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EUNAPIUS' EPIDEMIA IN ATHENS 

Our more distinct knowledge of the career of Eunapius of Sardis is confined to its first 
stage, when he resided in Athens and studied under Proaeresius, the Christian from 
Armenia. Common agreement (with some slight variation) holds that Eunapius 
reached Athens c. 362, when he was sixteen, and that he remained there for five years, 
returning to Lydia c. 367 when he was twenty.' These conclusions derive from two 
passages in the V. Soph. in which Eunapius first described the unusual circumstances 
attendant on his arrival in Athens (10.1.2-2.3)2 and then alluded to his departure 
therefrom (10.8.2).A But though the first passage is unproblematical enough, the 
second is less so; as will appear, the very context which includes within it the datum 
of the five-year-long residence in Athens carries implications which are inimical to it. 
Reexamination, therefore, may be profitable. 

V. Soph. 10.8 reads as follows: 'IoVALavoi3 SE 3aCFLAEV'OvTro, roirov (Boiss; <iv> 
07TE E KX Giangr.) TOz 7TaLSEUELV EEP)/aEVOS (~SOKEL Yap ELVaL XPlt7laVSo) oUvopcv 

TOyV LEpOqaVT7)V WuTrEp JEAqSLK0V 7LVa TptLTO&L 7TrpOS TI7V 70T /LE~AAOV7TOS TpoVOLClv 7lTa(L 

7TOS SEO/.LEVOL9 dLVaKEILEVOV, aorkLta TLVL 7TEpL7AOE 66l- TTpoyvwULV. (2) E/.LEPE L /1EV 

y&lp 6 3aUa0E&s rv)V y7jv ioCs oEAAquV ELS -r6 qdpov, O7TWS q Pl5VOLVTO 6 & 

HpoaLpEaLosg -7eLWFEV aV'TOV E'K/caOEEv 7Tapa TOjV OE0JV, EL flfala /1EVEL 7T 77TS 

fLhavvpwlrTrtasg. L'0 &SE' aTrEfr)EV, 6 tV EYVW To 7Tpa7GaX'q3d/VEvov, Kal qv EvU6V/1oTEPO0. 

(3) 6 (SEUvyypCL(f)Ev KaT. TOVTOVL TONV XP'VOV Eg EK7OV 7TOV Kal (EKaTOV ET7O TEA wV, 

7Tap'iAOE'v TIE EL'g Tas' 'AO4'vags KaLL TOLS' o/XUA1qTaLS E'yKaCTE/Xty77- KatL aLyaWTOELSg VY7T' 

aLUTOD KaLOcLTEp TraLS )/v 7ULoS, ?7TE' ETO /1E'V fIETa' 7TE`[iTTOV ET0S ELSg TV7VAt`yrnTT0V, Ot 

US 7CaTE`PES KaLAoUVTESg &7r Avu&'ag E'6E/3L(UCVT0o Ka'KEL'Vp /1EV (rO /)LTLK37ITpoV'KELTO, 

K(at IT)oS T01)70 a,KaOV LTaVTES9. (4) HpoatpE'ato (SE' E'e aVOp0.)IKd0V 'T0V LVIEX'PIEL /.LET 

o6 7ToAAasg 1q'iiE`pa5 TOUOVTO9 Kact TOLOVTOS' YEVO/1EVOS9 Ka(I (StL7TA)'crag T7WV &VLTOV 

AO6YWV TE KaLL 6/1LA~qT6)V T)7V 0LIKoVtkE`V7V. 
If this account is correctly preserved, it is curiously lopsided. For we must bear in 

mind that it functions as the concluding paragraph of the vita of Proairesius and as 
such is surprisingly perfunctory. For how else are we to judge the omission of direct 
information about Proaeresius' return to teaching after the ban was rescinded, not to 
mention the utter silence about the details of the last five years of his life? These years, 
after all, did not constitute the orderly and uneventful passage of a humdrum 
academic existence. Proaeresius, as Eunapius has made it a point to affirm, had just 

The traditional view is represented by, among others, W. Schmid, RE vi.1I col. 11 21, PLRE 
i.296, F. Paschoud, Clinq etudes sur Zosime (Paris, 1975), p. 169. R. Goulet, JHS 100 (1980), 
60ff., has argued with some probability that the formula TEAO)V ELrg EKTOV Ka' (SE'KaTOV E'TOS (V. 
Soph. 10.1.2) means that Eunapius was still in his sixteenth year, had not yet reached his 
sixteenth birthday, when he arrived at Athens. For a thorough study of the problems involving 
the dating-formulae the reader should consult A. E. Baker, Eunapius and Zosimus (Diss. 
Providence, 1987), pp 1ff., 103ff. Goulet further argued that Eunapius commenced study with 
Proaeresius after the recision of the decree against the Christians passed by Julian on 11I January 
364 (CTh. 13.3.6), and he has been followed by R. C. Blockley, The Fragmentary Classicising 
Historians of the Later Roman Empire (Liverpool, 1983), i.ix (Addendum) with p. 1, and A. D. 
Booth, AHB 1 (1987), 14f. 

The text is that of J. Giangrande (Rome, 1956). 
3The approximate absolute dates are supplied by the critical intersection of Eunapius' career 

with the ban from teaching suffered by Proaeresius in consequence of Julian's edict of 17 June 
362 (CTh. 13.3.5 with Jerome, Chron. s.a.362). 
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suffered a terrible fate by being excluded from his role as the teacher of his students 
by becoming a martyr to his religion. We therefore await the dropping of the second 
shoe - but never hear its fall. Instead of telling us of the rehabilitation of Proaeresius, 
this text at best casually implies it, if that is what it does, in the phrase ltera iTErL-Trov 

rTOS, a piece of information which bears not on Proaeresius but on the writer, 
Eunapius himself. Therefore, when we blandly assume that the temporal reference 
satisfactorily covers the epochal event of Proaeresius' return and resumption of 
teaching,4 the question arises whether our hunger for data may not have rendered us 
somewhat less exacting than we normally make it a rule to be. If the life of Eunapius 
were here under description, the assumption would be permissible that the succinct 
reference to the five-year period carried the implications we are prone to assume. But 
the major character of this portion of the narrative is Proaeresius, not Eunapius, and 
our natural expectation must be that if Proaeresius returned to active duty after the 
catastrophe, we ought to have been directly so informed. 

It is striking, moreover, that the sequence of ideas presented in V. Soph. 10.8 
follows smoothly and with cogency if the phrase about the five-year interval be 
disregarded. The passage as a whole then becomes logically consequent, rounding out 
the vita by connecting Proaeresius' exit from teaching with Eunapius' departure from 
Athens and Proaeresius' death shortly thereafter. For it is easy to understand why 
Eunapius was led to contemplate another location for himself when his teacher was 

precluded from his duties, and in this context, reference to his departure is suitably 
motivated. On the other hand, it is difficult to see how Eunapius, had he continued 
on for five years at the feet of his master, could have left him on his deathbed merely 
because he wanted to travel to Egypt. Ordinary piety should have kept him in Athens, 
while reference to his decision in this context is tasteless.5 

Read, therefore, IETrda'rerL7rroS for /Eera '7reTrrov Tros. The mistake (if mistake there 

was) can easily have come about, whether initiated by the careless duplication of the 
last syllable or by the resolution of uErda7TErurrTro into its component parts as if they 
were separate words. In the first case, tErEdrrE1Lrrros became IEc-rarEIL7troaTro (cf. the 

Laurentianus' 0Epa7revaaaaulv for OEpaTrevtaaatv in 20.4, fcdaavavaav for f3dvavaav 

in 23.4.8), which was then 'corrected' by the addition of an epsilon and the 

adjustment of cases; in the alternative, tEardrEqvTrros- was written as two separate 
words (cf. Laurentianus' rrapa 3aatAEvs Jv for rrapafaautAevacwv in 7.3.6, UvUftEpETrat 

for av/EPbpEL TE in 21.1.1, Ao'yos for oAos in 23.5.1), inviting the addition of Eros 

by easy inference. On this hypothesis, Eunapius was 'summoned' from Athens, 
arcessitus, when the ban on his teacher put an end to his prospects in the university 
city.6 Eunapius was called home to Lydia by his parents, though he had his own ideas, 

4 e.g. PLRE i.731; Goulet's argument (see n. 1 above) that Eunapius commenced his 
association with Proaeresius after the latter's exclusion and return is, if possible, even more 
repugnant to the sense of 10.8.3 and the weight we may reasonably allow /IETa 7TEL7TrTOST ETro 
to bear. 

5 That Proaeresius literally was on his deathbed when Eunapius took his leave, is, of course, 
improbable. We must distinguish, however, between the actual sequence of events (whatever it 
may have been) and Eunapius' presentation of it, and we should assume that he anticipated the 
probable effect of what he wrote. To link the five years with Proaeresius to his decision to leave 
Athens and then to connect this sequence with the notice of Proaeresius' death 'not many days 
later' ineptly and gratuitously conveys the impression of heartlessness. 

6 Eunapius has -qaav /LETdrrTEp7TTro in 7.4.4, ETrvyXave... lErTa7Tre,7rTros v7ro in 10.7.1. The 
usage suggested here conforms with that of Herodotus 8.67.2, EIrrel 8e artLKOdevos 7rpoiETro, 
Taptuaav LETrd7TTE17T7ro ol ...Tvpavvot Kal raeSLapxoL d7ro T(;rv VECV. Compare Thucydides 

6.74.1: 'AAKtflSadrsq yap or' dnrT?Et K Tr7s Japxrs i8rq !Erar7TE/aTrr ros, where (of course) the 
clause beginning with ;K attaches to mrrjl, not krETra7TE7TTro (Classen-Steup ad loc.). The need 



centring on a trip to Egypt-perhaps to study medicine in Alexandria, where 
Claudianus, the brother of Maximus, was ensconced (7.1.4).7 But his parents had set 
their hearts on his continuing his education at home, if not at Athens, with 
Chrysanthius, if not with Proaeresius, in order to become a sophist.8 The words which 
immediately follow - KOCKeIVCO ,iev aO^aTtLKT rrTpoVKELTo Katl rrpOs TOVTO c6EKaXOVV 

7rravreS - thus acquire a proper force.9 The disruption occasioned by Proaeresius' 
misfortune was not to be allowed to interfere with the parental plans. 

The view presented here is fully consistent with the language used by Eunapius to 
describe his relationship with Chrysanthius while, per contra, the same language does 
not square with the assumption that Eunapius had invested five or six years of his life 
under the tutelage of Proaeresius. For Eunapius credits Chrysanthius in 23.1.1 with 
the responsibility for his education: TOv TE ypadOovTa ravTa rE7Trat8EVKUcS (K 

7ratLo'.10 ?K rrato'd, 'from boyhood', implies continuity, while that in turn inevitably 
suggests that the association in Athens with Proaeresius was regarded by Eunapius 
rather as an interlude in his education than as its major component part. Hence the 
propriety of his designation of Chrysanthius as 'his teacher' in 5.1.11: els Se rTv 

raOra ypdqaovra 'rAOev (ovros d6 Aoyos) rrapa roVO StLSaUKaAov XpvoavOLov To EiK 

Zap8oEwv. 

When, on the other hand, we seek for counter-indications, there is little to find, and 
nothing decisive. It is perhaps needless to state that Eunapius' claim to have heard 
Diophantus and Sopolis iroAAa'KLt (12.2, 13.1) is compatible with a year-long sojourn 
in Athens. Nor do chronological conclusions follow from the mutual affection of 
Eunapius and Proaeresius. It began warm even before they met because of the 
unusual circumstances surrounding Eunapius' arrival; as Proaeresius said, before 
they met, TrerrovOa Tt ... rt Tr W aOEVTtL raL8tt' (10.2.2). Of itself, Proaeresius' special 
treatment of Eunapius at that point was enough to engender reciprocal feelings in 

for Vro' (as in V. Soph. 10.7.1) is obviated by the logic of the sentence. I take it that in the 
(reconstructed) sentence of Eunapius the .edv and be contrast 7TrEMyETO with eef3tadoavro while 
/?ETadTE/L7rrTO qualifies and orients the sentence as a whole. 

7 Medicine was virtually professio altera to Eunapius (see, e.g. V. Soph. 23.6.3-7, and 
Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium: Nuncupatio, ed. Raeder, CMG vi.3, pp. 317f., reprinted by 
Giangrande, pp. xxxvii-xxxviii). Eunapius' interest perhaps commenced as a result of the 
miraculous recovery of his health under the treatment of Aeschines, whom he tells us that he 
revered (10.1.11-14). The association of Maximus and Chrysanthius ultimately was based on 
their possession (in common with Proaeresius) of Aedesius as their teacher. If the study of 
medicine attracted Eunapius at this point in his career (now that his hopes regarding Proaeresius 
had collapsed), study with one other member of this tightly-knit group was an obvious 
possibility. 

8 A family connection (7.4.5) tied Eunapius to the profession through Chrysanthius. 9 The words 'a sophistic career had been prescribed for him' appear to indicate that the trip 
to Egypt involved the choice of some other profession, an idea his parents rejected. But other 
explanations are conceivable. 

10 cf. 23.3.15: rTOv 8 rTavra ypd00ovra K7TraLtevaas veov ETt ovra, -vVKa rWavA0?ev 
'AO47vr7Oev, OVK oXarrov )'yd7ra KTA. The expressions EKTratSev(aa and veov ETt Ovra, though 
they do not speak decisively for any view, nevertheless better suit a brief interlude in Athens than 
five years of study under one who, in that case, should properly have been regarded by Eunapius 
as the 8&idaKaAos of record. The fact must be faced that Eunapius does not designate himself 
as the student of Proaeresius when ,LEra 7TrE.-7TOV TOS would not only justify it but should 
require it. Diophantus was the tSd9KaAosg of Libanius (V. Soph. 16.1.3) although Libanius 
studied in Athens for only three years and, as Eunapius attests, rarely approached his master. 
Piety toward Chrysanthius is not compatible with ingratitude to Proaeresius. Eunapius' 
sweeping assertions of the primacy of Chrysanthius are by themselves enough to sink the notion 
of a five-year-long residency in Athens. 
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Eunapius who, of course, came from Lydia all primed to venerate a student of 
Aedesius.11 

On the other hand, the vita of Himerius might appear to imply a somewhat more 
lengthy residence in Athens on Eunapius' part than we would wish to allow. Eunapius 
explains in 14.1 that he never met this sophist because Himerius went off to declaim 
before the emperor Julian: OVK Eyvwco e avTov 6 ravra ypda'cv Kat -roL yE rv Ka-r 

?K?dVovs' wob~ Xpdvov~. dAAd rrpS -'6rv avroKpdrTopa 8tafds 'IovAtavav Kar" '3Tt`Settv, EKELVOVS TS T XpOVOVS. aAAa Tpos TOV aTOKpaTOpa &lafs 'fovALavov Ka'XVT EaSaaELV, 

cod, SLt 7r7v ES IHpoaLppEltOV adXOrlodva 7ro j/3autAEWS, doaaLevwS o60C7rjaoLEYevos, 
'IovALavoL KraaAet'iovT7ro TO dvOp0pwnivov, ev&3tETp/iJE T7' d7roq!7LLta, Kat, Hpoatpea'ov 

reA,evTjaav7os, 'AOj1vaSe rc7TEIye7o. But though this sentence might suggest that a 

substantial period of time separated the deaths of Julian and Proaeresius, E'vte8Tptle 

is not the proper word to describe a self-imposed exile of five years in duration. The 

passage proves only that Proaeresius survived Julian and, therefore, that he still lived 
after 26 June 363. But there is no compelling reason, if we read zLE7rd7rretE 7oS, to 

compress events drastically. Eunapius certainly did not leave Athens on 18 June 362; 
many months may have passed while he waited on events, for Athens was the place 
to be for a man of his ideas. Eunapius is also vague about the distance in time 

separating his departure from the death of Proaeresius, which could have occurred 
after, as well as before, the date of the repudiation of Julian's anti-Christian decree (11 
January 364), though the context of 10.8 certainly suggests that it came sooner rather 
than later. In this connection, the implication is more serious that Himerius would not 
have avoided Athens after Julian's death unless Proaeresius had recommenced his 

teaching. But we are not compelled to treat the anecdote quite so laboriously. It is, 
after all, nothing more than a malicious inference on the part of Eunapius the 

precondition of which is simply the fact that Himerius returned to Athens after the 
death of Proaeresius cleared the way. The sequence, properly or not, suggested that 
Himerius was jealous of Proaeresius. The anecdote is therefore of a type which can 
have suggested itself in retrospect whether or not Proaeresius died before or after the 
date of the recision of the ban. In that case, it is immaterial to the anecdote that in 
fact Proaeresius was prevented by death from returning to the Opdvos rat8LEVrtKdO. 

In V. Soph. 7.4.10-13, another passage requiring our attention, Eunapius mentions 
(in the context of the Life of Maximus) the arrest of Maximus and Priscus by 
Valentinian and Valens and states with some emphasis that at that time (no earlier than 
summer 364) Priscus was completely exonerated: aAA' 6 )Jv lpiapKos ovuSEv vTroa7das 

8Elvdv, d'AAa Kal 7Tpoar.Laprvp77Oels dya0os elvat Kalt yeyevjafr8at Kara r7v Katpov 
EKElVOV, rravriXOev els r77v 'EAAdSa ' (13) Kal 6 7avr)a ypdacov E7raoteveZo Ka7 

EKELV ovS 70ros Xpdvovs 7raLs d)v Kal etls Erj]ovs apr7L -eAxcv. Now although it is 

commonly assumed (on the basis of E7 7Ta rdetrT7ov 'TOS in 10.8.3) that Eunapius was 
in Athens when this event occurred, the question for us is whether this passage 
independently requires that assumption, and the answer, assuredly, is in the negative. 
Eunapius here provides his readers direct information about his age, not his location. 
He did so in order to affirm, on the basis of his own recollection, that Priscus was 
completely exonerated. The exoneration of Priscus was, apparently, an important 
matter to Eunapius (he alludes to it again in 8.1.10); perhaps it became a subject of 
debate in later times, when Eunapius was writing the V. Soph. Quite possibly, rumour 

lumped Priscus together with Maximus. In any event, in order to place this issue 

11 Chrysanthius had studied with Aedesius as a veos (23.1.5), spending what does not appear 
to have been many years with him (23.1.10). 23.3.15 (quoted in the preceding note) establishes 
the fact that Chrysanthius had instructed Eunapius prior to the latter's trip to Athens as well 
as after it. 
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beyond doubt he deliberately named himself as a witness to the event, providing his 
approximate age so as to guarantee that he was alaOavo'eEvos rj AitKI,a, as it were, 
and thus in a position to affirm in his own person that Priscus was indeed fully 
vindicated. His location at the time, at Athens or Sardis, is irrelevant to this 
contention - which probably is why Eunapius left it unspecified.12 But the inference 
that he was in Athens in 364 is unnecessary and, indeed, justifiable only by circular 
anticipation of /ETra 7rrTEr7Trov ETOS in 10.8.3. Eunapius did not cease from his studies 
when he left Athens, and the language he used to describe his age is not peculiarly 
appropriate to his residence in Athens.'3 Therefore, 7.4.10-13, when taken (as it must) 
in isolation from 10.8.3, neither confirms nor denies Eunapius' presence in Athens or 
elsewhere; it simply informs us of his relative age (7rais CWv KaC Eis ECqr7fovs adpT 

rTEAwv) when he observed the restoration of honour to Priscus in summer 364. 
Finally, V. Soph. 7.3.1-2 warrants our attention. The idea has been advanced14 

(combining 6.1.6 with 7.3.1-2) that in 365-6, when Eunapius allegedly was twenty, he 
was initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries (and therefore was still a resident of 
Athens at that time). This inference, however, is based on an erroneous assumption. 
As Goulet recognized,15 these passages are substantively unconnected with each 
other. 6.1.6 forms the conclusion of a paragraph in which Eunapius spoke of the 
association of Aedesius and Iamblichus (6.1.4-6). The point is made that Aedesius 
hung on his words and listened to him insatiably until finally Aedesius became virtually 
another Iamblichus in all spheres except that of prophetic divination (OelaaUtso). On 
this subject Eunapius has nothing to report of Aedesius, and he conjectures that the 
reason might be Aedesius' caution or the reverential nature of the subject. In part 
proof of this assertion (yoiv) Eunapius affirms that he himself was not deemed 
worthy to learn these 'higher truths' until his twentieth year: 6 yov avTara ypadqwv 
EK Tratlos' aKpoarTI XpvUcaviov yevoJlevos, tzoAts elS EIKOaTOV &TOS rjLoVrTo TrCV 

dA'X76ETarpw v, OVTO) tI eya TL xpTrXa els rlads Trj S Ila iAtlxov ftAXoaooL`ac LETrdOr0 

Kal avr7TapETELVE Tr XpoVc. Consequently, as the context makes clear, the higher 
truths are those of prophetic divination passed down by Iamblichus to Aedesius and, 
through him, to Chrysanthius and, ultimately, to Eunapius. No reference to the 
Eleusinian Mysteries is intended. Indeed, the necessary inference from 6.1.6 fully 
confirms the argument presented here. Eunapius was back in Lydia studying with 
Chrysanthius at age nineteen. 

V. Soph. 7.3.1-2 unfortunately is vague about the time of Eunapius' initiation into 
the Eleusinian Mysteries. Here Eunapius wrote that Julian (before becoming Caesar) 
visited the hierophant of the Two Goddesses; he adds that he considers it improper 
to name this priest: ETeAEL yap TOV TaTieja ypdoaovra, Kal Els EviXoA,rLasa 7yE.16 

12 This passage would be rather more susceptible to the usual interpretation if Eunapius had 
pointed it differently. If he had, for instance, told us that Priscus returned to Athens (not to 
Greece), we might well infer a different train of ideas, e.g. that after Priscus was vindicated, he 
came to Athens and was met there by Eunapius who at that time was studying in the city. This, 
however, is precluded by the logic of the passage, which it would be arbitrary to constrain on 
the basis of the subsequent and unconnected passage of 10.8.3. 

13 That the Athenian ephebate is irrelevant was recognized by Goulet, JHS 100 (1980), 62, 
though his own view of Eunapius' age at this juncture is unacceptable. In general, see A. Baker 
on this matter (cited in n. 1 above). 

14 PLRE i.296. 
15 JHS 100 (1980), 63 n. 30. 
16 Giangrande would read arjyE, 'nam inter Eumolpidas inscripsit dicere voluit auctor'. But 

the sense of ayw required is one which will contrast the credentials of the (Eumolpid) hierophant 
with those of his successor, who was not even an Athenian, much less a Eumolpid. Cf. KarTayo 



Eunapius then describes a prophecy delivered by the same priest in Eunapius' 
presence foretelling his succession in office by a priest who was 'not even an 
Athenian' and, worse yet, the devotee of another religion (7.3.2) - Mithra's, as it 
turned out (7.3.4). The hierophant asserted that his unworthy replacement would 
look upon the destruction of the temples and the ruin of Greece. This is not the place 
to discuss so notoriously controversial a passage;17 it is enough to observe here that 
it supplies no date for Eunapius' initiation. Moreover, the hasty assumptions1 that 
this prophecy must have been uttered between 362 and 366-7 would not follow even 
if p,ErT& reji-TTrov rTOS were transmitted correctly. We do not know how many times 
Eunapius visited Greece, though there is, perhaps, some slight indication of his 
presence in Constantinople between 367 and 371.19 But the surest sign of Eunapius' 
presence in Eleusis well after 366 is lodged in the prophecy to which he bore witness. 
For we must not allow the marvels related in the Vitae Sophistarum to mesmerize us 
into believing that the hierophant was actually gifted with the Second Sight. 
Knowledge of the times commencing after Julian's death together with prescience 
Kar' aV0pW7TLvov plausibly explain the hierophant's pessimism. But the specific 
allusion to events which in fact took place between 385 and 395 cannot reasonably be 
assigned to the sixties.20 It presupposes the prior assessment of Theodosius' domestic 
policy as well as the somewhat earlier emergence of the Huns in 376 - the immediate 
cause of the turmoil culminating with Alaric and the invasion of 395. Probability 
dictates, therefore, that the hierophant ventured on his prediction sometime around 
380. Thus we may assume at least a second visit to Athens (and Eleusis) by Eunapius 
more than a decade after his first voyage to the city.21 

The value of the preceding arguments, if they are cogent, is the assurance they 
provide that ElrT7rEdL1TrroS is substantively as well as palaeographically the suitable 
replacement of the problematical /Era 7TTrri7Trov EroS of V. Soph. 10.8.3. On that 
assumption, certainly, the chronology of Eunapius' ctrrLr-y/ta is radically simplified. 
We may combine 14.1 with 10.1.2 and 10.8.3. The first passage of the three guarantees 

LSJ s.v. 8. But E' EpoA7rt8tv 'OxOr, the least violent correction, for es Et,inoA,rSar 'yE (the 
reading of Laurentianus) does not satisfy. 

17 I shall discuss this elsewhere in connection with the date and contents of the 'first 
installment' of Eunapius' historical work. 

18 See, e.g. Blockley, op. cit. (n. 1 above), i.4. 
19 Eunapius saw the famous thaumaturge and philosopher, Maximus, when he was 'still 

young' (veos &t, the same phrase he used to describe his own age after his return from Athens 
to Lydia: 23.3.5, quoted above in n. 10) and Maximus was an old man (7.1.1). He further implies 
(7.1.2-3) that he observed Maximus when engaged in philosophical discussion. The likely 
context for such scenes was Constantinople between 367 and 371 (7.6.1-2), a period of rare 
tranquillity in Maximus' otherwise turbulent life and one, moreover, which harmonizes with 
Eunapius' self-description. 

20 For the destruction of the temples (about 385) see A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman 
Empire (Oxford, 1964), i. 167, ii. 101 (nn. 75, 76). 

21 A similar conclusion would follow if it were certain that Eunapius' hierophant, the 
penultimate in the series, was that Nestorius whom Zosimus 4.18.3 describes as v7repyqopwv and 
active in Athens shortly after the death of Valentinian in 375. For then we would be impelled 
to date the prophecy no earlier than the seventies. The precision with which the hierophant 
describes his successor requires that he was privy, directly or indirectly, to deliberations 
concerning his replacement. The natural occasion for such discussions can only have come very 
late in the life of the aged hierophant. But the evidence is much too uncertain to support any 
such conclusion, accepted though it is by Blockley, op. cit. (n. 1), i.4. Zosimus 4.18 is at least in 
part a doublet of 5.6; and on Zosimus' own authority (4.18.4) we know that he inserted this 
material into his own account because he thought it 'suitable to the context'. That he has 
correctly interpolated Syrianus' vi,vos is impossible to believe. 
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Eunapius' presence in Athens between December 361 and May 362;22 the second 
informs us that Eunapius was in his sixteenth year, when, after the autumnal equinox, 
he arrived at Athens; the third correlates his possession of the same age with the ban 
on Proaeresius and his own departure from Athens. These passages, taken in 
combination, yield the information that at least the significant part23 of Eunapius' 
stay in Athens fell between autumn 361 and July 362.24 

Brown University CHARLES W. FORNARA 

22 The Greek is quoted above p. 520. If Eunapius was precluded from meeting Himerius 
because Himerius left Athens to orate before Julian it follows inevitably that their paths would 
have crossed in Athens if Himerius had remained there instead. The fact that Himerius 
approached Julian when he was avroKpaTrwp confirms what otherwise could be safely 
presumed, namely, that Himerius proceeded to Constantinople. For the date of Julian's arrival 
at that city see Ammianus 22.2.4; for his departure see Ammianus 22.9.2 with Seeck, Hermes 41 
(1906), 514. 

23 It is noteworthy that Eunapius employs the particle 7rov in 10.8.3, when he gives his age 
KaTa rovrovTl rOV XpOvov. Since one is either in one's sixteenth year or one is not, 7rov must have 
been intended to cover a slight imprecision. Such usage would be justified if Eunapius celebrated 
his sixteenth birthday not long before his departure from Athens. 

24 It is a pleasure for me to express here my immense gratitude to the John Simon 
Guggenheim Memorial Foundation for the generosity which allows me to spend the current 
academic year (1988-9) in research while on leave of absence from Brown. 
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