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ROBERT A. KASTER

The Salaries of Libanius

For the history of education and society in the Eastern Roman Empire of the
fourth century, we always come back to Libanius, the sophist of Antioch
(314-393). Libanius’ works pullulate with incomparably detailed evidence con-
cerning the appointments, the salaries, the rivalries, and the patronage that made
or broke the careers of grammatici and rhetors. This paper attempts to give an ac-
count of one corner of that great field of information, the salaries enjoyed by Liba-
nius himself.!

During most of his career Libanius was one of an elite class of teachers who
throughout the imperial period had been marked by extraordinary privileges or
material advantages because of their skills, or their social status and political con-
nections, or both. We are here concerned with one of those advantages: the public
salaries given to specially selected teachers, as payments distinct from, and more
prestigious than, the gifts or fees from individual students and their parents on
which the general run of teachers depended. Such public salaries were of two
types, municipal and imperial. Municipal salaries were derived from a city’s reve-

1 For the sake of convenience I list here the most important works bearing on the topic,
cited below by author’s name (or name and abbreviated title): S.F. BonNER, The Edict of
Gratian on the Remuneration of Teachers, AJPh 86 (1965), 113—137; H.F. BoucHERY,
Themistius in Libanius’ Brieven (Antwerp, 1936); C.A.Forses, Teachers’ Pay in Ancient
Greece (Lincoln, Nebr., 1942); J.H. W.G. LieBescuueTz, Antioch: City and Imperial Ad-
ministration in the Later Roman Empire (Oxford, 1972); A. MULLER, Studentenleben im
4.Jahrhundert n. Chr., Philol. 69 (1910), 292-317; A.F.NormaN, Libanius” Autobiography
(Oration I) (London, New Yotk and Toronto, 1965); P.Perrr, Libanius et la vie municipale
4 Antioche au IV® siécle aprés J.-C. (Paris, 1955); 1DEM, Les étudiants de Libanius (Paris,
1956); F.ScHEMMEL, Der Sophist Libanios als Schiiler und Lehrer, NJb 20 (1907), 52-69;
O.SeEck, Die Briefe des Libanius zeitlich geordnet, TU 30 (Leipzig, 1906); G.R. SievErs,
Das Leben des Libanius (Berlin, 1868); H.SiLomon, De Libanii epistularum libris I-VI
(Diss. Gottingen, 1909); J.W.H. WaLpen, The Universities of Ancient Greece (New York,
1909); P.Worr, Vom Schulwesen der Spitantike: Studien zu Libanius (Baden-Baden,
1952). The following abbreviations are also used: Jones, LRE = A.H. M. Jongs, The Later
Roman Empire, 284-602: A Social, Economic, and Administrative Survey 2 vols. (Norman,
Okla., 1964); PLREI = ipem, J.R. MARTINDALE and J. Morris, The Prosopography of the
Later Roman Empire: Volume I. A.D. 260-395 (Cambridge, 1971). Unless otherwise stat-
ed, the dates of Libanius’ letters are adapted from Seeck, Briefe.
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nues,? and were paid to teachers appointed to a public «chair» by the local town
council. Imperial salaries, on the other hand, were drawn from imperial funds, and
by Libanius’ time were paid in kind.> At the earliest stages, imperial salaries were
limited to teachers with special appointment in the imperial city, Rome, or in a city
that might be the special object of the emperor’s favor: in the fourth century, simi-
lar imperial salaries attached to public «chairs» are attested at Constantinople soon
after its foundation as the second Rome.*

But in the fourth century it is also possible to see a significant extension of the
salaries given teachers from imperial funds: as is especially clear in the evidence
from the East, even teachers active at some fairly obscure cities far from the impe-
rial center could hope to win a place on the imperial payroll. This late expansion of
the central government’s support of teachers further blurred the distinction (al-
ready somewhat effaced, from the second century onward) between local and im-
perial authority in the area of education: in this respect the expansion can be
viewed as part of the changed relations between city and central government that
distinguish the history of late antiquity more generally. We will not, however, be
concerned here with the origins of this expansion, or with the other, broader ques-
tions that follow from it and concern the balance of power between the two
spheres of government. Our goal is more modest: to examine as precisely as possi-
ble the ways in which one politically agile and well-connected teacher could juggle
appointments in the two spheres, and use the advantages derived from his imperial
connections to enhance his prestige in his native town.

The inquiry must be limited to a relatively well-documented span of fourteen
years in the middle of Libanius’ career, from his summons to Constantinople in
349, to a letter written in the Winter of 362/363. By the earlier date Libanius had
put his education, at his native Antioch and at Athens, behind him, and had been
teaching as a sophist for nearly a decade: after briefly holding an appointment at
Athens (in 340), he had tried his luck as a private teacher at Constantinople; driven
from the capital in 342/343 by a conspiracy of other teachers (jealous, Libanius
says, of his success), he received a public appointment at Nicaea, and very soon
thereafter at Nicomedia, where he later recalled having spent five of the most bliss-
ful years of his life (343—348).5 But no document tells us anything of his salaries at

2 For the mode of payment (cash vs. kind), see below n.61.

3 Calculated, as were most imperial salaries, with the annona (the yearly ration of a com-
mon soldier) as the basic unit of measure: see esp. CTh. 13.3.11 (with my discussion, «A
Reconsideration of «Gratian’s School-Law»>» Hermes [forthcoming]); and on salaries in
kind, Jonges, LRE pp.396{f., and Parts I-III, passim, below.

4 For the existence of chairs at Constantinople, and the mechanics of appointment, see
PartI below. ‘ .

5 Athens: or.1.25; 2.13—14. Constantinople: or.1.37 (see below, PartI), Eun. v. soph.
16.1.6. From Constantinople to Nicaea and Nicomedia: or.1.44-73 (cf. ep.206, 557, 901),
Eun. v. soph. 16.1.7.
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Athens, Nicaea, or Nicomedia in that period; nor are we better informed about
the period after our story ends, although Libanius continued to teach and write at
Antioch for some thirty years.¢

I have tried in the following pages to set out the evidence, and explore its diffi-
culties, as fully as possible. It seemed advisable to proceed in this fashion, rather
than more compendiously, for two reasons. First, earlier accounts have treated on-
ly part of the evidence, and have been only partially successful in teasing sure or
probable conclusions from the evidence presented in Libanius’ periphrastic and al-
lusive style: so even the best modern account, the admirable synthesis of P. PerrT,
is not as complete as it should be and is demonstrably wrong at several critical
points. Second, I would not expect that all my own conclusions will find universal
acceptance, precisely because the data are fragmentary and often ambiguous. I
have thought it useful, therefore, to provide other students of late antique educa-
tion with a full repertory of sources and argument. The presentation is divided for
coherence’ sake into four sections: Libanius’ experience at Constantinople
(Part I); the period when he was in suspense between Constantinople and Antioch
(PartII); and his position at Antioch (Parts III and IV). There is a brief summary
at the paper’s end.

L At Constantinople

After holding public appointments in Nicaea and Nicomedia, Libanius returned in
349 to Constantinople, where he had previously been active as a private teacher.
Our picture of Libanius’ position on his return must be pieced together from the
clues provided by four passages in the «Autobiography»:

1) or. 1.35 describes a certain Cappadocian sophist appointed to his official chair
by the emperor following the request of the Senate: fixovta &ni Ipdvov Bacihéwng
néumovtog [«having come to his chair at the direction of the emperor»], kot yép
&tOyyavev 1) Bouln Tov Evdpa fTnkuia, pritopa dkpov £€ olpai Tivog dydvog
£vog aitooapévi.

2) Ator.1.37, the distinction between officially appointed and private teachers is
expressed in terms of the possession or absence of an imperial salary (10 T®v
Baoiiéwg Eodicw / 1) Tpo@T) map’ £keivov): imagining the account that a disinter-
ested observer might give of his victories, while still a private teacher, in competi-
tions with the official sophists of the capital, Libanius says that he would remark
dg 0VdEV EldtTopa Elg TOV oTé@avoy TO ut ToV Baciiteg £odiewy. Toig pév odv
1) TPOQT TaLp’ EKELVOL TTOALT), TaTEPES O HUAG TOV POtttV EPocKoV ...

¢ Note, however, that Libanius’ reflections on his career (the «Autobiography», or.1)
were set down in different stages, in his old age (cf. A.F.Norman, p. xiif; P.PeriT and
J-MarTIN, Libanius. Dicours. Tome I. Autobiographie [Paris, 1979], pp. 1-7): the passages
adduced below all belong to that part of the work composed in 374, and thus offer the ver-
sion of events that Libanius recalled, or chose to present, at that time.
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3) or.1.74: Libanius tries to persuade the praetorian prefect Philippus not to de-
mand his return to Constantinople from Nicomedia, but yields to an imperial invi-
tation: AneAJav [sc. & Hrapyog] dg 81 odk Enavaykdowv, AvAyKy UETOPEPEL
peifovt, Bacreiolg yplpupoaowy).

4) At or.1.80, Libanius describes the favor he enjoyed from a series of procon-
suls of Constantinople, culminating in special honors received in 352/353: 1@v
yap 87 dpydviov del ToD Sevtépov TOV TPOTEPOV TATG Elg Ut omoLVdAIC Te Kol
Taig maplovtog O tétaptog Potvié dvip Yo Xapitwv kuPepvodpevog d6yua
TueAnuévov dvaveodtol tfig BovAfic, kal Baciiedg ovvnodeig Tij TOAEL TOLODTO
yneLiouévt popiong pe Katakoo el dwpeaig, dv ai uev d&imowy, ai 8¢ npdsodov
£€pepov, hote Gvev TOV Tepl YRV POVTIdOWV TA TOV YEOPYOOVTWOV EXELY.

From these passages one can draw the following conclusions:

a) The imperial summons (Baciiewn ypappata, or.1.74) should in itself imply
an official appointment for Libanius: that would seem to be the natural inference,
especially in view of or. 1.35 (fxovta &ni Ipdvov Baciréng néunovtoc).”

b) That in turn should imply that Libanius gua official teacher received an im-
perial salary (tpo@n): such, again, is the natural inference, especially in view of the
distinction drawn in or.1.37 (above).8

¢) The measures to which Libanius refers at or.1.80 must therefore be distin-
guished from any regular appointment or salary: they are «exceptionelles et hon-
orifiques, comme il le note avec fierté.»® But what exactly did those measures in-
volve? It is perhaps possible to assume, with A.F. NorRMAN,° that «this patronage
[sc. of the Phoenician proconsul] secures for [Libanius], besides his current profes-
sional salary, extra emoluments from the city, awarded by this decree [viz. the
Soyua Nueknuévov], and from the imperial fiscus, in the form of revenue from
land»: the substance of the 86yua, which is the crux of the matter, is vague enough
in all conscience, and may conceivably have involved some emolument. It is, how-
ever, very noticeable that Libanius speaks of financial benefit in the passage onlyin
connection with the emperor’s gifts (Gv ai pév dEioov, ai 88 npdcodov Epepov).

7 The Senate had the competence to request or advise (cf. or.1.35), but the real power of
appointment certainly rested with the emperor: thus we know that even after the law of 425
formally charging the Senate with the aestimatio of publicly appointed teachers
(CTh.6.21.1, cf. G.DaGRON, Naissance d’une capitale: Constantinople et ses institutions de
330 4 451 [Paris, 1974], p.2221.) the emperor on his own summoned or appointed teachers,
cf. Ioan. Lyd. de mag. I11.29, Agath. Hist. V.6,5f. KEYDELL. »

8 So, for example, P. PETIT, Libanius p.409; the only alternative suggestion, that Libanius
did not become an official, salaried teacher until the 36ypo mentioned in or. 1.80 (implied by
A.MULLER, p.296; Jones, LRE p.1293 n.47; J.H.W.G.LIEBESCHUETZ, p.44 nn.2,3), can
hardly be correct: Libanius there speaks of «gifts», not a salary; and the revival of a «decree
that had fallen into desuetude» (86ypa fueAnuévov) must certainly allude to some measure
more exquisite than the ordinary nomination of a teacher (cf. or. 1.35) to an official post.

 P.PeriT, Libaniys p.409; similarly G.R. Sievers, p. 38, A.F. NorMaN, p. 169.

1 Toc. cit. n.9.
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If, therefore, one is going to make any assumption about the 86yua at all, it should
be an assumption diametrically opposed to NormaN’s: that the 86yuo was purely
honorific, that its renewal was part of and a climax to the «earnest regard»
(omovdaig t¢ kal Tiwais) in which Libanius was held by the other proconsuls, and
that the honor was approved and amplified by the emperor, who added his own
«couatless gifts», both honorific (4¢iwoic) and financial (npdcsodog sc. from
land).** Whichever assumption one makes concerning the 86yua AueAnuévov, two
points relevant to the subsequent discussion should be emphasized: 1) the meas-
ures described in or.1.80 are extraordinary, and distinct from Libanius’ salary; 2)
the interpretation of the passage by P.Petrr is certainly wrong.1?

The evidence thus far would suggest, therefore, that from his return at the impe-
rial summons in 349, Libanius was an officially appointed sophist with an imperial
salary, and that in 352/353 he received in addition, certainly (the income from) a
property as a gift of the emperor, and possibly — but in my view not probably —
some other emolument from the city. There is nothing in what we have seen which
would allow us to speak of a purely «municipal» salary received by Libanius (or
any other teacher) at Constantinople.

II. Berween Constantinople and Antioch

The documentation for this episode is'more extensive, the problems of interpreta-
tion more complex. The presentation is organized below according to the discrete
phases that seem to be revealed by the evidence (§§ 1-8): questions are addressed
as they arise, and the results are summarized at the conclusion.

1) Having spent the Summer of 353 in Antioch with a temporary leave from
Constantinople, Libanius returns to the capital and his teaching in the Autumn
(or.1.86-92). Yet after several months (late Winter 353/354) Libanius again goes
to Antioch, again with a temporary leave, granted by the emperor in response to
claims of ill-health which Libanius later admits were fictive (or.1.94-95). Al-

1t Thus the accurate paraphrase in PLRE I, p.505: «[Libanius] was highly regarded by a
succession of proconsuls and obtained honors and property through the emperor’s gift.»

12 T jbanius p.409, «a son traitement regulier [cf. n. 8 above] s’ajoutérent dewx indemnités
officielles, 'une de la ville, accordée par un «decret du Sénat,> et une de 'empereur, foutes
deux representées par le revenu de propriétés, 'une municipale, l'autre imperiale» (emphasis
added): whatever «indemnité» one might imagine Libanius to have received from the «ville»
as a result of the 8ypa, it is evidently impossible to deduce from the passage (specifically,
from the dote-clause) that it was a «propriété ... municipale», since the yfj there mentioned
can only refer to the emperor’s gift; the misreading (followed by G.Dagron, [op. cit. n.7]
p.534, in whose argument all mention of the emperor disappears) fundamentally vitiates
PetrT’s explication of the problems involved in Part IT below, see esp. at n.27.

13 Certainly before March 354, cf. A.F.NormaN, p.173.
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though still an officially appointed sophist at Constantinople, he is now clearly
resolved upon remaining in Antioch: indeed, he begins to teach there, setting up
first as a private instructor, and then receiving an official appointment from the
city in the Autumn of 354.5

2) Libanius’ correspondence refers thereafter to attempts to secure his return to
Constantinople, taking the form of a friend’s persuasion?® and letters from the em-
peror,Y and dating from the Spring through early Winter of 355. Resisting these
attempts, Libanius insists that ill-health, formerly alleged as an excuse, is now a
painful fact and would only be worsened by a return to the «chill north»;® that his
family needs him at Antioch (ep.409); and that Constantinople is not in any case a
congenial place for his talents.!® At the same time, he is found enlisting the support
of a number of men with influence at court, in the «struggle» (49%o1) against his
recall and for his «release».?°

3) Toward the end of this period (viz. early Winter 355), the attempts to secure
Libanius’ return appear to increase in urgency and formality: so much is probably
to be inferred from ep. 439.2, which refers not only to a second letter (sc. from the
emperor) but also to a «decree» (sc. of the Senate);?* and possibly from ep.440.3,
which asks the courtier Palladius to help block his recall and «do the excellent em-
perer the favor that a man who has done much to sing his praises suffer nothing
unworthy of his judgment.»? Certainly, some formal measure appears to underly
the comment made by Libanius in a letter to Andronicus (ep.446.4, early Winter
355), viz. «that I am stripped of my honors among you [ = at Constantinople] and
will be compelled to come to you [i.e. return to the capital]» (bg Gfpnpot t@v
Top’ VIV TLpdV Kol dg dvaykaloiuny map’ dpag £A9¢iv: cf. n. 31 below).

4) Also in early Winter 355, Libanius writes urgently to his cousin Spectatus at
court, ep.449.2: «as for my fears, I know that you will relieve them, but let speed
also attend the favor» (tovg OBovg 8¢ fuiv 6TL utv dvarprioeig olda, TPOcEST®
3¢ kol téyog T xéptte). It appears that Spectatus could soon make a favorable re-

14 Cf. or.1.100 and further below.

15 On Libanius’ appointment at Antioch, see partIV below, at n.62.

16 Tmplied by ep.399.

17 See ep.405.13; 432.8; 438.6; 439; cf. 435.12, 440, and below.

18 See ep.405.13; 430.31f.; 434.4; 438.7; 440.2-3; 473; and cf. ep.479.

19 See ep.399.3—-4; 434.4; 441.3-5; cf. or. 1.76.

0 §peotg, ep.439.1; for the pursuit of patronage, see his correspondence with Datianus
(ep-409; 441; and cf. or. 1.94), lovianus (ep.411; 435.12£.), Italicianus (ep.413.3), Olympius
(ep-439, cf.413.3), Anatolius (ep.438), Palladius (ep.440), Calliopius (ep.442.2), Spectatus
(ep-449); perhaps also Bassus (ep.467.1), and cf. below n. 36.

21 Ep.439.2 {o% 8¢ kol devtépav fikewv keldev motoAMv Tadtd puév émrdrtovoay,
podety 8¢ 00 mapéypuoay 009 dg ventépa To yneiopatog o0 dg npotépa yévorto. Cf.
on ep.446 below. '

22 Fp.440.3 GAL’, & mpodTate, unt &g meptidng &k tiig kKAivng dnoonduevov T te dp-
iotm PactAel xapiaot o undev dvaiov tig adtod yvhung eig &vpa npdttecdot ToALA ig
¢xeivov goovta (alluding to or. 59).
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port: for Libanius, writing to his uncle Phasganius not long after (ep.454.2-3,
Winter 355/356), says, «I’ve received no unsettling letter, and Spectatus has good
news to announce. That madman who is in the process of destroying the great city
not only transferred to others, in accordance with the emperor’s judgement, the
sustenance which I was reaping from the city (v ... éxapnodunv &k Tfig TOAEwG
Tpo@NV), but is actually trying to exact money from me (kai xpvooOV elonpdriet
M pe), having sent a dispatch to the &pywv. On account of these (measures)
Strategius became so annoyed that he raised a hue and cry as never before. And in-
deed this business makes the man [= Strategius] well-disposed toward me: for he
reckons that whoever is hated by that man [= the «madman»] ought to benefit
from himself.»

The dramatis personae here are the «<madman», that is, the proconsul of Con-
stantinople;?* an &pywv, probably the consular of Syria;?* and the praetorian pre-
fect Strategius. Acting on the yvdun of the emperor, the proconsul had transferred
Libanius’ tpo@f to others (presumably other teachers) and had taken the further
step of attempting to exact some sort of payment from Libanius, evidently to be
carried out through the office of the governor of Syria at Antioch: by the latter
measure it was probably intended that Libanius should repay in cash (xpvoég) that
portion of his salary in kind (tpo@1)) received since his remove to Antioch.?’ These
punitive moves were apparently blocked by Strategius: at least, since Libanius is
clearly pleased and relieved, we can reasonably assume that Strategius’ interven-
tion was not limited to mere pof|. But Libanius evidently was still not freed from his
fear of being recalled to Constantinople (see § 6 below).

Ep. 454 thus shows that Libanius had, for the moment, survived a crisis which
had begun to build in early Winter 355 and reached its peak several months later.
To understand that crisis more fully, we must now pause to answer two questions:
a) what exactly does Libanius mean by fjv ... éxaproduny &k tfig OAews TpoPTv,
which the proconsul of Constantinople had attempted to transfer to others
(ep-454)? and b) what are the relations among the stages of the crisis noted in
ep.439, 446, 449, and 454 (§§ 3—4 above)?

As regards ep.454 fjv ... ékopnodunyv £k Tiig TOAE®E TPOPTY, it is at first sight
quite reasonable to take the words by themselves to mean that Libanius was draw-
ing some part of his «sustenance» from municipal, as opposed to imperial, sources
at Constantinople:?¢ thus the attempt of P.PeTiT to find a «municipal property»

23 P.Perrr, Libanius p. 409, says praetorian prefect, evidently a slip, see below. Of known
proconsuls, the only likely candidate seems to be Iustinus (= Tustinus 2, PLRE 1. p.489),
certainly in office as of 1 Sept. 355, cf. H.F. BoucHERY, p.93 n.5.

24 A this time Libanius’ friend Gymnasius? Cf. PLRE Is.v. 2, p.405.

25 Cf. J.W.H. WAaLDEN, p. 176, P.PeTIT, Libanius p.409, J.H. W. G. LIEBESCHUETZ, p.44
n.2, and below.

26 Cf. or.31.20 &vIpomnog ovtog dvoiv ideot Anupdtov ékkaprodtal thHv noAw, of
Zenobius and his municipal emoluments at Antioch (on which see further Part IV below).
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among the «indemnities» granted Libanius in 352/353 (or.1.80). But the fault in
that attempt has been remarked;? and in fact any other attempt to find a reference
to purely «municipal» funds in ep.454 must overcome three obstacles. (a) No other
source refers to teachers at Constantinople deriving their salary or enjoying a spe-
cial grant from municipal, as distinct from imperial, funds. (b) Neither in or. 1 nor
elsewhere does Libanius clearly or even very probably refer to any regular benefit
derived from municipal funds at the capital: thus the official sophists at Constan-
tinople are by definition those who draw an imperial salary («eat the emperor’s
bread», or.1.37, PartI above); while the only reference from which municipal
funds could possibly be deduced, the 86ypa fueinuévov of or.1.80, would not
seem on any interpretation to refer to an ordinary salary, but to some special gift
or emolument. Yet (c) it is surely an ordinary salary, not a special gift or grant, that
is concerned in ep. 454 : thus Libanius’ statement that the tpog" was «transferred»
makes better sense if a salary is involved, and the attempt to exact repayment
makes still better sense in that case. One should also recall here that Libanius com-
monly uses tpoef), with the kindred terms sitog and mopdg, to refer to a salary
paid in kind — and an imperial salary at that;® and this in turn is eminently consist-
ent with the other circumstances mentioned in the letter, viz. that the proconsul
relied on the yvéun of the emperor in making the transfer, that the repayment was
to be made through the office of the governor of Syria, and that these measures
were blocked by the influence of the praetorian prefect, through whose apparatus
the imperial tpo@al were paid out. On the available evidence, then, it is very diffi-
cult to come to any conclusion save that the tpo@ at issue in ep. 454 was Libanius’
salary, as offical sophist at Constantinople, from imperial funds.?> One must then
suppose that Libanius is using £k tfig mOAewg [oosely, or in a purely locative sense:
writing af Antioch, Libanius speaks of the «sustenance» which he was drawing
Jfrom Constantinople, in connection with his position at the capital (¢x Tiig norewg
=~ $keldev, cf. ep.439.2, 572.1).

Our second question, concerning the stages of the crisis, can be put as follows:
were the actions of the proconsul mentioned in ep. 454 identical with the measures
previously referred to in ep.446.4 (Og deipnuat T@V TTop’ DUIV TGOV Kol GG
avaykoaloiunv nap’ dudg éAIdeiv)? So much seems to be suggested by the sequence
of ep.446, 449, 454 (§§ 3—4 above): in the first, Libanius speaks of steps taken

7 Cf. n.12 above. PeTIT’s (somewhat circular) reading of or.1.80 and ep. 454 was rightly
rejected by S.F.BONNER, p.131 n.71.

28 Apart from places where paoilikt| or some comparable, specifying expression is used
(or.1.37, ep.132, 207, 572; see also or.42.26), see ep.28 (tpooai), 348 (tpoet), 740
(tpogn), with ep.258 (oTtog, perhaps referring to the same matter as ep. 28, 740, see below
PartIT1, at n. 56), 356 (0110¢), 545 {(5Tt0g), or. 1.110 (nvpol, cf. ep.28, 800).

22 And so the samhe as 1) &k Baciréwg Tpo@T] in ep. 572 (on which see below, §7): that the
same salary is mearit was assumed by J|. W.H. WaLDEN, p.173{. (while entertaining the pos-
sibility that it was paid partly from «city funds»); more equivocally, C. A. Forsgs, p.52.
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against him; in the second, he writes to Spectatus begging his swift intercession;
and in the third he reports the good news received from Spectatus, the import of
which has been discussed above.

Yet while this sequence makes good sense in itself, it does not quite fit the sub-
stance of Libanius’ remarks: for the contents of ep. 446 and 454 do not square with
each other as snugly as we should expect if they referred to the same measures.
First, Libanius says in ep. 446 that he has been stripped of ai nop’ Ouiv tipai, while
ep. 454 involves the loss of his tpogn: this is perhaps a relatively minor point, how-
ever, since it would be quite possible for Libanius to use the two terms, Tt and
Tpoo, interchangeably.3® More important, Libanius speaks in ep.446 of his being
compelled to return to Constantinople, whereas this provision is not mentioned
among the measures described in ep.454; and indeed that silence is understand-
able, since if those measures had been carried out — his salary taken away and re-
payment exacted — that would presumably have been tantamount to a severing of
the ties that bound him to the capital (cf. on ep.572, § 7 below). Conversely, the
step which Libanius mentions with special emphasis (ki ... 81)) in ep.454, the
exaction of repayment, is not mentioned at all in ep.446.

We have grounds, then, for suggesting an alternative sequence. Ep.446 means
just what it says: Libanius has been stripped of honors — viz. the special honors al-
luded to in or.1.80, received from a series of proconsuls and culminating in the
Senate’s revival of the 86ypa fpueAnuévov; and since it was a resolution of the Sen-
ate which had conferred the latter honor, one can also suggest that the Senate re-
scinded the same honor with the yfi@iopo mentioned in ep.439 (§ 3 above). But
although he had been thus «dis-honored», Libanius was still an officially appointed
sophist and so under obligation to return.’! Ep. 454 will then refer to a separate and
further stage in the proceedings against Libanius, which must have begun between
the time of ep.446 and that of ep.449 or (perhaps less likely) between ep.449 and
ep.454: this stage now involves the yvéoun of the emperor and entails the transfer
of Libanius’ salary and the still more galling step of exacting repayment. While
these measures were blocked by the influence of Strategius, and Libanius thus
saved the indignity and expense of reimbursement, he was still left without the de-
sired release, which he did not receive until some months later (ep.480, § 6 below).

3 See ep.740.1 kathyoyev fudg eig Tv Tunv 6 xpnotodg Tarodtiog (referring to Liba-
nius’ imperial tpo@f, cf. n.28 above and PartIII below), and cf. ep.132.3 Tipud OV o~
Sevtiv fuiv 6 Bacireds T1 Baciiiki tpo@T; possibily also ep.907.3 (the tipal napd To0 Bo-
oMéwg requested by the Antiochene curia for Eusebius, assistant teacher of Libanius, cf.
S.F.BONNER, p.130).

31 Cf. the full context of Libanius’ remarks, ep.446.4 cod 8¢ éSavpaca Aéyoviog &g
AOTPMUOL TV TTop’ VUV TIAV Kol O dvoykaloiuny nap’ duag EAdelv, ANV &l TovTo
Aéyoig, Mg toig ékeloe loDotv dtipio pénet. TovTo 3¢ dpIhg &v Afyoug: his correspondent
Andronicus had evidently made some such comment as, «You’ve been stripped of your hon-
ors here and will be forced to return,» to which Libanius in effect replies, « <Stripped of hon-
ors> indeed! Everyone who goes there is dishonored.»
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Of these two possible sequences, the first has the advantage of being more con-
cise, while the latter seems to make a better fit with the available facts. Although I
do not see how one or the other can be proved or disproved, I am inclined to think
that the second is more likely to approach the truth.

5) Soon after the events described in ep.454, Agroecius, acting as Libanius’
agent, is in Constantinople to collect a cash debt,?? and bears letters to Themistius
and Photius,>* whose help in the same matter is sought (ep.463, 464, Winter
355/356). ‘

I have noted here the arrival of Agroecius in Constantinople, because others
have regularly assumed that ep. 463 and 464 are involved in Libanius «struggles»:
thus, it has been suggested most commonly that Agroecius’ mission was part of an
attempt by Libanius to collect some «arrears» in his salary after the successful in-
tervention of Strategius.?* That assumption, however, seems unwarranted. First, it
is evident that no arrears would have been owed to Libanius from the period before
the action threatened by the proconsul Iustinus (ep.454), because Libanius’
tpo@f must have been paid out to him the entire time that he had been in Antioch,
as the very attempt to exact restitution shows. On the other hand, the time between
the steps described in ep.454 and the mission of Agroecius could at most have
amounted to a couple of months: yet Libanius states (ep.463.3) that the debt rep-
resents money «of which I have been deprived for a long time (moAOv xpévov).» In
other words, it would appear that the inclusion of ep. 463, 464 in the discussion of
Libanius” salaries has, in the past, been the result of trying to draw the net too
tight: it is probably fortuitous that Agroecius’ mission is found coming hard on the
heels of ep.454; and the debt in question probably belongs to the time when Liba-
nius maintained a household in Constantinople.?®

6) In Spring 356, when Libanius is still concerned lest he be recalled to Constan-
tinople (or, as he puts it, pf pe dnootepficon T@v oikeiov, GV &v Taig xepoiv
gviowtov fidn voo®), he learns that «the emperor has resolved to let the valetudi-

32 Ep.463.3 fikel 8¢ [sc. "Aypoixiog] &mi 10 xpuciov, ep.464.2 (addressing Photius) vov
3¢, o0 moAVV xpdvov dnestépmpat xpuciov, Tovto elonpdtog dndoTeAlE.

33 Proconsul: of Constantinople (so PLRE I s.v., p.700f., G.DagGron, [op. cit. n.7]
p.223), successor of lustinus (cf. n.23 above)? O. SEEck, Briefe p. 325, suggested consular of
Europa.

34 «Arrears»: see J.W.H.WAaLDEN, p.176 (similarly C.A.Forses, p.52) and P.PetrT,
Libanius p.409; cf. also J.H.W.G.LIEBESCHUETZ, p.44 n.2. Another suggestion, that
Strategius not only stopped the prosecution of Libanius but actually engineered an increase
in his salary which it is the business of ep.463, 464 to claim (O.Seeck, Briefe p.325, fol-
lowed by H.F. BoucHERYy, pp.62, 93, 95), seems unlikely on its face.

35 So PLRE I 5.v. Photius, p.701 (with reference to ep.464), «a debt ..., probably one in-
curred when he was still living in Constantinople»; and note ep.464.2 (the preamble of the
request to Photiug) &l pév odv fiv nap’ duiv, dkodopunca &v [FOERSTER: Grodouncav libri]
pot: @kodounca scarcely seems intelligible in context; surely we should read ¢xovounca
av.
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narian go, and that the toil [sc. of teaching at the capital] belongs to another»
(ep.480.3f.): he has gained the d@eoig that he has sought for at least a year, now
just over two years since his second «temporary» return to Antioch (above,
§§ 1-2). A group of letters follows (May 356), thanking some of the friends who
have helped him in his «struggle».¢ But the story has an epilogue, attested perhaps
by one letter (ep.516) and more certainly by another (ep.572).

7) A few months after his release, in mid-late Summer 356, Libanius attempts
(ep.516.41.) to gain the support of Araxius, proconsul of Constantinople, in re-
dressing an «outrage» he has suffered (tfig 8¢ UBpewg fiv BPpropat, npdg Iedv,
anoitnoov dikac), apparently connected in some say with a financial loss (00 yap
Eyoye oloo 0 TV Kak®G TETAOVTNKOTOV dkobwVv &v Tevig: on the possible rel-
evance of the complaint to his salary, see below). More time goes by, until, ca.
May 357, Libanius speaks as follows in a letter to Gymnasius at Constantinople
(ep.572.1-2): «I was not grieved when the sustenance (tpoo) from the emperor
was transferred to others: for it was necessary that I be released completely thence,
and this [release] was intimately connected with the transfer of the sustenance. 1
therefore regard as a benefactor the man who took [it] away — but I spoke to the
official (&pywv) concerning the goods (xpfuata) which they had taken during the
time before this and had not given back, and, although I added that I would be
pained more by the insult than by the loss, I was wasting my breath. For he made
no response, but was clearly disposed to place no blame on those who took [these
things] away, but to fault those requesting [their] return.»

It is clear that this letter concerns the end of Libanius’ connection, as an official
sophist, with Constantinople; but the letter also clearly raises several questions.
First, what is the relation between ep. 572, in which Libanius speaks of being «com-
pletely set free», and ep. 480 (§ 6 above), in which we first hear of Libanius’ release
from his m6vog as sophist at Constantinople? Second, what are the ypfpata of
which Libanius claims to have been deprived in ep.572, and what distinction is he
making when he speaks, with relief, of the final transfer of his Tpo@1, but with
complaint of the ypfjuata previously taken and still withheld from him?

The answers to these questions depend on a point of chronology which must be
discussed first. Ep.572 can be dated to ca. May 357, that is, about a year after the
emperor’s decision «to let the valetudinarian go» (ep.480, §6 above). Now it is
clear that the events mentioned in ep. 572 must to some extent antedate the time of
the letter itself: note especially that Libanius begins without preamble (odk
Mx3toInv 17 £x Paciiémg Tpoefi &’ dAlovg LetaoTdong KTA.), in a way that
shows that he is responding to a comment or consolation offered by his corre-

% Ep.489 to Olympius, ep.490 to Datianus, ep.492 to Anatolius, cf. n. 20 above. Ep. 491
thanks Barbatio as well: although ep. 436, to which allusion is made, contains no request for
Barbatio’s intercession, the placement of ep. 491 in the midst of a group dealing with this one
topic suggests that Barbatio’s assistance concerned the same matter.
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spondent Gymnasius. But it is also reasonably clear that the events mentioned in
ep. 572 cannot have occurred a very long time before the date of the letter. On the
one hand, it seems unlikely that they were contemporary with the release men-
tioned in ep.480 in the Spring of 356, and that Gymnasius would be learning of
them and commenting on them only now, since Gymnasius had been with Libani-
us at Antioch as late as mid-Summer 356:37 the latter date should rather be taken as
a terminus post quem. On the other hand, Libanius speaks of the sequence of
events (withholding of the ypfuata, transfer of the tpoet), dealings with the
apywv®®) and the sting of the official’s refusal as things fresh in his mind. If those
events, therefore, cannot be placed too long before the time of ep.572, another
conclusion would seem to follow. Although Libanius was «let go» from his m6vog
in the Spring of 356, he remained on the books as the recipient of an imperial sal-
ary for almost a full year thereafter:® thus it was only when that tpo@1 was taken
away (he claims) that he could feel relief at being «completely released» from Con-
stantinople (telémg éxeldev Aedbodon).

What, then, of the xpfjuata? One cannot say for certain: but on the available
evidence, and on the assumption that the ypfpato must have something to do
with Libanius’ position at Constantinople, the choices are very limited. Thus one
possibility is that the ypfuata consisted of the (income from the) property once
given him as the gift of the emperor (or. 1.80, Part I above), but now withheld from
him. Yet Libanius’ remarks and the sequence of events on which they are based
seem to suggest a direct connection between the xpfAuata and the Tpot), between
the withholding of the former and the final transfer of the latter: the question con-
cerning the ypfipota may therefore be answered by posing another. Libanius may
have been on the books as the recipient of the tpog1 for some months after being
released from his névog in the Spring of 356: but was the tpoen actually paid out
to him after that date? So much has been assumed,* but a full and economical
reading of ep.572 can reasonably be held to point in a different direction: between
being «let go» and being «completely released», Libanius did not receive the
xphuete to which he was nominally entitled; the xpfuota were withheld (perhaps
being diverted by the officials in charge for their own gain, see below);'and Libani-
us was unsuccessful (as far as we know) in gaining their restoration.**

3 Cf. O.SkeEck, Briefe p.330 (Gymnasius leaves Antioch and brings ep.503, 504, 507
with him to Bithynia and Constantinople).

38 Ep.572.2 tdv pév odv deehousvov edepyEtny flyotuat, mepl 8¢ tdv xpnudtev, & tov
7pd TOU XPOVOV o1 AaBdvTeg 0dK Amédwkay, lmov Tpog TOV dpyovia: the sequence is estab-
lished by tov 1p0 100 Yxpbdvov, which takes the transfer of the tpo@ as its benchmark.

3 The reason is not clear: cf. P.Perir, Libanius p.409, suggesting that the time-lag
«prouve moins ici la négligence des bureaux que la mauvaise volenté de empereur  lui
rendre sa liberté.» | v

4 E.g. by P.PeriT, Libanius p. 409, who does not broach the subject of the xpfpata.

# Cf. J.W.H.WaLDEN, p. 176.
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Here, at least, we can speak of «arrears»; and here, perhaps, ep.516 (noted §7
above), may be relevant.#? In mid-late Summer of 356, a few months after being
«let go», Libanius is found imploring the proconsul of Constantinople for help, o0
YOp Eyoye olow T4 TOV KOK®OE TEMALOVTNKOTOV dKov@V &V nevia: if the letter is in
fact concerned with Libanius’ appointment at Constantinople, it would fit neatly
into the sequence of events just described.® «Let go» from his névog, but still nom-
inally a recipient of his imperial Tpo@f, as of Spring 356, Libanius would be com-
plaining a few months later of the non-payment (or diversion) of his salary (the
«outrage» of ep.516, involving mevio for Libanius and the illicit enrichment of
others). Evidently failing in his appeal in Summer 356, Libanius would then be
found, in the Spring of 357, still pursuing his claim at the time of and even some-
what beyond the formal transfer of the tpo@n: ol kak®dg nemhovtnkodTeg of €p.516
would then be the same persons as those against whom the complaint is lodged
in ep.572 (nepl 8¢ @V xpnudtwv, & TOV TPpd TO0 Ypdvov ol AaBdvteg odk
AmESMKAV).

We can now summarize the results of the discussion above. Having taken up resi-
dence in Antioch not later than March 354 and having received an official ap-
pointment as sophist there in Autumn 354, Libanius resisted attempts made
through friends’ persuasion and imperial summons to impel his return to Constan-
tinople, where he was still an officially appointed sophist and whence he still drew
an imperial salary; the attempts and Libanius’ resistance continued through 355.
Toward the end of that year, however, formal actions against him began: by a de-
cree of the Senate he was stripped of honors that he had been granted, also by a
decree of the Senate, in 352/353 (ep.439, 446, cf. or.1.80); and he was still under
order to return to the capital. Shortly thereafter, his imperial salary in kind
(tpoen) was taken away by the proconsul of Constantinople, acting on the deci-
sion of the emperor, and an attempt was made to exact from him a cash repayment
of that part of his tpo@n that he had drawn since going to Antioch (ep. 454). Al-
though these measures were blocked by the intervention of the praetorian prefect
Strategius, Libanius had still not been given his release.

That release did not occur until the Spring of 356 (ep.480). But while the em-
peror had decided at the latter date to free the «valetudinarian» from his «labor» as
a teacher at Constantinople, Libanius appears to have remained the recipient of the
imperial Tpo@n for another year, since the formal transfer of that salary did not

42 For ep.516 the fullest earlier discussion is that of H.F. BoucHERY, pp.94-97: but his
reconstruction is undermined by the assumption that at the time of the letter «matters stood
precisely as they had two years earlier» (i.e., he seems to have been unaware of the impor-
tant change signalled by ep.480).

4 Note, however, that the connection of ep.516 with Libanius’ appointment, while com-
monly assumed, cannot be demonstrated: the complaint could well involve a different mat-
ter (for example, the long-standing debt that is the subject of ep. 463, 464: see § 5 above).
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take place until the early Spring of 357 (ep.572). Or rather, Libanius appears to
have been nominally a recipient of that tpon: for the evidence suggests that from
the time he was «let go» in Spring 356 he had not in fact received the payments to
which he was still at least formally entitled, and that his unsuccessful attempts to
secure these payments can be traced from the Summer of 356 down to and even
beyond the formal transfer of the tpoen (perhaps ep.516, more securely ep.572).
This drawn-out and unedifying episode in Libanius’ career would thus appear to
have ended as it began, with something less than candor on Libanius’ part, and one
last attempt to have his cake and eat it too. It should be added that, if the recon-
struction above is correct, Libanius would appear to have retained the property he
had received as a gift of the emperor in 352/353 (or.1.80, cf. Part above); or
more precisely, if that gift was taken away, we do not know when it was taken
away.

III. At Antioch (A)

Although Libanius sounded a note of relief at being «completely freed thence»
when his imperial Tpo@1| was transferred to others in the Spring of 357 (ep.572),
he appears to have regained a place at the imperial trough before too long, since
another series of letters informs us of the vicissitudes of a new imperial salary.
The information at our disposal here is fairly straightforward; but we must begin
with one problem, the extent of which has not fully been appreciated before.

The reconstruction of this episode depends upon the relation between two let-
ters. In ep.27, Libanius writes to Polychronius, chiding him for his silence as a
correspondent and suggesting the following reason: T®v Tpo@®V Muiv TEPLKOYOG
aioydvy kol Stalevéag TV TupdV Tag kpLdag Tovg Innmovg NStknKaAg 0dk Exelg 8
T £lmg. GAME 5oL MO TOV POPOV TO ToD Aydréng elndv (I1. 1.335). 0 oV TovTO
AUTELS, GAL "Ayapéuvev. dote Sappdv i kol ypdee. In ep.740 (Summer 362)
Libanius writes to Iulianus, the governor of Phoenice: kathyayev fuag eig v
Ty 6 xpNoTdS ZohovTiog, fig £T0yYavev EEEAAaKdS 6 okatdg EAniSiog. & yap
gxetvog UBpilov deeireto, Tadd obtog Tadwv TV UBpLy Antdwke. TO pév odv
futoy g TpopTic dvtadda eépopev, Yatepov 8¢ £k Dowvikng Exédevoev Exewv
gviuundelg, olpat, 1009 811 600 Tig PoLvikng &pYXOVTOg KOADS HOL TO TPy
keloetat.

It has uniformly been assumed that Polychronius’ superior, the «<Agamemnon»
of ep.28,% is the praetorian prefect Helpidius mentioned in ep.740, and that both
letters refer to an action taken by Helpidius to Libanius’ disadvantage, but re-
versed by Helpidius® successor, Saturninius Secundus Salutius, in 362. This as-
sumption has already caused one problem in the past: for while ep.28 is preserved
in the midst of a group of letters (ep. 19-30, 32-35) belonging to the period late

“ Ep.28, 740, 800; cf. ep. 207, 208, 289 (perhaps also ep.258), and further below.
4 On the position of Polychronius himself, see below n.52.
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Summer 358 — Winter 358/359, and was thus dated to Winter 358/359 by
O.SEECK,* it is clear on SEECK’s own showing that Helpidius did not assume the
prefecture until very early in 360.# Thus H. Sttomon argued that ep. 28 must have
been misplaced in the collection of letters, and should be dated to the Winter of
359/360.48

There is, however, a further point which has not been considered. On the one
hand, it seems quite clear that ep.28 must refer to a partial reduction of Libanius’
tpogai. So much is hinted in the first participial phrase (t@v Tpoe@dv fHuiv
TEPKOYOG: TIEPIKOTTELY = «prune»), and is made explicit by the second: in saying
that Polychronius «separated the wheat from the barley», Libanius must mean that
only part of his allotment («the barley») was taken away, and (in saying that Poly-
chronius thus «wronged the horses») may in fact allude more specifically to the
fodder (capitum) which, with personal rations (annona), made up some of the im-
perial salaries paid in kind.*> On the other hand, ep.740 could be taken to mean
that Helpidius’ action was more drastic, amounting to a complete withdrawal of
the salary: thus Libanius speaks of «the honor ... from which the wretched Hel-
pidius happened to banish me»; and the care he takes to spell out the arrangements
for the restoration ordained by Salutius makes it tolerably clear that these arrange-
ments were in some way a new departure, a fact which would be consistent with
(although it need not itself imply) a restoration of the salary completely de novo.
The phrasing of the two letters could thus allude to two distinct acts, a diminution
of Libanius’ tpo@f (ep.28) and its cancellation (ep.740):* if so, the «Agamem-
non» of ep.28 need not be assumed to be Helpidius; and the way would appear to
be left open to date ep. 28 to Winter 358/359, with the letters with which it is pre-
served. But in fact, two obstacles to this dating remain. First, the praetorian prefect
in Winter 358/359 was Hermogenes, with whom Libanius appears to have been
on good terms and whose favor (praised as «mildness», tpadtng) Libanius appears
to have enjoyed at just that time:** Hermogenes does not seem to be a likely candi-
date for the role of «Agamemnon». Second, Libanius alludes to his claim on his
salary once more when writing to Polychronius (ep.207, esp. § 6), at which time
Polychronius is closely associated with Helpidius.5?

46 Briefe pp.350, 352, followed, e.g., by J. W.H. WALDEN, p.176.

47 Briefe p.1681., cf. PLRE Is.v. Helpidius 4, p.414.

48 H.Sicomon, pp.23f., 41f., followed by Foerster in his edition and by P.Perrr,
Libanius p.409.

49 Thus O.Seeck, Briefe p.241, «entzieht [Polychronius] dem Libanius ... seine Capita.»
The distinction appears to have been ignored in subsequent accounts.

59 This might in turn account for the notable lack of agreement on this point in past dis-
cussions, which variously speak of the salary as having been diminished (e.g., P. Per1T, Liba-
nius p.409), or taken away (e.g., H. SiLomoN, pp.23, 41, S.F. BONNER, p. 127), or both (e.g.,
J-W.H.WaLbEeN, p.176).

5t Cf. or.1.115-116 and esp. ep.40.4{., with A.F.Norman, p. 1791,

52 So much is clear when one reads ep. 207 and 208 together; the association of Polychro-
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The balance of probabilities therefore suggests that ep. 28 should indeed be dat-
ed to early 360, at the beginning of Helpidius’ (= «Agamemnon’s») prefecture.
We are still left, however, with two possible alternatives: either Libanius’ salary
was first reduced early in 360, and then withdrawn entirely by Helpidius at some
later date (as the phrasing of ep.28 and 740 possibly suggests); or, as is usually as-
sumed, ep.28 and 740 refer to one and the same action. In the latter case, Libanius’
salary would only have been reduced, and the wording of the later letter, which
suggests a more drastic action, must be assumed to be the product of retrospective
distortion,* perhaps intended to make the action of the current prefect, «the good
Salutius», appear all the more gracious by contrast. I see no way of reaching a cer-
tain decision on the basis of the letters themselves: other facts connected with
Libanius’ position at Antioch do, however, suggest that he was still drawing an im-
perial salary in early 361, and so favor the second alternative. We will return to this
point in PartIV.5* For the moment it remains to be pointed out that we do not
know why Libanius suffered his loss.*®

Libanius perhaps attempted to win restoration during the prefecture of Helpidi-
us.*® If so, his prediction of failure on that occasion proved correct, and it was not

nius and Helpidius is also evident from a joint reading of ep.226 and 227. O.Sgkck, Briefe
p.241, concluded that Polychronius was first consular of Phoenice and subsequently
vicarius Ponticae, on the basis of some very questionable inferences (the latter conclusion al-
ready partially modified by H.Sieomon, p.41{): PLRE I s.v., p.711, is probably closer to
the truth in arguing that Polychronius was on the staff of Helpidius, perhaps as domesticus.

53 Cf. the picture of Zenobius’ supposed malevolence in 354 drawn by Libanius at
or.1.100, 104-105, quite different from the references in the more nearly contemporary
correspondence: see P. WorF, p.46, A.F. NormaN, p.173.

54 See below, p.58.

55 At ep.258.3 Libanius says that Helpidius had «sworn to wage war on the Muses» (if 6
100 doUvat kbplog here = Helpidius): this is of course only Libanius’ interpretation (on the
concerns of the letter, see n. 56 below), and is difficult to evaluate, since it involves a charge
that could be expected by anyone who attempted to diminish the perquisites of Libanius or
other literary men. A different nuance is insinuated in modern accounts, which almost invar-
iably state that «Helpidius, a Christian hostile to Libanius, diminished his salary» (vel sim.),
as though there were some causal connections, unstated yet evident, between the predicate
and the appositional phrase: for the record, it is worth remarking that Libanius’ relations
with Helpidius were not uniformly hostile (cf. G.R. Sievers, p.82, PLRE I's.v. Helpidius 4,
p.414), and that there is no evidence to indicate on which side the hostility began, much less
that the hostility (or the diminution of Libanius’ salary) was inspired by a difference in reli-
gion. _

%6 Ep.258.3 (January 361): Ongp 8¢ T00 oitov ndvta pév ofpot KIvioew 1OV Xpnotov
"OAduTov, Tpagely 8¢ 1| 00EV A wikpov, ob oA TL BEATIOV TOD pndevog. 10 8¢ altiov, 6
10D dovval kKOpLog Opdroke torepfoety Taic Movoatg. The machinations alluded to have
been thought to concern the oitog of Libanius himself (e.g., P.PeTrT, Libanius p.409); but
the interested party may instead be the recipient of the letter, the ex-governor and sophist
Demetrius (= Demetrius 2, PLRE I p.2471.), in whose behalf Libanius exerted his influence
on other occasions, cf. ep.109, 138, 774. For a certain allusion to Libanius’ own loss from
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until after the installation of the new prefect, Salutius, that Libanius regained what
he had lost. The arrangement by which payment would be made is described in
ep.740 (Summer 362), quoted above: Libanius would receive half his tpo| at An-
tioch;*” the other half would come to him through the consular of Phoenice. We
do not know why the payment was thus divided, but the procedure appears to have
remained in effect at least through the Winter of 362/363 (ep. 800): this letter also
makes it clear that Libanius enjoyed the privilege of adaeratio, that is, of commut-
ing into cash the salary in kind he received through the consular of Phoenice.’® He
presumably enjoyed the same privilege for the portion of the tpo@ received at
Antioch. Ep. 800 is the latest letter to give us any information of Libanius’ imperial
salaries.

Libanius thus received an imperial salary in kind while teaching at Antioch, be-
ginning sometime after Spring 357 (the terminus post quem provided by ep.572,
see above) and before early 360 (the terminus ante quem provided by ep. 28): at the
latter date the salary was reduced (and perhaps was later withdrawn entirely); full
restoration was not achieved until Summer 362, according to the sequence and the
arrangements described above. Can we say more precisely when Libanius began to
recieve this Tpo@1? One might conjecture that the Tpo@® was within his grasp no
later than the period mid-358 — early 359, when Libanius is known to have been on
good terms with the prefects Strategius and Hermogenes, the former toward the
end of his tenure of office, the latter at the beginning.*® But this point must remain
very uncertain.

this period, see ep.289 (Winter 361: the reference is surely to Libanius’ more recent «dep-
rivation», not his earlier experience at Constantinople, as suggested by O. SEeck, Briefe p.41
n.2).

57 ¢vtaoda: cf. S.F.BONNER, p.127 n.56; the view of J.W.H. WALDEN, p.177, that this
part of the tpo@t was «derived from the city of Antioch», cannot be correct. Payment at An-
tioch was presumably made either directly through the financial apparatus of the praetorian
prefecture (cf. Jones, LRE pp.448 ff.) or through the office of the prefect’s subordinate, the
consular of Syria (cf. the text immediately following and Part IV below, on or.31.19).

58 So ep. 800.3, the consular Gaianus has the authority «to establish the value of my wheat
and barley» (aic9dvouor 8¢ 81t yeAds V1o cavtd pe Aafdv Kol yeyovag Koplog nailetv te
Kol Tiag TeTTEw TUP®Y Kol kKpt3Gv); allusion to the same procedure is probably also pres-
ent ibid. 2, pikpde pot oTtog dnag Kol xpLeog TPOE THV HPOV TAV YPOUUETOV [sC. TOV o@MV],
cf. P.Petrr, Libanius p.409{. For Libanius on the practice of adaeratio, see esp. ep.132 (in
behalf of Eudaemon, teaching at Elusa), with J. H. W.G. LieBescHUETZ, p. 88 f.

59 Cf. or.1.111-116; it is not clear what inferences (if any) concerning this question can
be drawn from a letter to Strategius early in 358, which alludes to the desire of certain un-
specified persons for a grant of ottog (ep.356.11. 7} 8idwg aitndeig | T00 TPdypatog 0Ok
£OVTog X I6UEVOG TG Kek@ADTIaL Tovg 00 TVYOVTOG ev@paivelg Bomep Aafovrtag. kal vov
ol {nTovvieg TOV oTtov Avt’ ékeivov TNV émotolny Exovteg Alyvntov OAnv fyodvrol
Kekapn®dcIo KTA.).
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IV. At Antioch (B)

We have been concerned thus far with the imperial salaries in kind drawn by Liba-
nius at Constantinople and Antioch; we must now look more closely at Libanius’
position at Antioch. The most recent and complete studies of Libanius and his na-
tive city tell us that Libanius also enjoyed a salary paid yearly; in cash, from munic-
ipal funds at Antioch.¢® Our only source of information on this point is or. 31 (pro
rbetoribus). The speech certainly shows that a municipal salary, termed a cOvtagig,
existed at Antioch and was supposed to be paid out yearly: but the mode of pay-
ment does not emerge clearly;¢! more important, the speech — with the possible ex-
ception of one passage — very strongly favors the conclusion that Libanius did not
receive this municipal subvention.

¢ P.PemiT, Libanius pp.102 (citing or.31.20, which concerns Libanius’ predecessor
Zenobius), 409, Erudiants p.92; J.H.W.G. LieBESCHUETZ, p.44 n.2 («<he held a civic ap-
pointment ..., therefore must have received a salary»); more cautiously J. W.H. WALDEN,
p-267 n.1, S.F.BONNER, p.131, and cf. M. PiNTO, La scuola di Libanio nel quadro del IV
secolo dopo Cristo, RIL 108 (1974), 157 n.57 («la questione, nel suo complesso, appare dif-
ficile a chiarirsi»): see also n.68 below. Payment in cash: P. Perrt, Libanius p.299f. (citing
or.31.19, with or.48.9, 54.12), J.H.W.G. LieBESCHUETZ, p.84 n.1 (citing or.31.19, with
or.26.201f., 48.9); cf. the following note.

1 Although the notion that payment was made in cash is not unlikely in itself, there is no
- evidence to that effect in or. 31.19 or elsewhere in the speech, and our other evidence for An-
tiochene finances is too limited to allow generalization: the passages from other speeches
adduced by P.PeTiT and J.H. W.G. LieBescHUETZ (locc. citt. n. 60) all attest municipal pay-
ments in cash, but since the transaction in each case is termed a po96¢ (pio9odv), not a
cvvtakig, these passages may refer to a different and perhaps not strictly comparable cate-
gory of expenditure (for teachers, certainly, pio9oi represented a type of compensation dis-
tinct from oOvta&ig, cf. n. 68 below). It happens that the only such sbvtatig which we know
in detail both suggests that payment in cash was expected and shows how practice could de-
viate from expectations: in P.Coll. Youtie I, no.66 = P.Oxy. 47.3366 (A.D. 253/260), the
dnuooiog ypappatikods of Oxyrhynchus, Lollianus signo Homoeus, states that his nominal
oovtaéis was 500 den. (B 34), but complains, v ovvta&v t(Mv) eiwdviav ov mhvv
rapBave, GAA) el Toxot ot év BEeowv dvtl oivov kal ottolg ontfo]kdmols ... (B291.: 1
take it that the force of his complaint, esp. t(1jv) giwdviav 0O ndvv, derives not simply from
the shoddiness of the goods received, but from the fact that he receives these goods instead
of cash). On the other hand, the phrase used to describe the civic salary received by the phi-
losopher Hermias in fifth century Alexandria, Snpoocia oitnowg (Damasc. v. Isid. frg. 124
ZINTZEN), suggests payment in kind (the punning reference of the Alexandrian grammarian
Palladas to his tpo@uuty oOvtaéig, Anth. Gr.9.175,3, may point in the same direction). It is
also conceivable that such a cOvtagig could be paid in a combination of kind and cash: note
that Libanius mentions (only to reject) the possibility that members of the council might
make personal contributions of wheat and wine as well as money to supplement his assist-
ants’ salary (or.31.15 vovi yop vudg odk dpyoplov dEidoou' dv eiceveykelv 0088 Tupovg
00d¢ olvov &k ‘EG)”V VUETEPOV AOTOV KTNUATOV, 00 YOp Ayvod TAG YLYVOREVOS DUIV KoY
Ekbotnv NuEpav Orep 100 Kowob damdvog), a notion which perhaps reflects the nature of
the salary currently in force.
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The background, briefly, is as follows. When Libanius had come from Constan-
tinople to Antioch in the Winter of 353/354 (see above, PartIl, § 1), it was with
the expectation that he would succeed to the public appointment of his former
teacher, Zenobius. In this he was at first disappointed: despite the assurances that
Zenobius had given (Libanius says), the older man refused to yield his place, with
the result that Libanius practiced as a private teacher, with less prestige and a
smaller class. In the Autumn of 354, however, Zenobius fell ill and was forced to
give up his teaching: Libanius then «stepped into Zenobius’ shoes» as an officially
appointed sophist; and Zenobius died soon after.6? As official sophist, Zenobius
himself had received a municipal salary and had enjoyed, as an added privilege, the
income from one of the civic estates of Antioch: so much is evident from or. 31, de-
livered by Libanius before the BovAf] in behalf of his four assistant teachers, prob-
ably early in 361.%3 ,

Libanius in this speech attempts to move the council to improve the income of
his distressed assistants: two lines of persuasion are particularly relevant to the
present question. First, Libanius emphasizes the iniquity of the assistants’ lot by re-
marking that these four teachers now divide among themselves the same salary that
Zenobius by himself used to enjoy.¢* Second, Libanius suggests that his assistants’
position could be bettered if they were allowed to supplement their salary with the
proceeds from civic lands as Zenobius had done:® for the precedent provided by
Zenobius in this respect, Libanius says, is 2pplicable to his own assistants as it is to
no other teachers in the city;% indeed (it is argued a little further on), if Libanius

¢2 On the sequence of events leading up to Libanius’ succession, see esp. P.WoLkr,
pp.43-47, A.F.Norman, pp. 173, 175, 176.

¢ On the emoluments of Zenobius, see esp. or.31.16—23, and further below. The speech
must be dated to a time during the reign of Constantius when the memory of Zenobius was
still fresh, cf. FoErsTER ed. vol. III, p. 119 n. 1: it cannot be dated before the very end of 360,
if the sophist said to have lately been seduced from Antioch to Caesarea by a larger salary
(or.31.42) is Acacius — the only possible candidate among known sophists of this period, see
P.WoLr, pp.94-96, with PLRE I s.v. Acacius 6, p.6; and at very least, it cannot be dated
precisely to 355 (as by FOERSTER, loc. cit., and P. PetrT, Libanius p. 98, Etudiants p.91), since
it is clear from or.31.19 (quoted below) that Libanius’ assistants must already have had
several years’ experience in drawing their annual salary.

64 Or.31.23 v v£ 101 oOvtagy Evog Avdpog ékeivov téttapeg Ovieg vevéunviol, Oote
KAV ToUg dypovg Lmdpén Aafeiv, T@V ye nepl TV cOvTav &v TavTd pevéviov obnm Td
tovtev eig loov 1oig Exeivou kadiotatal (cf. also the phrase toig adtoig Ekeive Tpéoecdat,
referring to the oOvtaig in the preceeding sentence): it is clear that the four did not simply
share an amount equivalent to Zenobius’ oOvtaig, but that covtatg itself.

¢ Or.31.16—18; note that the grammarian Lollianus of Oxyrynchus (above, n.61) makes
a similar proposal for similar reasons: see P. Coll. Youtie II, no.66 = P.Oxy.47.3366.
B31ff., Cé1ff., with the remarks of P.J.Parsons (P.Coll. Youtie II, p.413£.).

6 QOr.31.35 toig pév ye pfitopowv [= Libanius’ assistants, cf. or.31.8] 4 ZnvoBiov
cuvayoviletal i, po 8¢ T@v dAlwov £tépoug £k Yempying Towadtng deeAnuévoug ook fiv
iOetv.
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had wanted that income and made the same request for himself, no one would
have refused.®”

We thus know the following for certain: Libanius assumed the position as offi-
cial sophist at Antioch formerly held by Zenobius; but the municipal salary once
drawn by Zenobius is now shared among Libanius’ assistants, for whom Libanius
seeks the supplementary income also formerly enjoyed by Zenobius — an income
which Libanius could justly have claimed for himself (but did not) and to which his
assistants, qua his assistants, are uniquely entitled. This set of facts points in one di-
rection only: Libanius, on his succession to Zenobius’ post, did not claim Zeno-
bius’ emoluments for himself; rather, the salary went to his assistants, and the ad-
ditional income from civic land, while closely associated with his position by
precedent, had been allowed to lapse.

This conclusion is further supported by another passage, the significance of
which has previously gone unremarked. As part of the captatio benevolentiae at
the beginning of his speech Libanius explains that he would not burden the council
with this matter were he able to assist his teachers directly from his own pocket:
but he cannot do so, «since,» he says, «the measure of my resources places me at
equal remove from both the need to receive and the ability to give.»*® This statement
could — and no doubt does, in part — refer to Libanius’ often stated indifference to
the receipt of fees (wioot) from individual students or their fathers.”® But in view
of the occasion and subject of the speech itself, the primary reference must surely
be to the receipt of payment from the city7* when speaking before the council in

¢ Or.31.46 & AoPetv adT@ pot BovAoutve T@V TavTev o0vdelg &v dvteine KTA.: the pas-
sage makes it clear that Libanius had not expressed the desire, see further below on or.31.3.

8 From or.31.23 (n.64 above) F. SCHEMMEL, p. 57, already inferred that Libanius had re-
nounced his civic salary; the import of or.31.46 (above, n.67) was stressed by S.F. BONNER,
p-131 n.73. It is appropriate here to draw attention to a point which Libanius himself could
hardly make, given the turn of his argument: despite the pitiable picture Libanius draws of
his assistants’ circumstances, it must follow that they were better off than the assistants of
Zenobius had been, since the latter would appear to have received no income at all from civ-
ic funds (cf. the query of P. WorF, p.63 n.14) and so must have relied entirely on fees (for
the fees, pio9oi, of Libanius® assistants, see or.31.25-33): although P.Perit (Etudiants
p.92) imagined that Zenobius used the returns from civic land to supplement his assistants’
income, there is nothing to support that belief, and what evidence we have tells distinctly
against it (Libanius’ remarks at or.31.20-23 imply that Zenobius’ use and profit from his
various emoluments was purely personal, cf. esp. § 20 [kai 00delg dveBonoev- & Hpdkhels,
&vpwmnog ovTog Svotv eldest Anpudtov fxkoaprovtor Thv ToAv] and §23 [above, n.64];
while or.36.11 suggests that Zenobius’ relations with his assistants were hardly warm and
generous).

6 Or.31.3 énel 8¢ 1V Svtov pot 1o uétpov icov deiotnot e tod te deiodat Aappdvev
oD 1€ Sodval Sbvacdat. .

7 And, cognately, his preference for regarding as gifts such payments as he received: for
the waiver of fees (or the like), see, e.g., or.36.9, 38.2, 62.19£,, ep. 140, 466, 1539 (similarly
or.1.109), with P. PerrT, Etudiants pp. 144-145, J.H. W. G. LIEBESCHUETZ, p. 84.

71 With AapBavew in § 3, compare, e.g., § 19 AAQ vOV puév EdaBov, vov 8¢ 00dels Edwke
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the attempt to squeeze a little bit more from municipal funds, Libanius could hard-
ly strike that pose if every member of his audience knew that he was in fact receiv-
ing a municipal salary himself. The passage combines with those already discussed
to show Libanius in the honorable position of a man who practices his skill, to the
benefit of his native city, «without salary and fee».”2

Libanius, then, did not receive a municipal salary, or other income from civic re-
sources, at Antioch: so much emerges, with unusual clarity, from Libanius’ state-
ments in the speech. There is, however, one important passage (or.31.19) which
promises to obscure this clarity. By way of forestalling an anticipated objection
(i dai;” pnoet Tig, ’ovyL Tdg oLVTALELg 00TOL Kad EKAGTOV EVIALTOV OEPOLGL;),
Libanius says: mp@tov pév, 00 ko’ Exactov, GAAL vov pév Elafov, viv 8¢ ovdelg
£dwKe, VOV 8¢ pEpog, vov 8¢ PBpadémg. kal clond tag mpayuateiog alg Onep
T00TOL XpdUEda TPOG TOVG dpyoviag, TPOSE TOVG LANMPETOS, TPOG <TOVG
anodéktag, mpdg TOV del cofovvia, AV dvdykn mpokLAvSEToIal pHuact Kal
oxhuoaowy dirotpiolg Erevdépov kohakebovto Tovg abToD yeipovog. & Tolg
ogpvotépolg, olov eivon mpoofiker tOv dilddokalov, mavidg, olpot, AYwod
BapOtepa. The first sentence registers the irregularity with which Libanius’ assist-
ants have received their salary, the second, the humiliating dealings in which the
teachers must engage with the imperial officials (&pyovteg), the members of their
staffs (Onnpétan), and the curial officials charged with collecting and supervising
the store of imperial levies in kind (&nodéktar).”> Leaving aside for the moment
the substantive questions raised by the second sentence, we can remark first the
problem implied by the wording of the passage, the shift from third person plural
(EAaBov) to first person plural (ypdpeda). With the second verb Libanius appears
to associate himself with his assistants as the recipient of a salary; and that, in turn,
appears to controvert the conclusions drawn above.

We are faced, then, with a clear-cut choice: either the conclusions already
reached are incorrect, and Libanius did receive a municipal salary; or those con-
clusions are correct, and the present passage must be brought into harmony with
them. I simply do not see a reasonable alternative to the inferences drawn from the
clutch of passages dicussed above. On the other hand, one can easily overcome the

(of his assistants’ receipt of their salary), § 46 & AaBsiv adt® pot BovAopéve kth. (above,
n.67). Libanius’ rejection of civic emoluments may also be alluded to at or.1.92 (of the An-
tiochenes’ offer at the end of his sojourn there in Summer 353): 4AAG Kol peydho dmoy-
voivto ddoewy i Srampataiunv 1o napd oeiot Civ. pol 8¢ dv Hmioyvoivio T@V peydrov
uetlov fv o oikot {fv.

72 Asis recorded, e.g., among the claims of honor for an archiatros of Hiera (Lesbos), IG
12,2.484,28f. &vev ovvtdérog kai oo (= no. 59 in the catalogue of V.NuTTON, Archia-
tri and the Medical Profession in Antiquity, PBSR 32 [1977], 223). To the question, «What
benefit then did Libanius derive from being an official sophist at Antioch?», the answer is,
«Prestige and immunity» — of which the latter would, in the long run, have been more im-
portant financially than any direct subvention he could draw from civic funds.

73 On these last, see Jones, LRE p.456f.
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difficulty in the present passage by taking into account both the substance of the
second sentence and the very shift in verbal person that takes place.

Libanius says: they receive the municipal salary — sometimes, or partially, or
with delays; and in addition (bnép To0TOV) We — my assistants and myself alike —
have to grovel before the imperial officials, their aides, and the dnodéxtar.” The
shift from «they» (and their municipal salary) to «we» (and our embarassing trans-
actions) is explicable, if Libanius is including himself in (only) the second sentence
because of his receipt of an imperial salary. As J.H.W.G. LieBescHUETZ has re-
marked, the passage shows that the municipal salaries themselves were not paid
out directly by the civic authorities but were handled by the same organization as
imperial salaries, so that the central government might exercise tighter control
over municipal expenditures:’* it is for this reason that the assistants must deal with
the persons mentioned. In drawing his imperial salary, Libanius would of course
deal with the same persons.

Indeed, if this reading of the passage is correct, it would not only strengthen the
interpretation of LiEBESCHUETZ, but also resolve another question. Since or.31 is
probably to be dated to early 361, during the prefecture of Helpidius, it could
definitely be said that the latter had only reduced, not completely withdrawn, Li-
banius’ imperial Tpo@1, at least by the time of the speech: the usual belief that
ep. 28 and 740 refer to one and the same action would more likely than not be cor-
rect.”¢ The passage would thus be consistent both with what we otherwise learn
from or.31 and with what we can gather of Libanius’ position from other docu-
ments of the same period. I would conclude, then, that at least during the period
covered by our documents Libanius derived no salary or other income from the
funds of Antioch.

We can now summarize the main points of the discussion above. (I) From his re-
turn to Constantinople in 349 Libanius held an official appointment as sophist in
the capital, and so an imperial salary; this salary was supplemented by a special gift
of the emperor, involving income from land, in 352/353. (II) He continued to re-
ceive his salary after his supposedly temporary return to Antioch in 354; and in
Winter 355/356, in the face of his repeated refusal to return to the capital, an at-
tempt was made to strip him of that salary and exact a partial repayment. That at-
tempt was blocked, and the salary was in fact not formally taken from him until
sometime in the Spring of 357, a full year after he had been released from his obli-
gations in Constantinople (Spring 356): there are indications, however, that he
had not actually received the salary since the time of that release and that in the

74 With the humiliation lamented here, compare Libanius® joke to Gaianus, consular of
Phoenice, in ep. 800.3 aic9dvopar 8¢ 611 yehdc Ond covtd ue Aapdv (how easy was it for
Libanius to make that joke?). For the context, see above at n.58.

75 J.H.W.G.LIEBESCHUETZ, p. 1521

76 See Part III; p.52 above.
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Spring of 357 he still sought — unsuccessfully, it would appear — to obtain the
amount that was «due» him. (III) At some point between the Spring of 357 and the
beginning of 360 he again began to receive an imperial tpo@?: for reasons un-
known to us, however, the amount of the tpo@t was reduced early in 360, and Li-
banius did not achieve restoration until the Summer of 362, when arrangements
were made for him to draw half the salary at Antioch and half from Phoenice.
(IV) Although from the Autumn of 354 Libanius had also held an appointment as
official sophist at Antioch as successor of his former teacher Zenobius, he did not
claim for himself the income associated with that appointment. The salary previ-
ously enjoyed by Zenobius was shared by Libanius’ four assistants, while Zeno-
bius’ supplementary income from civic land had been allowed to lapse: Libanius
attempted early in 361 to gain restitution of that income, also for his assistants’
benefit.

Thus at no time covered by our documents can Libanius be said to have drawn a
«municipal salary»: at Constantinople, no salary from purely «municipal» (as dis-
tinct from imperial) funds can be shown to have existed; while such a salary cer-
tainly existed but was not drawn by Libanius at Antioch. In his native town he pref-
erred to assume the role of an honorably independent citizen, free of «the need to
receive»: one can suggest that this role was made at least slightly easier to sustain
by the imperial subsidy he received at the same time. This is perhaps the most
important general conclusion to emerge from the preceding analysis, and should
throw new light on the frequently ambiguous posture of Libanius, the spokesman
for the ancient idea of the city and its autonomy who was at the same time so often
concerned to win for himself and his friends the honors and privileges bestowed by
the state. But that is a subject for a different essay.”

77 Tt is a pleasure to thank the National Endowment for the Humanities, for the Inde-
pendent Study and Research Fellowship during tenure of which I prepared this paper.






