she incurred the curse of
an indignant priestess, and at a later date when the Gothic
host threatened Rome she was ordered hanged by the senate on
suspicion of treachery. 2osimus comments:
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Stilicho's fate was determined by a curse upon which he

stumbled when stripping gold from the gates of the Capitol.

The inscription was as follows: misero regi servantur. His

execution then showed that he was not able to escape ‘ﬁ%
A""\'ﬂi T i\-rclpp‘qm.
i
Since Zosimus quotes Latin only in the section of his
work where he was following Olympiodorus, the latter must be
the source of the tale about Stilicho. He may also be the

source of the anecdote about Serena, although L. Mendelssohn
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90

argued that this was taken from Eunapius, He based himself

upon the fact that Zosimus refers here to a visit by
Theodosius to Rome in 394, a visit that has been generally

(if not correctly) held to be a fiction limited to the

91

Eunapius-Zosimus tradition. Where there is uncertainty

about major issues a small point may be offered. 1In his

2 7/ . N
remarks on Stilicho there occurs a term, 4mogpnra , which is

92

much beloved of Eunapius. Perhaps then Zosimus was to

some extent under Eunapius' influence when he wrote this
chapter.93
A little later Zosimus devotes almost a whole chap-
ter to the religious background to Alaric's first siege of
Rome.94 He tells how certain seers offered to invoke the
elements against the Goths by means of pagan rituals. The
bishop of Rome was prepared to look the other way; but no-
one was found to participate in the ritual, and the Etruscans
were invited to depart.. Sozomen also alludes to these
events, and since he was drawing upon Olympiodorus; among
others, it is clear that Zosimus must also have taken the

story from the 1atter.95

In the same chapter Zosimus waxes indignant at the

stripping of religious statues to ransom the city.

7
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Notable among the statues was that of Virtus, says Zosimus.
Its abuse symbolised the death of Roman courage. The use of
a Latin word here points once again to Olympiodorus. From
Olympiodorus also, no doubt, is Zosimus' approval of
Generidus the pagan who opposed the law forbidding non-
Christians to wear cingula in the palace.96

The fragments of Olympiodorus reveal two further
stories of a pagan stamp., He tells how a statue in Sicily
was invested with the power to prevent barbarians from cross-
ing to the island, and also how three silver statues buried
in the earth in Thrace sufficed to ward off the barbarians
from the empire. In each case the removal of the statues
led to disaster.97
Although Zosimus may have in some minor ways altered

the material of this kind which he drew from Olympiodorus--
perhaps by a more radical interpretation; or by an insertion
like the story of Serena--it is nevertheless a surprising
fact that Olympiodorus could write so unashamedly about his
own paganism in a work dedicated to the pious emperor

Theodosius II. We find in his work a consciousness of the

empire's military problems and a tendency to link these with
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the abandonment of pagan ritual such as were also manifest

in the work of Eunapius. Whether or not Olympiodorus was
inspired by Eunapius, his work was clearly a congenial source
for one like Zosimus whose account was so much under Eunapius'
influence. But Olympiodorus seems to have differed from
Eunapius in one important way. He appears to have written
under the influence of the successful instalment of
Valentinian III on the western throne by Theodosius II, He
was writing at a time of upswing in the empire's fortunes.98
Eunapius on the other hand dealt at first hand with the
crucial years after 378; and, whenever he was writing, and
at whatever point he planned to lay down his pen, his narra-
tive was moulded by the feeling of despair which these events

produced.

Polybius and Zosimus on the Rise and Fall of Rome

Earlier in this chapter attention was drawn to the
fact that Zosimus refers to his proem in the important

fifty-seventh chapter of the first book.99

The question
must arise as to Zosimus' sources for the introduction to
his work. A comparison of Zosimus' proem with that of
Eunapius reveals that the two introductions have virtually
nothing in common. Zosimus' remarks are very brief. He
begins by remarking that Polvbius described how the Romans

after six centuries of obscurity rose in the space of fifty-

three years to world dominion. He goes on to explain this
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in terms of Neoplatonic ideas of causation, and concludes
with the promise to clarify by his account the present
"barrenness" of affairs. Eunapius' very long proem deals
mainly with the place of chronology in historical writing;
and at the point where our text breaks off he seems to be
launching into a full-scale eulogy of Julian.100
Just how far then Zosimus' first chapter was derived
from Eunapius' proem must remain uncertain. The Neoplatonic
elements may come equally well from either Eunapius or

Olympiodorus.101

Zosimus' reference to Polybius, on the
other hand, does not seem to have been taken from him, for
Eunapius neither mentions nor imitates the Achean historian.
Moreover, while it must remain a moot point whether Eunapius
weﬁt on in the lost part of his proem to speak of the decline
of the empire; it is at least clear that Zosimus emphasises
this idea in a way that Eunapius can hardly have done in his
rambling introduction.

Zosimus was stylistically very much under the influ-

1062

ence of Polybius. But he owed nothing at all to Polybius

in areas where we would expect the Achean's influence to be
felt, particularly in political science.103 He says nothing,
for example, about the cyclic nature of constitutional
history, or about the theory of the mixed constitution.
Therefore his c¢laim to have been inspired by Polybius must

be interpreted in the narrowest, stylistic sense, while

Eunapius can still be seen as the real source of Zosimus'
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theory of decline,

In several places Zosimus appears to equate the for-
tunes of the empire as a whole with those of the city of
Rome, In the proem he dates the period of Rome's rise from
the time when :

.. of ‘pw/uol?m.u. xuTOf% JE TOUS Tc(x&o’z TDJ& i‘FO/\Eﬂ!’OUS
é‘prvrg ;mKEiﬂgveu_Swa
In a later book he appears to equate the fall of the city

104

with the fall of the empire: and in the section where he

was following Olympiodorus he refers to Rome as

, N b4 ~ . -~
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The reappearance of enemies before the city's walls, and in
particular the sack of the city, would probably have marked for
Zosimus an important epoch in his work.,

Behind these remarks lies a more or less coherent

theory which extends beyond the part of Zosimus' work which
was a direct epitome of Eunapius. But it may well have been
that in the later books of his History Eunapius showed the
same preoccupation with the fortunes of this city as Zosimus.
Zosimus was in a position to develop Eunapius' ideas by
giving them greater prominence than his source; especially
in the early books where he was following parts of Eunapius®
work that were probably written before the sack of Rome, He
was also able to bring his account down a little further

than his predecessor, although it is ironical that neither
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man was able to treat that great event that must have formed
a milestone in their accounts. It is also true that Zosimus
began his account at an earlier point than Eunapius. This
chapter will therefore conclude with a discussion of the

first 46 chapters of Zosimus' first book.

Zogimus 1.1-46

F. Paschoud plausibly suggests that in the first
few chapters of book 1 Zosimus was drawing on his own knowl-
edge and imagination rather than a specific source.106 It
is therefore significant that ideas of a Eunapian character
are prominent. Mention was made in a previous chapter of
Zosimus' outburst on the pantomime dance which seems to
reflect Eunapius' pen.107 The attention shown to Alexander
in the fourth chapter probably also echoes Eunapius' interest
in him.108
In the fifth chapter Zosimus reaches Augustus, and
he here launches into a powerful attack on the very institu-
tion of monarchy. In these remarks, which are by no means
unique in the literature of the late empire,lo9 one can see
some trace of Eunapius. One of the chief grounds given for
the insufficiency of the monarchy is:
cee 00K Ry apréser mdew  keark 1o dfov mpos evex Onva,
Tols moppwiAru mou Siaxermévos Enakoupﬁ&ﬂ _Mﬁ
JCV{MEVOS gé éroghou.

With this sentiment may be compared Constantius' motive,
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mentioned no doubt also by Eunapius, in appointing Julian as
Caesar:

v WéVESs MIv pRESEIN 0K QETO duvnses ORI emov-

NKEEIV  OUTW  TOls  MPRY AT BonOnosiv. . »W
For such remarks the fourth century, with the tendency to
division of the imperial power becoming slowly more pro-
nounced, provides the likely context.

The other criticisms of the monarchy made here--the

corruption of administrators, the possibility of tyranny with
the selling of justice and slavery of citizens--look like some

111

of the themes in Eunapius' own work. This chapter was

no doubt suggested to Zosimus by his reading of Eunapius.
112

But contrary to what has been said from time to time,

"republicanism" is not a part of Zosimus' theory of decline
because Zosimus does speak well of a good number of emperors:
the Antonines, Septimius Severus, Decius, and Claudius
Gothicus.113
Although the loss of Zosimus' source for these
chapters makes any discussion rather tentative enough has
been said to indicate that Eunapius' ideas played a part
here also, at least in the first few chapters., Aside from
these there is little in this section of Zosimus' work that
can be said to promote his idea of the empire's decline.
In fact it is not until he reaches his account of Palmyra;
where Eunapius became his source; that he broaches the

subject again.
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Apart from the "Eunapianisms" in the first half-
dozen chapters the first 46 chapters of book 1 have little
to do with Zosimus' idea of decline and their inclusion
must be due to some other reason, A tentative suggestion

about this is reserved for the Conclusion.
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Notes

1 I have inserted a comma into Mendelssohn's text as
I feel that this clarifies a passage that has been a source
of trouble in the past. See for example F. Paschoud's
discussion in Zosime 1, 166. Zosimus is surely referring to
the last few lines in his proem where he promises to
elucidate his idea of Roman degeneracy.

Zosimus 1.58.4.

Zosimus 2.7.1.

4 Zosimus 2.7.2.

> At 5.29 Zosimus introduces a digression about the
Argonauts with the words uxZicv di M7 Mepadpameiv. . . A similar
digression occurs in Sozomen 1.6 who, like Zosimus, would
have taken it from Olympiodorus. See J, Rosenstein,
"Kritische Untersuchungen uber das Verhaltniss zwischen

Olympiodor, Zosimus und Sozomenus", Forschungen zur deutschen
Geschichte 1(1862), 200-201.

6 See above p.l1l1.

7 Zosimus 2.1-7.

8 ... . .
Historlia nova xxxvil,

9 : . . B .
calculorum omnisque gravitatis osor, Historia
nova xxxvii, nullius quae in rhetorem Theodosiani aevi cadere
possunt vitii in historia fuit expers, ibid. xxxv.

10 gistory £fg. 1 = Excerpta de sententiis 72, 34-35
Boilssevain,

11 1pid. 73, 5-7 Boissevain.

12 Ibid. 74, 11-13 Boissevain.
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13 R.C. Blockley, "Dexippus of Athens and Eunapius
of Sardis", Latomus 30(1971), 712-713 argues that Eunapius
showed more attention to chronology from book 2 on than in
the first book.

14 5osimus 3.10.4, 4.52.1, 5.10.5, 5.17.4, 5.18.8,
5‘21‘6.
15 _, .
Liber de Caesaribus 28.2.
16

On Eunapius' starting-point see Photius,
Bibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 158 Henry. The proem to the
second book of the History, which introduces Julian as the
focal point of the account is fg. 8 = Excerpta de sententiis
76, 14-77, 5 Boissevain.

17 1pida. 76, 14-16 Boissevain.

18 on Eunapius bk. 1 and Zosimus see F. Paschoud, "Zosime
2.29 et la version paienne de la conversion de Constantin",
Historia 20(1971), 349-350, Elsewhere, in Zosime 1, 192 he
argues that Eunapius may have been Zosimus' immediate source.

19 ;osimus 4.36.

20 Zosimus' account, the only one of this incident,
is defended by J.-R. Palanque, "L'empereur Gratien et le
grand pontificat paien", Byzantion 8(1933), 41-47. Recently
A.D.E. Cameron, "Gratian's Repudiation of the Pontifical
Robe", JRS 58(1968), 96-102 argued that Zosimus confused
separate embassies to Gratian in 367 and 383.

21 Lydus, De mensibus 3.21., See L, Mendelssgohn,
Historia nova xxxviii and 192,

22 W. Goffart, "Zosimus, the First Historian of
Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971), 423,

23 pg. 14.2 = Excerpta de sententiis 78, 21-24

Boissevain.
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24,., eK ,Afﬁun5, qv Awmskqv KANOUT Pwﬁuﬂot
KaTo 76 ﬂ%T@“J uP thmq3 Vitae sophistarum 47, 3-4 Giangrande.
See also ibid. 56, 4-5 Glangrande. A short discussion of
Eunapius' attltude to the Romans is to be found in I. Opelt,
"Das Nationalitdtenproblem bei Eunapios von Sardes", WS
N. F. 3(1969), 32-33,

- 25 5o R, Martin, De fontibus Zosimi (Diss. Berlin,
1866), 23, on the Secular Cames digression.

26 ‘The subject was dealt with by H. Piristi,
"Prodigien, Wunder and Orakel beim Historiker Z031mus"
XVIiX Jahresberlcht des furstbischéflichen Prlvat—Gymna51ums
am Seminarium Vincentinum in Brixen (Brixen, 1893). Piristi
dealt with the problem of sources only where indicated by
L. Mendelssohn (e.g. 6). Otherwise he was content to discuss
Zosimus' statements as if they were the historian‘'s own
ideas (e.g. 25).

27 Fg. 26 = Excerpta de sententiis 82, 20-26
Boissevain; fg. 27 = Souda sS.V. ’louhiavds = 2, 643, 25-32
Adler,

28 pe fontibus Zosimi (Diss. Berlin, 1866}, 23.

29 . g
Historia nova xxxiii, xxxviii, 92-93.

30 F. Paschoud, Zosime 1, 109,

Eunapius, Vitae sophistarum 19, 25-20, 5 Giangrande.

32 Ibid. 82, 14-15 Giangrande.

33 Ibid. 7, 3 Giangrande. According to Ammianus
Marcellinus 16,10.13-17 Constantius II was stunned at the
greatness of the city when he visited it.

34 On Syrianus' life and writings see K, Praechter,
“Syrianos", PW 4A(1932), 1728-1732,
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35 See below Appendix 2.

36 I must disagree with F, Paschoud when he says
that "la chronologie ne permet guere dtadmettre qu'Eunape
ait pu citer Syrianos dans la premiére partie de son oeuvre
historique," Zosime 1, 1lvii,

37 See below p.102.

38 Zosimus 5.6.1-3.

39 The reference to Gfm.fm6bem,at 5.5.8 may also
indicate Bunapius. Cf. Vitae sophistarum 23, 15-16 and 56,
18«19 Giangrande.

40 Zosimus 5.24,7-8,

41 Codinus, Excerpta 16, 2-3 Bekker. On the author-
ship of this work see K. Krumbacher Geschichte der
byzantinischen Literatur (2nd ed; Munlch 1897}, 423-424.

42 See above note 39 of this chapter.

43 Z2osimus 4.21.2-3,

44 Zosimus 4.21.1-2.

45 Zosimus 4.22,1. -Perhaps, as L. Mendelssohn
Historia nova 176 suggested, the word "Saracens" has fallen
out of this sentence,.

46 The Saracens leave the city to engage the Goths
after receiving their orders (4.22.1). The story of
Sebastian (4.22.4-23.6) implies that the emperor was still
in a state of preparation, and at 4.24.1 it is implied that
‘he is still in the city.

47 History fg. 42 = Excerpta de legationibus 597,
20-25 de Boor,
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48 With the personlflcatlonlof the empire in this
omen compare the metaphorical avamviw used of Asia after
it was deserted by Tribigildus, at 5.18.9. Perhaps this
word also was taken over from Eunapius.

49 Vitae sophistarum 14, 19-23 Giangrande.

50 W. Goffart, "Zosimus, the First Historian of
Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971), 416-417.

°l see E. Stein and J.-R, Palanque, Histoire du
Bas-Empire 2(Paris etc, 1949), 370-373.

52 The rellglous coolness of certain senators in
the later period is well demonstrated by F. Paschoud,
"Réflexions sur 1l'idéal religieux de Symmaque”, Hlstoria
14(1965), 215-235,

53 Zosimus 5.23.4.

>4 yitae sophistarum 46, 6-9 Giangrande., Attacks
on the monks occur also at ibid. 39, 13ff., and at History
fg. 55 = Excerpta de sententiis 89, 18-22 Boissevain,

35 Zosimus 2.34.2, The phrase sTipmara 4ﬂx05oi&s
is used of Julian by Eunapius, History fg. 10 = Excerpta
de sententiis 77, 29 Boissevain.

56 History fg. 42 = Excerpta de legationibus
597, 16-18 Boissevain. The view of the cities as in a state
of decline occurs elsewhere in Zosimus: 1,.37.3; 2.38.4:
2.49.1; 4.59.3; 5.17.2. We note in the account of Julian
that his reign was beneficial to the cities, 3.5.4., There
is satisfaction too in the mention of the destruction of
two Persian cities: 3,15,2; 3.22.7. With the exception
of 1.37.3 these remarks all fall within the epitome Eunapii.
The passage of Eunapius cited above makes it likely that he
inspired most of them, and I cannot agree with F. Paschoud
Zosime 1, 131 when he attributes the comments to Zosimus
himself.

37 Vitae sophistarum 19, 6ff., Giangrande. The
passage is quoted above p.72.
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58 Butropius 10.17.2,

59 In the Vitae sophistarum 50, 13-15 Giangrande
Eunaplus says how he had descrlbed Jullan s Perslan expedz-
tion in his History: «s & 7x ﬂ?AYﬂdT& ¢uwbva ind Qv
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There is certainly no justification for seeing in Zosimus
3.32 a reference to events of Zosimus' own day. Cf. W.
Goffart, "Zosimus, the First Historian of Rome's Fallv,

AHR 76(1971), 4212422, On Zosimus' date see below Appendix
3.

60 Zosimus also asserts at 3.34.2 that a great change

in affairs was brought about by Julian's death.

6l y, Hecker, "Zu Zosimus", Wochenschrift fir
klassische Philologie 8(1891), 825 drew attention to the
curious lack of balance in Zosimus' account of Julian's
career. I cannot, however, agree with his view (ibid. 126)
that Eunaplus was not the source of Zosimus' account of
Julian in Gaul.

62 My attention was drawn to this by P. Schultz,
De Stilichone iisque de eo agunt fontibus Claudiano et
Zosimo (Diss. Koenigsberg, 1864), 37.

63 . .
zosimus' account of Modares seems to be a version

of events related by Ammianus Marcellinus 31.8.3-10.1 as
occurring before Adrianople. On the massacre of the hostages
see Ammianus Marcellinus 31.16.8.

- 64 See R,T. Ridley, "Zosimus the Historian", ByzZ 65
(1972), 298.

65 codex Theodosianus 16.10.10-12.

Cf. ToiTwV  Avrwy v TDJTm&, 4.20,3 and above
pp. 60-63.

67 zosimus 4.38.1.
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68 It seems to me unnecessary to suppose with

O. Seeck, Geschichte des Untergangs der antiken Welt
5(Berlin, 1913), 510 that the two parts of the doublet are
fron different sources.

69 Doublets arose naturally from the manner in
which ancient historians sometimes inserted alternative
versions of a passage into their working-draft., See H,
Schéne, "Verschiedenes", RhM 73(1920), 137-139 and K. Latte,
"Eine Doppelfassung in den Sophlstenblographen des Eunaplos"
Hermes 58(1923), 441-447.

70 Eunapius asserts his own veracity in recording
events of which he was himself a witness, History fg. 28 =
Excerpta de sententiis 83, 5-9 Bozssevaln. His reliability
is well defended by I. F. Reltemeler "De Zosimi fide”,

Bibliotheca philclogica, edited by J. c. Volborth, 2
(Leipzig, 1780), 226-227.

71 Zosimus 3.32.6.

72 Zosimus 4.59.3.

73 This has been the general view since I, F,.
Reitemeier, "Disquisitio in Zosimum eiusque fidem", in
Zogsimus xxiv,

74 W. Goffart, "Zosimus, the First Historian of
Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971) 412-441 presents the thesis that
Zosimus saw the empire as hav1ng already fallen (cf. the
title of the article). But at p. 426, note 68 he makes the
stultifying admission that Zosimus "never says this in so
many words and his various statements on the decline of the
Empire are not so categorical as to exclude the interpretation
that he merely thought the Empire to be suffering grave mis-
fortunes",

Hlstorx fg. 74 = Excerpta de sententiis 94,
1-16 Boissevain,

76 Ibid. fg. 42 = Excerpta de legationibus 597,
16-19 de Boor.
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77 Ibid. fg. 56 = Excerpta de sententiis 90, 6-7
Boissevain.

8 Ibid. fg. 54 = Excerpta de sententiis 89, 1-4
Boissevain.

72 1pid. fg. 494 = Souda s.V. ‘Enfkhusey =2, 337, =19
Adler.

80 1pid. £fg. 78 = Excerpta de sententiis 96, 25-28
Boissevain., ,

81 Vltae sophlstarum 36, 8-13 Giangrande, With

Bunapius' t ém yns  KIANISTR compare Zosimus'® remark on
the barbarlans who took Trebizond and destroyed TR Teltpm
Kau ™ OIKO()QMY}/(,\U(TO)\ R AV € T mwpos KIANC § 7 /uengOS

JekmTe  (1.33.3). Eunapius' remarks on the Serapeum may be
a reply to the lost account of Theophilus of Alexandria.
See T, Orlandi, "Uno scritto di Teofilo d4i Alessandria
sulla distruzione del Serapeum?" PP 23(1968), 295-304,

82 yitae sophistarum 45, 10-46, 11 and 58, 8-59, 4
Giangrande., Eunapius probably insplred Zos;mus' remark about
the destruction of the Greek people at 5.5.7: txavro ™ v, cE

C%{ENOU Asxp; 160 vy Ka\TdGTl)O?"’y cfcgo\/r,g TOl% @aw)&?v’ogs o[)x\j .
83 yitae sophistarum 53, 11-13 and 99, 22-24
Giangrande.
84 Iibanius, Orationes 18,298 = 2, 366-367
Forster.
85 Ammianus Marcellinus 31.5.11.
86

History fg. 22.1 = Excerpta de sententiis
80, 11-16 Boissevain.

87 On Eunapius' date see Appendix 2, below,
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88 The bibliography on Christian historical
apologetzcs, especially on the work of St. Augustine, is
immense. O©n the latter's change in outlook as a result
of political troubles, see R, Markus, Saeculum: History
and Society in the Theologz of St. gﬁgustlne (Cambridge,
1970) 22-44, especially 37 ff. A-good discusgsion of the
whole subject is made by W. Kaegi, Byzantium and the
Decline of Rome (Princeton, 1968).

89 In the Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Heliog.
7.1 reference is made to Elagabalus' profanation of the
rites of the Great Mother, The passage may be a covert
reference to Serena.

30 Historia nova 266, Mendelssohn applied his
arguments to the story of Sérena also.

91 W. Ensslin, "War Kaiser Theodosius I zweimal
in Rom?" Hermes 81(1953), 500-507, tried to isolate the
evidence for a visit in 394 to Eunaplus—2051mus and F,.
Paschoud, "Réflexions sur 1'idéal religieux de Symmaque",
Historia 14(1965) 234 suggested that this visit was an
invention born of a desire to show the emperor's deference
to the senate. If this were so Eunapius' veracity would be
greatly impugned. But A.D.E. Cameron, "Theodosius the
Great and the Regency of Stilicho", HSPh 73(1969), 247-
280 has argued in favour of a visit at the later date,
A part of his argument is the view that 5.38 is from
Olympiodorus; but he does produce some other evidence as
well, including the testimony of Prudentius, which, while
hardly compelling, does throw some doubt on Ensslin's view.

Hlstorx fg. 55 = Excerpta de sententiis 89, 25
Boissevain; fg. 52 = Souda S.V. Zvéataa = 4, 426 26~28
Adler: Vitae sophistarum 29, 1-2 Glangrande.

93 With the anecdote about Serena and the necklace
one might compare the story of Festus who dreamt that he
was carried to Hades by a noose: Eunapius, Vitae
sophistarum 56, 7-19 Giangrande,

%4 yosimus 5.41.
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95 Sozomen 9.6. On his use of Olympiodorus here see
J. Rosenstein, “Kritische Untersuchungen uber das Verhdltniss
zwischen Clympiodor, Zosimus und Sozomenus", Forschungen zur
deutschen Geschichte 1(1862), 190-192,

96 Zosimus 5.46,3-5.

' 97 Olympiodorus fg. 15 = 1, 171 Henry: fg. 27 =
1, 177 Henry.

98 The point is well made by J.F. Matthews,
"Olympiodorus of Thebes and the History of the West (A.D.407-
425)*, JRS 60(1970), 97.

99 See above 99-90—92.

100 Eunapius, History fg. 1 = Excerpta de sententiis
71-75 Boissevain.

101 posimus alludes to 4orplal wkivAses both in 1.1,2
and at 3.11.2. The Neoplatonic idea of ¢ Jiajuwv occurs at
4.4.3; 5,35.,5; 5.41.5. On the Neoplatonism of Eunapius see
W. Schmid, "Eunapios aus Sardes", PW 6(1909},°1125-1126
and on that of Olympiodorus see E.A. Thompson, "Olympiodorus
of Thebes", CQ 38(1944), 43.

102 polybius is cited thrice, at 1.1.1: 1.57.1;
5.20.4. L. Mendelssohn notes a Polybian sentiment at 5.36.2:
see Historia nova 263. Although the general similarity of
Zosimus' style to that of Polybius (as compared with that of
Eunapius) needs no demonstration I offer here a few words
that Zosimus may have taken from his acknowledged mentor:

g miTwBaSw 1.54.2; Jusxv&wxer{m 2.10.4; owpdopu 2.12.3;
karopOdnara 248423 ;(\/aic"ﬂ};\o/uoll 2,15.35 csopmAipwes  2.30.2;
-{o&g 2.31.3; }LEY,A}so(UX'iO/Ad\f 2.46.1; mpovemeiw 3.27,3;
olpayie 3.27.4; yevviusTe 3.28.3. See LSJ s.vv.

163'W. Kaegi, Byzantium and the Decline of Rome
(Princeton, 1968), 103-108 shows how little Zosimus took over
from Polybius' political ideas.
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104 Zosimus 4.59,2. For a similar sentiment in a
contemporary of Eunapius see Jerome, Commentaria in
EBzechielem 1 = PL 25, 15-16.

105 Zosimus 5.50.2,

106 gee F. Paschoud, Zosime 1, xl. R. Martin, De
fontibus Zosimi (Diss. Berlin, 1866), 13-14 considered a
source~study of these chapters a waste of time,

107 See above pp. 70-173,

108 History fg. 24 = Excerpta de sententiis 82, 7-9
Boissevain; fg. 35 = Excerpta de sententiis 84, 1~2 B01sseva1n.
Similarly Zosimus*® comparison of Julian and Alexander will

be from Eunapius, see Zosimus 3,.3.3.

109 See W. Goffart, "Zosimus, the First Historian -
of Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971) 414—415 note' 13, W. Kaegi,
Byzantium and the Decline of Rome (Prlnceton 1%68), 108
asserts that Zosimus is here echoing debates "of the fourth
century. See also ibid. 84.

110 Zosimus 3.1.1. The fact that rather similar
sentiments were expressed by Justinian should not lead us to
suppose that Zosimus was here referring to problems of his
own day. C£. W. Goffart, “"Zosimus, the First Historian of
Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971) 422, note 52, Goffart is not

very consistent for he dates 2051mus a generation earlier
than Justinian.

1 See for example Hmstorz fg. 87 = Excerpta de
sententiis = 100, 27-102, 22 Boissevain.,

112 56 E. Condurachi, "Les idées politiques de
Zosime", Revista clasica 13-14(1941-1942), 119-120, 127, and
Z, Petre, "La pensée historique de Zosime", StudClas 7
(1965), 269-270.

13 yosimus 1.7, 1.8, 1.23, 1.46.



CONCLUSION

Eunapius' own comments enable some inferences to be
made about his aim in writing the History. 1In the intro-
duction to the first book he says:
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These lines are clarified in the eighth fragment, the proem
to the second book, where he tells how Oribasius encouraged
: P
him to write about Julian, and sent him a viomvnud of the
emperor's career in which he nad been an active participant.2
The first part of Eunapius' work then was dominated
by the figure of Julian, and the account was largely
determined by a desire to glorify him., But it is clear that
Eunapius planned from the beginﬁing to go beyond Julian's

reign, for in the passage cited above he says both that his

is a general account of ¢ Ku® quxs xpéves and that it was a
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continuation of Dexippus' work. Eunapius must then have
been motivated from the very beginning by more than a simple
desire to glorify Julian.

Scattered comments allow us to form some impression
of Eunapius' motive in continuing his narrative beyond
Julian's death, In the §revious chapter were cited several
pessimistic comments made by Eunapius about the state of
affairs in his own day. Now it is precisely because his
ﬁistorz was almost entirely devoted to the period of which he
was a contemporary that these comments provide such a valu-
able insight into his aim in writing. In the Vitae

sophistarum, a work in which the decline of paganism is

highlighted, Eunapius twice refers to his plan to continue
his account of the destruction of Greece in his Historx.3
While it would certainly be going too far to conclude that
such problems alone provoked him to take up his pen again;
there seems little doubt that they played an important role
in the later books of his work.

The question arises as to how early in the History
Eunapius' pessimism appeared. Of this there is at least one
indication. Eunapius quotes Julian as remarking, at the
time he was preparing for war with Persia, that the Goths
(who at this time were not a source of trouble for the
empire) could not be expected to remain quiescent for ever.

, . iz 3
Eunapius exclaims: “Ls 7o0dvds £Xikveiro ypodvev Tav

SNy (0rS R modecrn . .
MEANNTYY  AUTW 7] mpoverh, Just as Julian's reign would
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remain a source of inspiration in the darker days of his
successors,5 so even the eulogistic account of his life was

not without some comment on the tragedies to come.6

This much can be inferred from Eunapius' own
writings. It is possible to go somewhat further by examining
the evidence provided by Zosimus, in particular his method
of working. Here are to be found some clear indications of
the nature of Eunapius' work, In the parts of Zosimus'
narrative for which fragments of Eunapius' History are ex-
tant, there is scarcely a deviation of any significance by
Zosimus from his source. PFurthermore a search of Zosimus'
summary of Eunapius for material that cannot or might not
have come from Eunapius reveals very little indeed. If
Zosimus followed Eunapius so closely in the choice of
material, it would seem likely that he also took over
Eunapius' interpretation.

This supposition is supported by the fact that many
elements in Zosimus' theory of the decline of the empire
find close parallels in the writings of Eunapius: the
denigration of Constantine and of Theodosius, the idea of
the destruction of cities, the hatred of Christianity and
the strong attachment to paganism. Other elements such as
the barbarisation of the armies under Theodosius and the

wastefulness of Constantine no doubt were taken over from

him also.
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It is clear then that the main constituents of
Zosimus' viewpoint were present in Eunapius' work. This is
perhaps as much as can be asserted with any confidence, and
unfortunately it still falls short of proving that every
passage in Zosimus that treats of the empire's decline is
from Eunapius, or that Eunapius himself had worked out his
views in quite the same way as Zosimus,

0f the three cardinal passages in Zosimus' work, the
proem and the digressions on Palmyra and the Secular Games,
the latter two fall within the part of his work where
Zosimus followed Eunapius, and may well have been inspired
by him. The proem, on the other hand, has some demonstrably
original elements, in particular the claim to be following
Polybius, and the emphasis on the idea of the empire's
decline, an idea that may well have been absent from Eunapius'
proem., Yet even these seem to be mere flourishes. Zosimus
got very little from Polybius beyond a few phrases and words:
and if in his proem he was prepared to be more explicit
about the purpose of his work than Eunapius he may have been
doing no more than emphasising an idea that received abundant
treatment in his source, It is ironical that Zosimus should
acknowledge Polybius to whom he owed so little while he

suppressed the name of Eunapius from whom he took so much.

It would seem then that it was a careful reading of

Eunapius' work that persuaded Zosimus to take up his pen.
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He would continue Eunapius' account with the help of
Olympiodorus; an historian whose outlook was in some ways
similar to that of Eunapius. Now an epitome of Eunapius
and of Olympiodorus might have been adequate for his plan
to describe the decline of Rome, if he had planned to end
his account with the sack of the city. But the unfinished
state of the work leaves uncertainty as to the projected
terminal point. Moreover, Zosimus prefaced his epitome of
Eunapius with a brief survey of world history to the time of
Claudius II., These chapters provide some background for the
main part of the History, but in spite of some Eunapian
sentiments they do not do a great deal to promote Zosimus'
thesis, and their inclusion must be due to another considera-
tion. It may be pointed out that Zosimus lived in a period
that was fruitful in the production of world-chronicles. A
writer like Malalas provided a convenient summary of world
history with a Christian point of view. Zosimus may have
intended that his own work should provide a pagan foil to
these Christian histories, a summary of history with the
kind of interpretation that Eunapius suggested. It is
perhaps unprofitable to speculate on the intended scope of
his work, or on possible sources for the later period.
Zosimus should perhaps then be seen as much as an
epitomator as a philosopher of history, and it may be that
the need for brevity often ocutweighed the desire to expatiate

on theory. This must be the reason why he sometimes omitted



142

from his epitome passages of Eunapius that bore directly on
his stated plan,7 and also why some of the most significant
events in the history of paganism are passed over in silence.8
But in Zosimus' chief wvice, his servility, lies also
his value, The material and ideas for the bulk of his work
can be confidently regarded as stemming directly from
Eunapius. Therefore the pagan side of the debate on the
empire's decline; of which Zosimus is the main extant source,
can be brought back from the sixth century to the early fifth.
Zosimus' ideas make more sense in this eariier context, when
they are contemporary with the works of Augustine, Orosius;

Jerome and the authors of the Historia Augusta, than they do

when regarded as an isolated production of the sixth century.

Photius®' judgement is vindicated. The bulk of
Zosimus' work is a mere paraphrase of Eunapius' History,

differing only in its conciseness.
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Notes

1 Fg. 1 = Excerpta de sententiis 74, 16-22 Boissevain.

2 Fg. 8

Boissevain.

Excerpta de sententiis 76, 14-77, 5

i

3 Vitae sophistarum 46, 2-5 Giangrande, and 58, 13-59,
3 Giangrande.

4 pg. 22.1 = Excerpta de sententiis 80, 11-16
Boissevain.,

5 Fg. 75.5 = Excerpta de sententiis 95, 17-23
Boissevain.

6 The argument would be much strengthened if it
could be proved that the remark on the Seleucis in the
Souda' (4, 337, 3-4 Adler) was taken from Eunapius. See
above, chapter 1, note 10.

7 See above pp. 22-24,

8 One might cite here Zosimus' silence on the part
prlaved in the Gothic invasion of Greece by the monks and
the violation of hierophantic law. Zosimus omits the
destruction of the Serapeum which Eunapius mentions twice
in the Vitae sophistarum (36-39 Giangrande), and might well
have referred to in his History also. Zosimus is silent
also on Julian's pagan revival although Eunapius naturally
devoted much attention to this. Other matters he omits are:
the pagan overtones in the Fugenius revolt, and the struggle
over the altar of victory. These would surely have been
mentioned by Eunapius.




APPENDIX 1

Some Closely Parallel Passages

Fg. 3 = Souda s.vV.

=

KT ketive v 3, 46, 22~

23 Adler.
c & 108dins ﬁc{n’sf Béxos,

a7 \ Ve
avo-mxo_g 5:)\' TOGCOUTOUL Mol

kivew, sa Npie BEN).

—_a 7
Eovamios P,

Fg. 20 = Souda s.v.ﬂ)q) =
2, 631, 12-13 Adler,

Ve 3¢
EdvAmios * 1616 S& 1A TQv

. s 4 / (SN
HdT&?pﬁKTwV ITiTew Y vIrep
\ 7 1 Y > rd
Tous v’ g5 Tous omsBOopii-
e
ARAS K&TEPP&Yﬂ,
Fg. 34 = Souda s.V.

Mtr«poXé'ycs = 3, 394, 16-

17 Adler.

Eovdmios - mikpol Ty
TT'PO:(\{‘/LLD{TA _Mirixavﬁé‘d\mos
(OP}M/@JOU 00 W.ﬁ:’p@‘oo‘
CEf. Souda s.v. Mikpol

dev = 3, 395, 4-5 Adler.

Zosimus 1.70.1.

~ 20N\ ) A <
auvq\/ TIS a(VT)p AV TW /t&v)xomu‘
TE KATRTKEUL Sy e1dwh Kl
> A z a 2 7
s K /"‘7)X°W“‘N t‘uG‘Tonj dk’P!EW\l
rd
5?%7 dovpeves .,

Cf. Zosimus 1.54.3.

Zosimus 3,27.4.

Py

Ty PN T T3 ol payia s

. e

Fal s rd
TOU GTpx/\TGITEJOU SUMTTETOVTE S

<

P \ A\ > 7/
o! TTEFG‘ou TOANOUS  ATTE KTevelV

& 4o

Zosimus 4.8,.1.

~ \ - ¢ -
/LLIH‘OOU c{\{,‘ E;Jev)sw r) HpoK—
s . < 7 Ve
o miou }*EP[S- UW(FTEPUL YZV'O/AEVV}
Ve < rd ”~
.. Tov OP/M()‘CFDU Fou TTEJ!(J(YOU
T dos . . JéngTOS €v 1y

ﬂ‘)\?cve 71 s?v,

pix

- 144 -



Fg. 494 = Souda S.vV.

Eméxdusev = 2, 337, 17-19
Adler,
TOIRGTA KAl TOTRUTA & ITEKAGE

. - €7 ~ ./7\
KARA , waTg xposos NV

AUToly Kol Nevk] Tig ApEpa

145

Zosimus 4,.32,.3.

P TOCS Ba(‘oﬁg{()cu)‘ oi'ﬁo'\/VTw\"

5

7 rd
€rrlq~ nw}x{vw\r ﬁoqefldv.

> ” . b 2
KVARANOUY TWY KAl I‘r)\l €

2 P
EKEIVIWY

KEATHTAL  TOLS ﬁxpﬂgpcusﬁ

Eunapius' Rhetoric¢ and Character Portraval

Fg. 33 = Excerpta de

sententiis 83, 20-25

Boissevain,

<f > < s
-n—o“’rri,o ovv g (PUGIKOI (Pdm
Id Vs N I

TGRS KIWNSEws  €ival TE Aog

r Vs [49 ~ Fl
ARWNE IRV, 7) Thls XKAARIS
/ ~F
KvASEE) TO Kivele Oa) (8-
2 AY s cr
WEIY  AUTn MREVRVFA , ouTws
2 & £ N ’ h
AN TIg urrgqu@g K&l TOTE Tov
mpesBiTay ApRiTiova mapa-
N -~
TU)\O/\/T& v ToG ﬁo‘@l)@(»j
> \ ’ \
ATdARTOV  Ka) Ku}/\drwJ‘r} $OpxY

b] [ A ~ ~
£S5 OMANOY  Kal  AffoV  KATA-

T TOp foxi 1ol Aoy lo‘jmo’a TxOo g
-~ 2 s i
FRped yAp izso*h) Sl

JeNixy Oy Rolvav  mpay-

b
i
1
f
§

7
MATWY

Zosimus 4.7.3.

[4

v O

S¢ ﬁm:)\cﬁs O(Ja()\q)g
~ 2 / J -~ )

TOV ETAVACTATIV &V 7)) 1dTol
Cbp‘iyfaw Fadaria  muOdueves

s ~ ) A2 A
f‘d\Tiﬂ'Aokyn MEV MK T Axen

N [ ) o\

KAl EMIMTAATO  TRpeX 1S,

e A
)Apﬁf'ﬂb\f'\{()j §e O=pperv

Fd
KENEUGTAVTOS » o &



Fg. 38 = Excerpta de sententiis 84,

3-15 Boissevain.

‘O 8¢ Qecdwpos & kateheyubvos Tols
VOTo‘\pf/ol_t iv JI’KU ;,Tw[iro TooX roG  [3x6-
7z e ~ - < -~
INEwg - 76 TE yap £0 yEyovival mpoEny

~

3 N ~ ~ 4 b 2 A
AUTG) KAl TO £0 TEPUKEVAL [pds dpeinV
<l - -~ I — L -
Mg, 76 T¢ 6Cuh ouvnvBer TAS dpetail,
B . ~ d
KA r?: flTa((PFéCYlTCV eV TAIS Suveudiagg
’ ~ "~ >
KEspoy ¢ddker TQV &perdN TMMEAl T
o~ N s/ > y o R
EWVAl KAT  TToAVAP MOVDL, BAN s)\o(@é\I,n
< T \ la) ’Cr/ CS‘ e by
Pnev O}A’}}p(‘)&} vre TWY (diwy  SlAQERpEs
2 Ve ~ <f
Ka\OV. TO v xvBplimivey, ®Al ofor Tepy
. N
sroaTelas Zmi TR REpdm KA TS Ko
P > ” v N
TOXAS  ETTONMEVEL KA KEXYETES , TV
: ’ > A
‘r}/wspc/%]m kAT Qovres  Avrol Kol TO
< b A S s
rrpés s NN EUKPATES  Mal  TIpOXElpov)
\ o> A ~
TAXD MAAA TV gpdxeV KA QofipxY kel
Y B/ < 7
Tofy vouv 5[Xov0‘| KOXNRKERY CTOOUVTEL

o #
Kl rrpoﬁo\%c{)vam p\d\@o{rrgp EAETONY TIVA

146

Zosimus 4.13.3.

’;))\\1 TS @iégWPcS Tors
~ < o~
Pag NIkl LTOYPAPEVSIV
Evapi B uolm eves, ToiToV
3 . ’
EU MEV YEyOVRTA TE
N 4 /
Rl TpA@EVTL, vioV
& & okl 10 TN
N,
ANKIAS Oepud poiini
Kexlrwy Qwmsias €y
AN Ve rd
TR X EpOVok SAAEVE MEVEV
rd Y V'
TEpTTAVTES TOOVTOI
3 7
TGS RVATE Dovev

<
Wi, .

s P ~
Kp(} /L\??Xg\v}’\f dl?UKTG\I/ EEEMO‘A\I T

> 7 .
M(PA)\Q»\/ HA gwinpiwd AoyismidY TEV  VEAVIGHOY KAl RATETEIAV

A Y g 2/
de rov avidm w0 @RAspev TR BASAER]L TpUTR.

—
=

Fg. 39 = Souda s.v. QPnsros = 4,

718, 20-719, 3 Adler.

T
(%

~ 2/ 2
oSroy mepr Tous xpdveos Ouakevios €l

./

Zosimus 4,15.2-3.

~ ry /
TWV dE ATOMMMATWY

p) 3 e Al
™Y ATRY  ETEaTeT AvEomares oy

%\I Ko)\o?)a,\d\/ (D'rf)\s‘ro&,



& (ém:)\m;)v YASSoRY  EmemisTecTO,
Téumetar d2 Grws, T8V MOIMTIROV K
Bl Exeror, wai € dny TS A0S Fe
PRTEINTY: ﬁ ® eTra)\ (RS TOIOGTﬂslprO‘\OV
Ao delTuv wkal  maviyvplv )jﬁ\/ Je 7()
pavin o0 Olpalev, xM? &vdoOev eNJ504
ka) EmailETe, Avip dse Tovmpls K
ECousiay ExuV Kl TRV Y T KoAdg-
EG IV iypio/rv}ro\ RATAN TV €Ud ORI MO0 oV
§v 1ol PBaciAelons, olk Eory & T
TTokPo(VD'/L\‘l/alS KTENITE  RAI QSEAYE(ML

INN €y Togévde TTo(poupoPQJ 5{3{367) ey
(Fo/vwv’, Sote ki MaBimov Sfpa dif-
«.P@S;PEI Ko,’pavmj /Af)lYU/lTT‘(O\/ ’Emo’@;tgou
A01Q) . wd ¥ Oepues v kil SEwY

e s s \
Tug AUGPL;J TAVTLL SOV VAPES K}

Kde?keyz.

147

BV &y mAv  €ioes

7 el /
WHOTNTOS ﬂ‘pcxﬂpod
J ” s >y
Svra s CAGiRs <vO-

Suatov 6 asiAevs

| S .
ETEINEV | WL Y mpdeis

TGOV e f:\s )m’yev i
3 2
£6 M0 00K G TV JWO)\EI(PV
g N
Odm . wal €is epyev
'?j&'i T(\) @BSXEU/&\&'
- A [ Fal
MavTAL Yc-klo O CPT)(TTOS
A AY
A S TRTRS 00 MeV

/»-
[

o 3> > V4
EUPSY AKpITwS AMEK-

TOVE . ..



APPENDIX 2

THE DATE AND EDITIONS OF EUNAPIUS' HISTORY

The Date

In the Vitae sophistarum Eunapius seems to say that

he had already published the part of his History dealing

with events up to the Gothic invasion of Greece in 395:
coLTEXADY kR iy TwY  EMKALE BTV kaklv, GV TR
piv v oroly  dieEedikels TS IeTop s ealiéqmu, . de,

2

g emimpdmy 70 @ov, AehéBaral,

o ?\%)v%ﬂxps %q&@
~ ~ ~ ~ 1

Tobg ﬁa{aﬁm(‘ocu,_g J;o\ TWY ]Tu%w\l ﬁdpq)x@&\/.-o
Apparently the historian directed his energies to the Vitae

sophistarum after completing the earlier books of the

History;2 but he planned to return to the latter at a later
date.' Photius says that he brought the account down to 404;3
and the surviving fragments show that he was still engaged in
writing it after 414.4

F. Ruhl noted a tendency among Byzantine writers of
universal history to close their accounts with the death of
the sovereign whose reign preceded that under which they
wrote.5 Now Eunapius was not a world-chronicler in the
sense of a Malalas: but his work covered a substantial period
of time, and it was a continuation of the Chronicle of

Dexippus.6 Perhaps then Eunapius closed an early version of

his History with the death of Theodosius, and published it
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during the reign of his successor, Arcadius. It may also be
that he formed the design of continuing it after Arcadius'

death.

The "New Edition" of the History

Photius says that he had available to him two
editions of Eunapius' History, and that the "new edition"
was characterised by the excision of much of the blasphemy
which marked the other.7 Was Photius correct in his view
that both editions stemmed from the pen of Eunapius himself?
Recently W. Chalmers argued in support of Photius' view8
and at the same time called in question the suggestion of B.
Niebuhr and C. de Boor that the "new edition" represented an

2 The

expurgation of Eunapius' work by Christian censors,
present discussion seeks to support the view of the earlier
scholars by replying briefly to the main points in Chalmers'
argument.

Chalimers begins: "if, as de Boor's theory suggests,
the aim of the viéi ¢#kScart was to make Eunapius more
acceptable to Christian readers, it is strange that Photius
describes it as T modNA THs  EkeloE Aﬁsens é#o@dﬂmw6dv."
Photius' statement is equally difficult for Chalmers' own
view that Eunapius was partly moved to produce a new edition
of his work by the set-back to pagan ambitions after the

battle at the river Prigidus. For Photius the main difference

between the two editions was the removal of "much of the
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impiety". It may be suggested that in the "new edition" only
the most offensive passages were removed; while some that
were less obnoxious were allowed to remain.

Unproven as Chalmers admits is the view of V.
Lundstrom that Eunapius produced two editions of the Vitae

10

sophistarum. The most recent editor of this work considers

that the variations in the manuscripts upon which Lundstrom
based his theory were the work of a late Byzantine scholar.ll
In fragment 41, which introduces a discussion of the
Huns, EBunapius refers to an earlier account which he had
already made of this people.l2 Since the excerpts in the

Excerpta de sententiis are in chronological order, and the

early books of the History dealt with the period before
Julian's death when the Huns had not yet made their appear-
ance, Chalmers saw in this fragment a reference to an
earlier edition of the History. But since Eunapius refers to
the earlier account as:

To v cov mplTa ™S cuyypa?iﬁst‘
it must be inferred that the earlier account was seen as
a part of the same work as the later account in fragment 4l1.
Moreover Eunapius later in this same fragment seems to say
that he had envisaged excising the earlier account:

co. (00) 7O devriépy vo mpéTepoy ;wmpoﬁvrsS.cc

and
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Oon the whole then the evidence of the fragment is easier to
reconcile with the assumption that the earlier account of

the Huns was made at an early point in the same work which
Eunapius was still engaged in writing than with the idea

that it was part of an already published first edition of
that work. Eunapius may well have made brief mention of the
Huns in a digression on the northern tribes at an early point
in his Historz.l3

In the Vitae sophistarum Eunapius speaks of

Constantine's placing Constantius in the care of Ablabius
and remarks that this év S Tois  KdTd TOV @E!él‘&rov J’OU>\ lowc\N“.
14

éﬁﬂﬂﬂ But fragment 14.1 indicates that there was a

detailed account of Constantius in the second edition.15
Chalmers felt that in the former case the first edition was
indicated, and that this contained no special discussion of
Constantius; and that in the second edition there was a

separate life of Constantius. But the statement in the

Vitae sophistarum may merely show that Ablabius' guardian-

ship was not mentioned in the part dealing with Constantine
or Constantius, but was reserved for special treatment in the
account of Julian. Since Julian's early life was much
influenced by Constantine's arrangements for the succession
it would not be surprising if Eunapius gave substantial
treatment to this subject in connection with the career of

his hero.
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Whereas Photius says that both editions of Eunapius
covered the same period of time Chalmers believes that the
"new edition" came down to a later point in time, He
alleges that "Photius only claimed to have read the second
edition.," This assertion is difficult to reconcile with
Photius' remark about the two editions:

E &v aitin kdi THY Smpopiv  xva A e mevol ;/Yvw/u\s\l.

The arguments adduced to support the attribution of
the "new edition” to Eunapius are not persuasive. Hence the
traditional view of a later censorship of the work still
seems preferable, It should be noted, however; that the view
that Eunapius revised his whole work at a late point in his
career will not damage the thesis presented in this

dissertation.
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' 1 Vitae sophistarum 46, 2-5 Giangrande; see also
ibid. 58, 13- 13-59, 3 Glangrande.

2 The passage thus prov;des a terminus post quem
for the Vitae sophistarum. See also I, Opelt, '"Eunapios",
RAC 6(1965), 930-931.

3 pibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 158 Henry.

4 History fg. 87 = Excerpta de sententiis
100-102 Boissevain.

> See below pp.i56-1517.

6 History fg. 1 = Excerpta de sententiis 74, 16-21
Boissevain,

7 pibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 159-160 Henry.

8
Histories"

W.R. Chalmers, "The NEA 'EKAQZ!Z of Eunapius'
cQ N. S. 3(1953), 165-170.

9 Dexippi, Eunapii, Petri Patricii, Prisci, Malchl
Menandri historiarum guae supersunt, edited by I. Bekker and
B. Niebuhr (Bonn, 1829), xiXx; C. de Boor, "Die via éxdcais
des Eunapios”, RhM 47(1892) '321-323,

10 v. Lundstrom ProA_%pmena in Eunapii Vitas
philosophorum et sophlstarum Uppsala, 1897; 20-35,
11

Eunapll vVitae sophistarum, edited by G. Giangrande
(Rome, 1956}, xix~-xx,

12 Fg. 41 = Excerpta de sententiis 84, 22-85, 12
Boissevain,
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13 Ammianus Marcellinus inserts into his narrative
at the point where Julian was settling affairs in Thrace
a descriptio Thraciarum et sinus Pontici regionumaue ac
nationum Ponto adjacentium (22.8). Ammianus thought nothing
of adding details to an earlier digression: see, for
example, 14.4.2.

14 yitae sophistarum 22, 15-19 Giangrande.

15 Fg. 14,1 = Excerpta de sententiis 78, 12-20
Boissevain.

16

Some difficulties remain. Why did some manu-
scripts available to Photius contain both versions of
Eunapius' work? Perhaps these were based on the censor's
working copy. How did Zosimus escape a similar re-editing?
Perhaps he toned down the impiety in the now lost first
edition of Eunapius in the same way as he demonstrably toned
down his predecessor's rhetoric in other ways.



APPENDIX 3

THE DATE OF ZOSIMUS' NEW HISTORY

In the body of the dissertation a certain amount of

evidence for Zosimus' terminus post quem was discussed.

From this emerged only the fact that Zosimus was writing
after 498: while attempts to connect him more closely with
the beginning of the sixth century were rejected as having
failed to take into account Eunapius' influence on him.

Arguments about Zosimus' terminus ante quem have

been a fruitful source of errors. The earliest surviving
writer to mention Zosimus is Evagrius who wrote in the last
decade of the sixth century. In an important passage he
lists writers who dealt with secular history down to his
own time: Charax, Ephorus, Theopompus, Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Polybius, Appian, Diodorus; Dio Cassius,
Herodian, Nicostratus, Dexippus, Eusebius, Arrian; Asinius
Quadratus, Zosimus, Priscus, Eustathius of Epiphania;
Procopius, Agathias and John of Epiphania. After his entry

on Priscus Evagrius says:

< 3 - A 2 ~ 7 Vi
“Angp dnavra EderaBiy 19 Emeave €T TET MM TA
7 h) I V' 1
TAVAPITToh &V dde TEOXESIV o o

This statement has been generally taken as meaning

that Eustathius' work was an epitome of those of the

-~ 155 -~
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preceding historians,z and this view is perhaps supported
by L. Jeep's demonstration that Eustathius was Evagrius’
source in some passages where Evagrius cites (in true
Byzantine fashion) only the name of Eustathius' source.3

If Eustathius' date can be determined this will narrow down
the termini further.

Jeep drew attention to the fact that Eustathius is
said to have died while writing. Two sixth century sources
mention this fact, in passing, while treating Anastasius'
war against Cabades (502-503). Evagrius says of Eustathius:
o5 Mixpl TS ypapns  TadTRs fvropﬁba5 rols 2 meABole

sovapl Ouerral, dwdécdrov £Tos TAS  AvasTdoiou  HATa-
AENOITWS ﬂdcwksﬁs.4.
Malalas confirms the fact:
TEpt o5 monémou EostdOios & 0@ TaTos xpOVOY{J;{(POS
&NCYP{%%TO’ ooty Kol guOFus éT{Aerqﬁc, /uﬁfc €1
TENE(CV TV ¢ Oeaw A0TOU GUVﬂfgdjc
Jeep concluded that Eustathius died in 502-503. But our two
authorities say only that this was the latest year covered
by Eustathius in his account: and both imply that he would
have brought the account down further had death not intervened.6

F. Rihl was the first to point out the faultiness of
Jeep's argument.7 He went on to argue that the Byzantine
historians; when they treated world history;8 tended to

close their accounts with the accession of the sovereign

under whom they wrote. Since Eustathius treated events under
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Anastasius, he must have intended to end with the accession
of Justin I. Though clearly as illogical a development as
the reasoning of Jeep which he had just rejected, Ruhl's
argument has been universally accepted.

Since it would be pedantic to cite exceptions to
Rtthl's "law" from later Byzantine literature,9 one can
readily agree with this part of his argument. The fault of
reasoning lies in the latter part. As Jeep was wrong to link
the terminal point of Eustathius' account with the date of
his death, so also was Ruhl incorrect in assuming that
Eustathius did not intend to go beyond Anastasius' death.
Eustathius may have been writing at any time in the sixth
century.

A.D.E. Cameron postulated a terminus ante quem for

Eustathius in the 5205.10 He based this view on Haury's

suggestion that Procopius drew on Eustathius' account of

the siege of Amida.ll

But this view is fraught with
difficulties. To begin with, not one fragment of Eustathius
survives that might be compared with Procopius' treatment
of these events; moreover Haury assumed--he did not prove--
the priority of Eustathius.12 Until further evidence is
produced of a connection between these historians Haury's
conjecture is better left out of consideration here,

This discussion may be concluded with a note on two

further passages in Zosimus which have been used to date his

history. In the first of these Zosimus speaks of Nestorius
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who in 375:

e gikova TOD ﬁ'pwos [§_"».)Ax:>\>\t'0/.‘s]..-‘;”'5/9"]'{5 "‘;’ &y
ﬂ}gfs@sv@w Ku(@ldfpujugfvcg TS 7—\9«)\/23 GZYOO\/(AOLT'I,L.
Mendelssohn thought that Zosimus by not modifying
with a Tote was indicating that the statue still stood in

his own day.14

But that is to imply a precision that
Mendelssohn himself elsewhere denies the historian, who far
from up-dating the material in his sources was prepared to
perpetrate gross anachronisms in his epitome.15 Moreover,
the fate of the Parthenos--whether it was destroyed by fire

or removed to Constantinople--is uncertain.16

Hence Zosimus®
remark is of no value in dating his work. The second passage
to be considered here is his remark that none of the areas

ceded to the Persians by Jovian had been retaken.17

Some
scholars have seen in this a veiled reference to Anastasius'
war against the Persians.18 Once again emphasis must be
laid on the possibility that the remark occurred also in
Eunapius.19
All attempts to this time to place Zosimus in the
early part of the sixth century have failed., Jeep was the
first scholar to place both Zosimus and Eustathius in this
period and though his arguments were clearly erroneous his
view has exercised a spell over subsequent scholars who have
resorted to all manner of sophistry in an effort to justify

it. All that we can say with certainty is that both men

wrote between the last decade of the fifth and the last
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decade of the sixth century, and that Eustathius probably

wrote after ZOSimus.zo Evagrius' uncertainty about Zosimus

makes it likely that Zosimus lived a little while before his
time: and the same can perhaps be inferred of Eustathius

from the fact that Evagrius says no more about him than the chron-
icler Malalns; and also from the fact that he refers to him

as "Bustathius of Epiphania"; whereas he calls John of

Epiphania "my fellow countryman".z1 This argument is admit-

tedly fragile, but it seems to be about the best that can be

done with the evidence.

The above discussion indicates the danger of finding
allusions to contemporary events in Zosimus. For any passages
that ingenuity will from time to time suggest to be topical
in intent it will have to be shown that Zosimus' source could
not have been responsible., In point of fact Zosimus seems to
have made very few references to events after the periods he
treated: hence his silence also on any matter of sixth
century history will not exclude the possibility that it was

known to him,
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Notes
1 Evagrius 5.24 = 218-219 Bidez-Parmentier.

2 R.T. Ridley, "Zosimus the Historian", ByzZ 65
(1972), 278 expressed doubts about this interpretation of
Evagrius' words.

3 L. Jeep, "Die Lebenszeit des Zosimos", RhM 37
(1882), 425-433,

4 Evagrius 3.37 = 13¢ Bidez-Parmentier.

> Malalas 399 Dindorf, Eustathius must also have
written before Malalas, but the latter's date is unclear.
See K. Wolf, "Ioannes Malalas”, PW 9(1916), 1795-1796, and
note 92, below.

6 Jeep's argument was accepted by L. Mendelssohn,
Historia nova vii and by C. Benjamin, "Eustathios", PW 6
(1909), 1450-1451.

7 p. Ruhl, “Wann schrieb Zosimos?” RhM 46(1891),
146-147. So also T. Mommsen, "Zosimus", ByzZ 12(1903), 533.

8 This important qualification was overlooked by
F. Paschoud, Zosime 1, xiii-xiv and by R.T. Ridley, "Zosimus
the Historian", ByzZ 65(1972), 278.

9 Ruhl's view that the Byzantine chroniclers custom-
arily ended their accounts with the accession of the
sovereign under whom they wrote is demonstrably true of many
of the extant works of this genre. However, most of these
are from the later centuries of Byzantine history. From the
early period there survive only scanty remains of this
important genre. The works of Domninus, Timotheus and
Nestorianus, all major sources of Malalas, have perished;
and John of Antioch survives only in fragments. Neverthe-
less there are two clear exceptions to Riuhl's principle
among early chronicles. The author of the so~called Fragmenta
Tusculana of Malalas thrice refers to Justinian as o Seamwéing
A (PG 85, 1820-1821); and the Easter Chronicle was composed
during, and treated events of, the reign of Heraclius. See
Du Cange in Chronicon paschale, edited by L. Dindorf, 2 (Bonn,
1832), 16.
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10 A.D.E. Cameron, "The Date of Zosimus' New History",
Philologus 113(1969), 107,

1l see 4g. Haury in Procopii Caesariensis opera omnia,
edited by J. Haury and G. Wirth, 1 (Leipzig, 1963), xix.

12 See his discussion of Procopius' sources, ibid.
viiff. Haury thought that Evagrius mentioned Eustathius’
account of the siege rather than Procopius' because
Eustathius' was fuller. But at 1.19 = 28 Bidez-Parmentier
he referred to Eustathius rather than «*\oi , even though the
latter's account was a mere epitome at this point.

13 Zosimus 4.18.3.

14 Historia nova x, note 1.

15 See above p-59.

16 See G.M.A. Richter, Sculpture and Sculptors of the
Greeks (4th ed; New Haven and London, 1970), 171.

17 yosimus 3.32.6.

18 A.D.E. Cameron, "The Date of Zosimus' New History",
Philologus 113 (1969), 108; W. Goffart, "Zosimus, the First
Historian of Rome's Fall", AHR 76(1971), 421-422.

19 Cf. above pp.I04-105,

20 This is similar to the conclusion of T. Mommsen,
"Zosimus", ByzZ 12(1903), 533,

21 3.41 = 140 Bidez-Parmentier; loc. ciT. ncle |




APPENDIX 4

A NEW FRAGMENT OF EUNAPIUS' HISTORY

A.F. Norman produced a passage in the Souda which he
believed to be from Eunapius:l
Souda s.V. Z(vo(@)@a&f Zosimus 3.22.4.
o Ji Wparos QVAG‘)(&\/ TV [se. aherpis yum’] MV oW O
£k ToU SpéwM&Tos moirws ( mplitos Mendelssohn) avados ExBody
W Miyves avdpddns | wiiNovmy  mafoas avenev, v JIF Zou-

s ¢ >
TE KA &c&cpaloovms epAvTios, €v TY AKXy TV PIKTOPWN odk

AY

ToAf«WJTrlfj. Z-WT]}AO'), i) roffnt) St f"\ofyvos -
The grounds for attribution to Eunapius look reasonable.
SM@gpénnm is a favourite adverb of his;3 and the adjectives
are characteristic: Photius cites a list of seven adjectives
ending in-ébs which he found in Eunapius' History and which
he regarded as offensive.4 iy&xﬁgns appears twice in a
fragment of Eunapius.5

A.D.E, Cameron questioned the sufficiency of the

argument from style.6 Other writers of the same period may

have used a style like that of Bunapius: and we know of at

least two other Greek writers, Magnus of Carrhae and

Eutychianus of Cappadocia, who treated Julian's Persian

expedition.7 He suggested that it may have been the latter

- 162 -
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from whom the passage above was taken.8

The criticism of arguments based mainly on style is
not new. Long ago Boissonade sensed how tenuous some of
his attributions were.9 Nevertheless, Eunapius was a
favourite author of the Souda, and it seems that not very
much literature of the fourth century made its way into the

lexicon.lo

Norman's case is thus by no means proven, but it
is as persuasive as can be expected in such situations, and
as reasonable as many of the hypotheses that are woven by
students of antiquity.

A more serious objection to the attribution in this
case is the fact that the passage in the Souda conflicts
with the information provided by Zosimus. In the former
Magnus is the first to appear; in Zosimus he is second. But
this difficulty is not insurmountable; for we know that the
compiler of the lexicon was drawing only indirectly on the
historians he cites, and that many of the extracts he pro-
vides are truncated in form, This is a point that has been
made in the first chapter of this dissertation, and is well
illustrated by Cameron himself.ll Zosimus in the passage
cited above gives us information besides the names of the
three men. He tells how the first killed a woman who had

observed the entry of the three. It may be that Eunapius®
description of this scene was rather longer than that of
Zosimus, and that in the process of pruning which it under-
went prior to entry into the lexicon the names and facts

became confused.
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There seems to be no good reason then why Souda s.v.

QVAvxos&k may not be regarded as a new fragment of Eunapius'

History.
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Notes

1 A.F. Norman, "Magnus in Ammianus, Eunapius and
Zosimus: New Evidence", CQ N. S. 7(1957), 129-133.

2 1, 190, 7-8 Adler.

3 The point is made by W. R. Chalmers, "Eunapius,
Ammianus Marcellinus and Zosimus on Julian's Persian
Expedition”, CQ N. S. 10(1960), 152.

4 photius, Bibliotheca codex 77 = 1, 159 Henry.

S-History £g. 101 = Souda S.v. Aieveyxéiv = 2, 84,
13-16 adler. — =

6 A.D.E. Cameron, "An Alleged Fragment of Eunapius”,

CQ N. 5. 13(1963), 232-236. Elsewhere the same scholar uses
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= 3, 325, 31-32 Adler to Eunapius: A.D.E. Cameron, "A New
Fragment of Eunapius", CR N. §.17(1967), 10-11.

7 Malalas 328-332 Dindorf (Magnus); 332-333 Dindorf
(BEutychianus).
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“OUG‘KOQX*PW' which occurred in Eutychianus®' work (see
Malalas, loc. cit,)?

Sentio quam levidense sit hoc argumentum, ... fateor
hoc argumentum non esge validissimum, cited by C. Miiller,
FHG 4, 56.

10 A.F. Norman, "Magnus in Ammianus, Eunapius and
Zosimus: New Evidence", CQ N. s. 7(1957), 130.

1l A.D.E, Cameron, "An Alleged Fragment of Eunapius”,
CO N. S. 13(1963), 235~ 236' "priscus of Panium and John
Malalas in 'Suidas'", CR N. S. 13(1963), 264.
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