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Not all those who wander are lost
—J. R. R. Tolkien



Preface
This thesis is the result of my own work and includes nothing which is the outcome of work

done in collaboration except as declared in the Preface and specified in the text. It is not
substantially the same as any work that has already been submitted before for any degree or
other qualification except as declared in the Preface and specified in the text. It does not exceed

the prescribed word limit for the Degree Committee of the Faculty of Classics.

Abstract

This thesis argues that Dio Chrysostom’s self-identification as a philosopher mattered a great
deal more than what previous scholarship had suggested. Against the cultural and intellectual
atmosphere of the first two centuries CE, it is argued that Dio had deliberately chosen to identify
as a philosopher in his public activity in order to position himself at the apex of the intellectual
pyramid. It is shown that Dio mixed philosophy, especially the public philosophy of Socrates
and Diogenes, and the public speech, instead of the intimate dialogue, and that by doing so Dio
had fashioned for himself — and as a legacy — a new model of public intellectual: a philosopher
who is active in the public, civic space, and who intervenes in the political lives of cities by
virtue of his identification as a philosopher. Instead of being a teacher, or a writer, like many
other philosophers of his time, Dio urged philosophers to step out onto the public space and

become active moral and political guides for their communities.
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Introduction:

[.1 Intellectual history of philosophy in civic space

Zenonem Cleanthes non expressisset, si tantummodo audisset, vitae eius interfuit, secreta perspexit
observavit illum, an ex formula sua viveret. Platon et Aristoteles et omnis in diversum itura
sapientium turba plus ex moribus quam ex verbis Socratis traxit.

Cleanthes could not have imitated Zeno if he had only listened to his lectures; he was part of Zeno’s
life, examined his mysteries, and observed him to see if he lived according to his model. Plato,
Aristotle and all the pack of wise men who were to advance in different directions took more from

the behaviour of Socrates than from his words. Seneca Epist. 6. 6.

0070 O¢ Ti AV €in GAAo §j prhocopia; TavTnV 08 Ti GAA0 dIoANYOUEDa 1| EmoTnuny akp1pT] Osiov te
TEPL <Kai> AVOpOTIVEVY, YopnyOV GPETIC Kol AOYICU®DY KOA®V Kol dppoviag Blov kai Emmdevpdtoy
de&1dv;

What could this be other than philosophy? How should we understand philosophy other than an exact
knowledge of divine and human matters, leader of virtue and noble reasonings, of an harmonious life

and clever customs? Maximus of Tyre Diss. 26. 1.

GAL Etepov E6TL TO Prhocogiac, v téxvnv mepi Piov odoav. ..
But the essence of philosophy is a different matter; philosophy is an art concerned with life ...

Plutarch Moralia, 613B.t

There exists a well-known mismatch between the notion expressed in the citations above and
the notion evoked in modern audiences by the word philosophy.! For most contemporary
audiences, philosophy, modern as well as ancient, is a field of knowledge, a discipline, and a
way of thinking.? Scholars of ancient philosophy often enough comment on this mismatch,
insisting on the fact that for the ancients, philosophy was a way of life, a fioc.®> Historical
accounts of philosophy, however, are more often than not a history of ideas in some form:

histories not of philosophers as living actors in their societies but of thoughts, doctrines, and

! Trapp 2007a, 23-26.

2 The English, German, French, Italian, and Hebrew pages of Wikipedia — one of the most common sources of
information in use today — all begin with a statement of this sort.

3 Hahn 1989; Hadot 2002, 3-—4; Trapp 2007a, 1-26; Fornaro 2009b, 163f.; Warren 2009, 139.



sayings detached from the lives of their progenitors, the philosophers.* This thesis, through its
focus on the early imperial Greek philosopher Dio Chrysostom, contributes to the history of
philosophy in appending to the plurality of histories of philosophy as histories of ideas a
historical analysis of philosophy as action: the philosopher’s activity in society, specifically in
civic space. It aims to be an ‘intellectual history’ as delineated by Rorty (1984): a history that
consists ‘of descriptions of what the intellectuals were up to at a given time, and of their
interaction with the rest of society — descriptions which, for the most part, bracket the question
of what activities which intellectuals were conducting” and which paint a picture on readership,
intellectuals’ anxieties, choices of ‘vocabularies, hopes, friends, enemies, and careers’.’

Intellectual history is achieved, Rorty adds a caveat, by focusing on those philosophers
outside of the canon or even those who were not called philosophers but often performed the
latter’s ‘jobs’: ‘impelling social reform, supplying new vocabularies for moral deliberation,
deflecting the course of scientific and literary disciplines into new channels’.® In more than one
way, the second-century intellectual Dio of Prusa, known posthumously as Chrysostom for his
‘golden-mouthed’ oratory, is an exquisite specimen for such a historical study.

As is well known, the intellectual identity of Dio — a sophist, or a philosopher? — has
been a matter of debate since antiquity (Philostr. VS 487; more below).” Outside of academia,
one would be hard pressed to find someone who might mention Dio in a list of ancient

philosophers, but even within academia and among those who do acknowledge Dio’s status as

4 This, of course, is true not only about accounts of ancient philosophy but of philosophy in general, see: Rorty
1984. The ancient notion of philosophy as a way of life, however, does lend greater urgency to the matter when
ancient philosophy is discussed. Warren 2009, 133-4, comments on this in his discussion of Diogenes Laértius.
Publications, usually hefty tomes, which present themselves as a history of philosophy, are often organised around
figures (Plato, Aristotle, Seneca etc.) or around schools of thought (Platonism, Stoicism, Epicureanism, etc.),
covering their doctrines in varying levels of detail. Rorty termed this genre doxography, which is alive and well
today as much as it was when Guthrie published his first volume of A History of Greek Philosophy in 1962.
Contemporary publications still offer similar accounts even when claiming otherwise or, in edited volumes,
sporting one or two additions that are not pure doxographical: e.g. Taylor 1997; Johansen 1998; Furley 1999;
Kenny 2004; Adamson 2014; Engberg-Pedersen 2017. Rorty’s taxonomy (which I accept) points to three more
genres in the history of philosophy: historical and rational reconstructions, and Geistesgeschichte (49-67). In short,
the first two study philosopher’s ‘solutions’ to problems either on their own and in their own time or in comparison
to later developments in philosophy and the sciences. The third is engaged less so with the ‘solutions’ to questions
and problems, and more with the questions about the reasons why a certain problem interested a certain
philosopher or their time. Like doxography, these have examples from recent scholarship of ancient philosophy:
Boys-Stones 2001; Long 2006; Sedley 2012; Schofield 2013; Laurand 2014; Trapp 2007a.

5 Rorty 1984, 68. Rorty was influenced by anthropology, especially by what Gilbert Ryle termed ‘thick
description’ (Collected Papers: vol. II 1971b, 465-96, although Rorty’s bibliography refers to volume I: 1971a).
The concept was developed and made widespread by Clifford Geertz in The Interpretation of Cultures (1973).
For ‘thick description’ in literary analysis, see: Gallagher and Greenblatt 2000, 20-48. On ‘Intellectual history’
see as well: Kaldellis and Sinissoglou 2017, 4-11.

¢ Rorty 1984, 69.

7 The reference is to Philostratus’ short biography of Dio in his Lives of the Sophists, in which he confessed to be
uncertain whether Dio was a philosopher or a sophist.



a philosopher, Dio is not always included in the canon.® And yet, as we will see, Dio had most
definitely impelled social reform, supplied new vocabularies for moral deliberation, and
deflected the course of, at least, the literary discipline.” Dio’s suitability to serve as a focal point
for the writing of intellectual history moves my choice of him beyond mere availability of
sources to study. Source availability, however, is important as well. Not only do we have Dio’s
own words for analysis, but also his corpus, consisting of mainly speeches delivered by
himself,'® amount to about 80 overall — a vast number in comparison even to what we have left
of some better-known ancient authors.

The space allotted for this dissertation does not permit an analysis of Dio’s entire
corpus. The guiding principle behind the choice of speeches was twofold: first, public speeches
— unlike, say, texts set in a dialogue form or what may be called thematic explorations.!! Public
speeches are read as carriers of meaning beyond their content. They are an action in space and
time, conducted in a specific manner. Studying them as such is to focus our analysis on what
Dio was doing as a philosopher. In addition, since what I seek to explain is Dio’s public activity,
his communication with large, public gatherings are the best sources for this purpose. Secondly,
this thesis is concerned with speeches which reveal information about Dio’s conception of the
identity and role of the philosopher. Although some of these were delivered in a private setting,
without these our understanding of Dio’s conception of the philosopher in society is marred
since they contextualise Dio’s own actions and elucidate the model of the philosophical activity
beyond the way Dio embodied it by adding to the analysis Dio’s own reflections on the topic.!?

Based on these speeches, the reading of Dio offered here is of the philosopher /ess as a
producer of written texts than as an agent of spoken words. The sort of questions I raise are

why these words were spoken, how they were spoken, what aims they served and, when

8 Trapp 2007a, 23-7.

° Naturally, ‘discipline’ cannot be taken in its modern meaning. To the extent, however, that the study of literature
and literary production forms a field of knowledge, scholars certainly understand Dio’s work to have changed this
field (e.g., Trapp 1995, and Sidebottom 2006 on Dio’s play with and development of the themes of city panegyrics
and kingship literature, respectively).

10 Subjectivity, often manifesting in Dio’s work as full-blown irony, is a crucial issue in literary analysis (not only
of Dio’s, of course) and will be part of my analysis. For the moment, we may note that methodologically, what
Geertz and others have called ‘thick descriptions’ are based on the subjective voice as the interpreter of events
(Geertz 1973, 15).

' For examples of dialogue, see: Orr. 14-15. For thematic explorations (these can be subdivided into different
genres which is not of our concern here) see: Or. 11 (The Trojan Oration), Or. 52 (An Appraisal of the Tragic
Triad), and Or. 63 (On Fortune 1), each different to the others. Some of these, like the first and the third may have
been presented in public. Since, however, there is no indication of time in all cases, and since in these Discourses
Dio — even when he uses philosophical arguments and ideas — was less concerned with making his identity as a
philosopher a point of interest, these were left out of this thesis, for the most part.

12 The speeches studied in this thesis therefore are Orr. 1, 3, 4, 7-9, 12, 13, 18-20, 22, 24, 26, 31-6, 38, 40, 42, 43,
45-9, 51, 54, 72, 80.



possible, what they might have achieved. This is an analysis of Dio’s Orations as speech acts:
‘words and terms are deeds, insofar as they not only are carriers of depersonalized meaning but
reflect the intentions of historical agents and the intentionality of texts that function as agents
in a historical setting’.!* To give a concrete example: this thesis claims that in order to
understand Dio’s suggestion such as to the people of Tarsus that they should enfranchise a
group of linen-works (Or. 34), we ought to look beyond the content and into Dio’s choice to
speak as a philosopher and to ask why he chose to speak as one, what he tried to achieve by
that, and how he went about doing it. We will see that Dio cannot be understood as an
intellectual, indeed as a philosopher, without the public cultural milieu in which he was active
and to which he responded in his actions.

It should be noted, however, that whilst this thesis is located in the Aistory of philosophy
and most of the argumentation presented in it is of historical bent, the tools of literary analysis
are not jettisoned. Although it is not the main aim of this work, we cannot do without some
philological insights and analysis of Dio’s literary techniques such as, for example, his use of
allusions. These, however, come into the discussion only whenever they can bolster the
intellectual-historical analysis and not at all turns.!'#

The choice of sources, corresponding to the underlying research question of this thesis
—how did Dio understand the role of the philosopher in civic space? — is meant to fill a gap not
only in Dionic scholarship (see below) but also in the study of philosophy in early imperial
Rome. Scholars have, in general, given little attention to the question of philosophers’ activity
in the civic, public space. The historiographical tendency of historians of philosophy to
consider ideas more than philosophers’ actions is noted above. To some extent, historical

argumentation that is done from the perspective of intellectual history (or any perspective that

13 Kaldellis and Sinissoglou 2017, 8.

14 In this my analysis is located closer to that of Whitmarsh than Desideri’s (2007, 194): ‘the literary dimension
can hardly be proved to be the main interest in any of Dio’s speeches, which are nearly always the written version
of what had originally been orally delivered speeches’. Whitmarsh (2001a, 293) observes how Dio’s political
agency stems from his literary (oratorical) production. Literary criticism is part of my analytic toolbox and
sometimes text is treated as a product in and of itself, acknowledging the fact that a text can ‘act’ in ways its
author did not intend. Certainly, Dio himself was aware of this (Or. 42.4-5). However, notwithstanding the
meaning a text can hold on its own, my analysis also focuses on it as an act of performance, carried out in a
specific moment in time and in a specific place. Indeed, some philosophical (or other) ideas evoked by Dio when
speaking in, e.g., the theatre of Alexandria can be found in a speech delivered in the Assembly at Tarsus — pointing
to some coherence in the overarching thought of Dio — but the issues dealt in each of these speeches are specific
to the respective communities to which they were addressed. In addition, the ways in which Dio presented himself,
whilst serving the same goal of cementing his recognition as a philosopher, were different. The act of the speech,
therefore, bears its own meaning which is prior to any meaning the text might acquire on itself, and hence is
emphasised in my analysis. Cf. the distinction made by Sidebottom (Sidebottom 2006) between Kingship literature
in the form of a treatise sent to a ruler rather than, like Dio’s, a speech delivered to a ruler (118; emphasis in the
original) without committing to the idea that Dio actually delivered speeches before the emperor, but most
certainly delivered them as a speech (118, n. 7, 145-9).

4



takes into account philosophers’ activity as philosophers in society) is always a part of any
historical analyses of philosophy, even when a study is focused more on ideas. It is a question
of emphasis.!> There have been, of course, publications which do consider the place of the
philosopher in society, even if only in the form of a shorter discussion within a larger
presentation of doctrines, or single additions to volumes which are more generally concerned
with ideas in and of themselves.'® Trapp’s Philosophy in the Roman Empire, to which we shall
return again later in this Introduction, is an excellent example. With the first half of the book
devoted to the individual and the second to philosophy in its social context,!” the latter gives
the reader more in the way of philosophers’ engagement with their respective communities
whilst the former is more an analysis of doctrine. However, the inquiry of the second half is
not done by investigating the activity of philosophers, but rather focuses on their ideas
concerning philosophical action: what imperial philosophers can tell us about political power,
ideal communities, and about the active place of philosophy in the community in general.!8

Some excellent work has been done lately in the field of the intellectual world in the
imperial era. Plutarch and his vast corpus maintain an allure for students not only of Platonism.
Van Hoof’s Plutarch’s Practical Ethics (2010) and Stadter’s Plutarch and his Roman Readers
(2015) place the intellectual in the context of his readership. At least in his ambition, Plutarch
emerges here as highly engaged in civic activity — a large portion of his works being dedicated
to the education of the political elite, as these publications show — and we will come back to
the difference between this form of engagement to that of Dio later on in this Introduction and
throughout the thesis.!” But the image of Plutarch, which emerges from these studies, is still
one of literary output rather than Plutarch’s own activity in the outside world.?°

Like Trapp, Eshleman (2012) took a broader perspective on intellectuals in the Roman

empire. Whilst she focused on intellectuals’ actions, in the sense of how they defined their

15 See n. 4 for the bibliography. Statements such as made by Long in his introduction to Epictetus: A Stoic and
Socratic Guide to Life (2002) are revealing in respect to how professionals view their work: Long writes that all
perspectives are relevant to his goal — intellectual and social history, the interpretation of Stoicism, ethics and
psychology, both ancient and modern, the theory and practice of education, rhetoric, and religion — and then adds
‘As a historian of ancient philosophy by profession, I have concentrated on the analysis of Epictetus’ main ideas’
4).

16 See, for example, Inwood 2017, a study of the legacy of Musonius Rufus. His public identity is discussed on a
par with his ideas in a volume (Engberg-Pedersen 2017) that is presented as a history of philosophy (specifically,
the interactions between Stoic and Platonic doctrines; 1-13).

17 Trapp 2007a, 135.

18 Cf. also Laurand 2014, a study of Stoicism in its social context through the fragments of Musonius Rufus. The
philosopher is secondary to the ideas he developed and discussed.

1 For a contrary opinion, about Plutarch as a populariser of philosophy, see: Roskam and van der Stockt 2011.
20 A relatively older publication, Mossman 1997 Plutarch and his Intellectual World, also engages more with
ideas than with the philosopher’s activity. Although in this work, the context is around Plutarch’s intellectual
milieu and intellectual persona, not as it was acted or carried out but as it emerges from his writings.

5



identity and vied for and over it with their peers, hers is a social history of intellectuals, rather
than an intellectual history aiming to explore the actions of intellectuals in society writ large,
not only among their social networks. The analysis offered in this thesis focuses more on how
an intellectual identity was not only a matter of debate among peers and other groups of
intellectuals, but also forged by interaction with the larger public; and, not least, how this
identity could be geared beyond establishing oneself as a philosopher, sophist, or any other
form of intellectual: that is, arguing that it could, and showing how it did, serve political goals.

Hahn’s Der Philosoph und die Gesellschaft (1989), a study of philosophical self-
representation and its intersection with the popular expectations of society from philosophers
in the high empire, remains to the present day the sole monograph devoted to the activity of
more than one philosopher in society in general and not just among intellectuals. The work is
a rich resource for philosophical activity not focused solely on ideas; but methodologically it
is limited by its essentialist approach, which understood philosophers as a clear-cut category,
instantly defined and immediately recognised by audiences based on outward appearance and
demeanour.?! Moreover, and crucially for the present thesis, Hahn’s work is emblematic of a
pattern of analysis found among different historians of ancient philosophy: a reading of
philosophical activity as devoid of civic and political impact, locating the place of philosophers
in society solely in ‘cultural’ contexts: teaching in private or in a school, declaiming both for
the purpose of general moral guidance and for entertainment, and producing texts of varying
sorts to be read mostly within the circle of practicing philosophers and their students.

An illuminating example for our purpose is Hahn’s analysis of Dio’s activity in his
hometown of Prusa. Hahn finds it ‘remarkable’ that for someone who was so much inclined
‘to mark himself as a philosopher’, when speaking in his hometown Dio ‘never’ grounds his
political action or his benefactions to the city in his philosophical vocation.?? As we will see in
Chapter 3, this is altogether wrong. I will show that it was precisely the discourse of the exiled
philosopher that Dio used in order to achieve his political goals in Prusa. The result, or rather
the premise, of Hahn’s view is that philosophers may have played a role in the civic space, but

it was no different to that of any other member of the elite and the fact that they were

2! Instead of showing identity to be a socio-cultural construct which had to be constantly asserted and maintained
in and by all forms of cultural and social discourses. For the critique, see: Gleason 1991. On the discursive nature
of identity, see: Eshleman 2012 esp. 1-20; see also: Whitmarsh 2001b, 159, and Gleason 1995, xvii-xxix.

22 Hahn 1989, 157-8. Cf. also, Winter 2002, who, generally speaking, sees Dio as a sophist and not a philosopher
even in the face of evidence that Dio appeared as a philosopher in civic contexts: ‘Dio may appear in the garb of
a philosopher [...] but, as he tells his audience, he has been appointed to the task of addressing the Alexandrians
“by the will of some deity”, #22,12. The “deity” in question is Vespasian’, 42. We will discuss this matter in
Chapter 4.3.1.



philosophers did not affect their interaction with their respective communities with regards to
civic and political issues.??

If some scholars reduce the philosopher to simply another manifestation of elite
paideia, those who do see philosophers as active in civic space (and, moreover, active by virtue
of their philosophical identity), provide little to no analysis as to how philosophers went about
this.?* As I will show with respect to Dio’s activity not only in Prusa but also in other cities
(Chapter 4), and as follows from a larger vision he expounded (Chapter 5), a philosopher in the
early imperial era could operate in civic space precisely because of his intellectual identity as
a philosopher and harness this identity towards political action.?> Through Dio’s activity we
learn that philosophers in early imperial Rome could be more than just teachers, entertainers,
writers for the elite, or even moral guides to large audiences. They could have been visible
civic and political actors who based their actions precisely on their authority as philosophers.
This, as we will now turn to see, is not the image we find in scholarship about imperial

philosophers, including scholars’ image of Dio.

23 Hahn 1989, 159f. For this view see also: Bowersock 2002, who admits that the dichotomy in scholarship (more
below) between the public activity of sophists and philosophers is not accurate. He sees the entry of some
philosophers into the public sphere (Dio among them; 162) only as performers, entertainers of sorts. More
recently, in attempt to further dissolve the longstanding sophist-philosopher dichotomy, Lauwers (2013) used
Systemic Theory to analyse the intellectual culture of the empire. Lauwers suggests reading intellectual culture as
divided into two ‘sub-systems’, a socio-political one and an intellectual-philosophical one. Whereas both stem
from Greek paideia and rely on it for execution of public performances, the former opened a way for political
success whilst the latter accorded one cultural authority that was not translated into political action, 331-40 (on
Systemic Theory, see bibliography in Lauwers and further: Even-Zohar 1990). Haake (2008) took a similar
approach and, based on epigraphic evidence, presented an argument which in the case of philosophers active in
the civic sphere diminished philosophos to, essentially, an honorific title.

24 Dillon 2002. Dillon admits the difficulty of recognizing philosophers among other members of the elite, but his
analysis is focused on figures such as Ammonius of Naucratis who taught philosophy in Athens, gained citizenship
and served in various official public roles. In 2009, Sidebottom offered an excellent analysis of the sophist-
philosopher dichotomy, and its fallacy. He showed, like others, how philosophers and sophists came from the
same echelons of society and shared an educational background which brought them to perform similar social
functions, some in public capacities. But there is no analysis of the way in which philosophical identity informed
the activity of philosophers in the public sphere.

25 The bibliography adduced hitherto is mostly focused on Greek writing/speaking philosophers (which includes
the Roman Stoic Musonius). Scholarship on Latin writing/speaking philosophers tends, historically, to focus more
easily on the activity of philosophers in society, especially in civic, political context. E.g., M. T. Griffin 1992 and
M. T. Griffin and Barnes 1989 advanced well beyond discussion of philosophy as a mere body of doctrines. In a
way, this focus is also the result of the historical circumstances of philosophy in the Latin speaking world. The
way Roman elites gradually adopted the wisdom from Greece makes it easier, if not more important, to think how
philosophy informed the actions of the Roman elite in the civic space. In one way or another, philosophy was
present at the background of leading public figures from Cicero and Cato the Younger through Musonius Rufus
and Seneca to Marcus Aurelius. With all of them, however, philosophy was, to certain degrees, overshadowed by
their political activities and did not necessarily constitute the main rationale for their actions. The bibliography
on philosophy in Rome is vast. On the topic of its intersection with Roman civic life and the role it played in
informing the actions of civic actors, see (in addition to the two references mentioned above): Morford 2002;
Reydams-Schils 2005 esp. 84-108; Brunt 2013.



|.2 Dionic studies in the past two decades
We can mark four crucial points in the study of Dio. First, antiquity: about a century after Dio’s

death (sometime after 110 CE) he was acknowledged as a worthy subject of study by
Philostratus, who devoted to him a section in his Lives of the Sophists, combining biographical
anecdotes with comments on style and literary output (V'S 487-8). Around the turn of the fifth
century, Synesius of Cyrene — bishop of Ptolemais and a Neoplatonist philosopher — devoted a
treatise (dedicated to his future son) to the life of Dio who, Synesius thought, changed track in
the midst of his life from a sophist to philosopher: a lesson worthy of study, he believed. It is
not an exaggeration to say that this conversion narrative posited by Synesius became the most
important element in the study of Dio for millennia to come.?® It is clear that Synesius had a
collection of Dio’s speeches in front of him and that by this point Dio was already considered
a ‘classic’, known as Chrysostom already in the third century when Menander Rhetor
commends him, with Plato, Xenophon, and some others, for his style (Rhet. Spengel p. 390).

The second pivotal point in Dionic studies follows a long time later (although Dio did
not diminish as a subject worthy of study).?’” Von Arnim’s monograph from the end of the
nineteenth century (1898) adopted the conversion narrative from Synesius and turned it into a
tripartite course — with the third part, in the spirt of Hegelian philosophy, being a synthesis
between sophistry and philosophy. This shaped much of the following century’s research and
until 1978 remained the single book-length study on the philosopher. 1978 is our third key
point in the study of Dio. It witnessed the publication of three seminal works: from Italy, Paolo
Desideri on the Greek intellectual in the Roman empire; from Britain, John Moles on the
intellectual identity of Dio and his alleged conversion from sophist to philosopher; and from
North America, Christopher Jones on the political, historical context in which Dio was active.
Lastly, at the beginning of the current century, a volume edited by Simon Swain (2000)
surveyed Dio from the angles of politics, letters, and philosophy.?® This dissertation revisits
Dio after two decades which did not witness major additions to the study of Dio.

Since Swain’s volume, in Anglophone academia the study of Dio has not been

neglected. However, there are no extensive studies on Dio, who only makes appearances either

26 Note that the narrative of conversion into philosophy was a figment of Dio’s (Or. 13). It was specifically a
conversion from a sophist into philosopher that Synesius posited, a ‘change’ never mentioned by Dio himself.

27 Brancacci 1986; Amato 2014, 141-52; Amato et al. 2016, 169: 505-38, 539-52, and 553-78.

28 The introductory chapter of Swain (2000) covers in detail the study of Dio from antiquity to the time of the
volume’s publication, see: 13-48.



in articles — sometimes not necessarily devoted to him — or as part of a larger context.?® In 2008,
Bekker-Nielsen published a monograph in English titled Urban Life and Local Politics in
Roman Bithynia: The Small World of Dion Chrysostomos.>® Although enlightening and
informative, only one chapter is truly devoted to Dio, whereas the lion’s share of the book is
faithful to the first elements in its title.>! Scholarship on Dio in other languages has been more
prolific in the past two decades, yet the focus there, excluding one rather short study of Dio by
Amato,* has been on editions and commentaries of specific Orations. The major ones are: a
text with annotated translation, commentary, and a number of essays from 2009, edited by H.-
G. Nesselrath with contributions from multiple scholars; Bost-Pouderon’s translations and
commentary from 2006 and 2011 of and on Orations 33-35; and Vagnone’s 2012 translation
of the Kingship Orations and Oration 62. Another exception to these is the hefty, edited volume
devoted to Dio which was a result of a 2015 conference in Nantes.>3As was noted by K.
Jazdzewska, the sole reviewer of the above-mentioned volume, its merit is found particularly
in inspections of individual texts and passages, and although it might be reflective of several
trends in Dionic scholarship it does not, as a whole, develop a coherent thesis and reading of
Dio.>*

Moreover, a number of articles in the Nantes volume devote most of their space to
paraphrasing or general comments, which do not add much to our understanding of Dio. To
look at just one example, let us take the opening article by M.-L. Freyburger-Galland, which
compares Dio with his namesake and possible distant progeny, Dio Cassius. Freyburger-

Galland states rather early that Dio developed a political theory that revolved more around the

2 For the sake of convenience, the following are publications on Dio in various languages from 2001 onwards.
See text for my comments on the state of Dionic research outside of Anglophone academia and for a discussion
of general themes these raise and integrate into. Bandini 2001; Brancacci 2001; Volpe and Ferrari 2001;
Whitmarsh 2001b; Whitmarsh 2001a; Bowersock 2002; Winter 2002; Nesselrath et al. 2003; Penwill 2003;
Billault 2004; Kokkinia 2004; Whitmarsh 2004; Moles 2005; Whitmarsh 2005; Gangloff 2006; Sidebottom 2006;
Desideri 2007; Kokkinia 2007; Platt 2007; Trapp 2007a; Bekker-Nielsen 2008; Bost-Pouderon 2008; Madsen
2009; Nesselrath 2009; Sidebottom 2009; Ventrella 2009; Desideri 2011; Asirvatham 2012; Desideri 2012; Jones
2012; Kasprzyk and Vendries 2012; Trapp 2012; Billault 2013; Kim 2013; Zadorojnyi 2013; Amato 2014; Billault
2014; Goulet-Cazé 2014; Jazdzewska 2014; Bailey 2015; Bekker-Nielsen and Hinge 2015; Fuhrmann 2015;
Jazdzewska 2015a; Jazdzewska 2015b; Jones 2015; Ventrella 2015; Amato et al. 2016; Billault 2016;
Giannakopoulos 2016; Kemezis 2016; Reydams-Schils 2016; Hunter 2017; Jackson 2017; Raschieri 2017,
Richter 2017; Ventrella, Grandjean, and Thévenet 2017; Fowler 2018; Oppeneer 2018; Bryen 2019; Ma 2019;
Trapp 2019; Moignard 2020.

30T note the language of publication since Bekker-Nielsen is Danish.

31 Fear 2009; Kuhn 2010.

32 Amato 2014.

33 Amato et al. 2016.

34 Jazdzewska 2017, 345. It is, therefore, not surprising that such an immense volume (600 pages with 30 articles)
did not attract more attention from scholars.



t,33 a statement with

problems of Greek cities rather than around the central imperial governmen
which this thesis agrees and develops. The focus of her contribution, however, is specifically
on Dio’s thoughts regarding central government — his and Cassius’ views on the principate —
and the piece ends with what is far from a novel conclusion: that Dio believed a monarchy that
is led by a virtuous emperor, who is aided by trusted advisors, to be the best regime.*¢

The works by Bekker-Nielsen (2008) and Amato (2014) offer more developed, if not
entirely novel, readings of Dio. Amato’s collection of his own studies, other than being the
work of a single author (thus lacking, for the better, some of the inconsistencies of his edited
volume and edited volumes in general),’” follows a chronological order which manages to
provide the reader with something of a narrative of the career of Dio. The themes, however,
are disparate — ranging from the dating of texts, to literary analysis, the relationship with Trajan
and finally the reception of Dio (in antiquity as well as in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries).
Bekker-Nielsen’s monograph, on the other hand, does more in the way of presenting a unified
argument. Yet this is a work more about the wor/d in which Dio was active (from a time prior
to Dio as well as after him) than about the activity of Dio in that world. If we compare this
study with that of Jones’ (to which the title apparently gestures)*® we find two different methods
of analysing an intellectual’s activity in the ancient world. Jones’ historical analysis, unlike
that of Bekker-Nielsen, always keeps Dio at the centre of attention as an agent within his
‘Roman’ world.

It thus appears that whilst the last two decades have witnessed a flourishing of Dionic

studies, we lack an updated, unified reading of Dio: a thesis of his literary and public activity

35 Freyburger-Galland 2016, 18.

36 Freyburger-Galland 2016, 29. Cf., for example, Swain 1996, 192: ‘The most important of [Dio’s ideas in the
Kingships] is his firm belief in the validity of monarchical rule as the ideal of government’. More recently, Trapp
2007a, 180: ‘Most of the central emphases of Dio’s message to Trajan will sound thoroughly familiar by now; the
king as moral paragon, enjoying resemblance to and closeness to the supreme God; kingship as a natural,
cosmically sanctioned form of authority; the deterrent contrast between kind and tyrant. All four orations dwell
on the need for the food monarch to be morally superior to his subjects’. Matters appear to be similar with respect
to scholarship on Cassius Dio. I am not a scholar of the historian and this is only one example, but to the extent
that there is merit in in demonstrating a shared line of thought between the two Bithynians, Madsen (2009) had
already done so and his conclusions are very much the same to those of Freyburger-Galland.

37 See: Jazdzewska 2017, 345: ‘approaches, interpretations, and topics — at times complementary, at times parallel,
and at times competing’. That edited volumes can ‘suffer’ such fate hardly needs any proof, yet it is interesting to
note that the volume from 2009 (including texts, translations, commentaries, and essays) which was edited by H.-
G. Nesselrath (to which Amato was one of the contributors as well), was also criticized for disagreements between
the authors and a lack of attempt by the editor to harmonise them, see: Bekker-Nielsen 2010
(https://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2010/2010.07.07/; for the response of Amato, see:
https://bmer.brynmawr.edu/2010/2010.08.14/).

38 The title of Jones’ book is The Roman World of Dio Chrysostom to which, 1 believe, Bekker-Nielsen alludes
with his title: The Small World of Dion Chrysostomos (nomenclature choices aside).
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as a whole unit, which takes into account the additions of the past two decades and presents
Dio as an active agent in his world. This thesis aims to bridge this gap.

But a need for a unified discussion is not enough. In the field of Dionic studies
specifically, as far as we can try to thematise the additions of the past two decades, there seem
to arise three main interests around Dio: exile, his stance vis-a-vis the emperor and monarchy,
and Dio’s political career. Each of these suffers from some form of scholarly neglect.

In respect to the issue of exile, it is Oration 13 which keeps attracting the attention of
scholars.?® This is not surprising, since it is in Oration 13 that Dio tells the story of his exile in
which, so he says, he became a philosopher (more below). Its importance to our understanding
of Dio is undeniable. However, I will show in Chapter 3 that this continuous focus on the 13%
Oration misses out on other important elements in Dio’s rhetoric of exile, specifically, how it
was not only connected with his identity as a philosopher but used as source of authority to
facilitate political action.

Next, among publications which offer an analysis of Dio and his corpus on their own —
whether alongside other figures or not — there are certainly some which focus on political action
and Dio’s involvement in the political world around him. In these, however, there is somewhat
of a narrowing down of what political involvement means by focusing more on the relationship
between philosophers (or philosophically informed political figures) and the imperial regime.*°
Likewise with some of the current contributions: Penwill’s locating of Dio in a broader
(Roman) context, Kokkina’s inquiry into his relationship with Trajan, Sidebottom’s
exploration of Dio’s contribution to On Kingship literature, and Reydams-Schils’ analysis of
Stoics speaking truth to power.*! For whatever nuance these add to our understanding of Dio
or the time period — and it is mostly nuance*? — the focus on this form of political engagement
by the philosopher is all too narrow. Activity in civic and political space for Dio exceeded

whatever interactions or thoughts he had with and about the emperor and the empire.

39 This was the speech on which Synesius based his conversion narrative and was followed by von Arnim (1898)
and then Moles (1978) in the discussion of this pivotal speech/moment in Dio’s ‘career’. For discussion post 2000,
see: Whitmarsh 2001a; Moles 2005; Desideri 2007; Ventrella 2009; Bekker-Nielsen and Hinge 2015; Billault
2016; Hunter 2017; Richter 2017; Ventrella, Grandjean, and Thévenet 2017; Moignard 2020.

40 The discussion goes a long way back, Brunt 1975 is a good and close enough place to start. See also: Maier
1985 (with the critique by Griffin 1987). Cf. also the recent edited volume by Bosman 2019, Intellectual and
empire in Greco-Roman antiquity which reveals the same kind of preoccupation of scholars, focusing on
Hellenistic and late Republican more so than on early Imperial time.

41 Penwill 2003; Kokkinia 2004; Sidebottom 2006; Reydams-Schils 2016.

42 To give but a few examples, Dio’s relationship with the Flavian dynasty has been treated by Jones 1978 and
Desideri 1978. Whitmarsh 2001b discussed Dio’s position in respect to Rome and Trajan as well as the Kingships,
which were treated thoroughly by Moles 1990 and by Sidebottom himself in 1991.
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The third thread does expand into political activity irrespective of (or in addition to)
Dio’s engagement with monarchy.* T have mentioned Bekker-Nielsen’s monograph from
2008, and we can count here additions such as Jones’ study of citizenship through the case of
Dio, Fuhrmann’s Realpolitik reading of Dio’s political career, Oppeneer’s comparison of Dio
with his epithet-sake John Chrysostom in respect to their politics and rhetoric and, similarly,
Bryen’s reading of Dio’s Euboicus as an image of political discourse and mechanism of the
time.** If, however, the study of Dio’s position in respect to Rome and the emperor is usually
tied with his intellectual/philosophical identity, what is apparent in these studies is how much
this identity tends to be watered down (if at all discussed).*

It is in reply to these threads that I develop my thesis specifically around the identity of
Dio as a philosopher, and the activity of Dio as a philosopher in public, civic space. I argue
that the two cannot be studied in separation because the one not only informs but facilitates the
other: Dio’s authority to speak and his means of trying to achieve civic and political goals are
based on his insistence to be identified as a philosopher.

Here would be a good place to continue with the bibliographical exposition, alongside
explaining my choice of Dio and the manner in which this thesis sees him. However, since |
have thus far treated the terms philosophy, and civic/political space rather casually, and since
these terms are crucial for the reading of Dio presented in this thesis, we shall now turn to the

working definitions of these before we come back to our hero.

1.2.1 Philosophy and philosophical identity
Philosophy has many faces. It is not only the case that the modern conception of philosophy,

both as a field of knowledge and as an occupation, has no ancient equivalent; also in ancient
times philosophia, philosophos, and philosophein held different meanings for different
people.*® How, then, are these to be understood by the reader of this thesis?

In the ancient world, on the one end of the spectrum, philosophy was simply a term used

to legitimise one’s intellectual practice.*’” By declaring their respective pursuit as philosophy,

43 Perhaps it is a good time to point here to what appears as a rising interest in the rhetoric of Dio’s civic speeches
(more so, perhaps, than an interest in analysis of their place within his career): Bost-Pouderon 2006; Kokkinia
2007; Platt 2007; Kasprzyk and Vendries 2012; Zadorojnyi 2013; Bailey 2015; Jazdzewska 2015b; Bost-Pouderon
2016.

44 Bekker-Nielsen 2008; Jones 2012; Fuhrmann 2015; Oppeneer 2018; Bryen 2019.

45 Zuiderhoek 2008 is another example of this tendency.

46 Literally, ‘love of wisdom’, ‘wisdom lover’, and (the infinitive form of the verb) ‘to philosophise’ whose
basic meaning is ‘to love wisdom’. Cf. Trapp 2007a, 23-26; Trapp 2017, 41-42.

47 Lauwers 2015, 16.
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intellectuals of various callings sought to augment their cultural and intellectual authority.*®
This includes some who in modern eyes, most probably, would not be seen even as
intellectuals, such as the athlete and trainer Markos Aurelios Asklepiades.*® At the other end
of the spectrum, philosophy was the mode of life and the specialised subject matter of teaching
and inquiry by men and women who subscribed to a specific hairesis (a school of thought, e.g.
Stoicism or Epicureanism) in their pursuit after the truth and the good life.>® To gain a place
on this broad spectrum one had to be accepted as a philosopher by a circle of peers who
constantly vied over and debated the boundaries of philosophy. Thus, philosophy was a
discursive social identity which meant that whoever was accepted as a philosopher was not a
philosopher unto himself but belonged also to a social network more or less discrete from other
social networks and intellectual categories.”!

As an intellectual pursuit philosophy could be witnessed in a plurality of spaces: private
houses, gymnasia, lecture-halls, city Council and Assembly meetings, theatres, temples, stoas,
baths, and simply on the street.’? Philosophy meant at one and the same time, education,
entertainment, and a deliberative or hortative discourse. As a consequence, philosophy, in
addition to forming its own social web of ‘practitioners’, was enmeshed in society as a whole.
While the majority of philosophers belonged to or came from the elite stratum of society,>
philosophy was not necessarily an elitist project.>*

In this dissertation, therefore, philosophy is studied as an educative and hortative
discourse aimed at society at large (as represented by the audiences of various public venues).
It is applied towards the cultivation of a public moral character and reasoned action and
performed by a member of a social group of intellectuals.

In discussing Dio’s philosophical identity, other than his outward appearance (which,
at times if not always, bore all the traditional markers of a philosopher, such as sporting a
shaggy beard), what is meant is Dio’s cognitive self-association with that socio-cultural-
intellectual group whose boundaries, although in constant flux, should and could be
circumscribed by himself and other members of the group. Philosophy, therefore, in this thesis,

is located somewhere in the middle of the spectrum (described above) as a life devoted to the

“8 Trapp 2017, 41-43.

49 Kénig 2005, 1-7 (for his commemoration as such see: p. 6 there).

50 Trapp 2007b, 8-9.

5! Eshleman 2012, 2, 9, 24. On the matter of according one the identity of a philosopher cf. Hahn 1989, 12;
Korhonen 1997, 35-36, who brings into this social web the audiences as well as the group of peers.

32 Eshleman 2012, 25-26.

53 Dillon 2002, 33.

5% Cf. Toner 2017, 171-8. Roskam and van der Stockt (2011) provide a somewhat different view than other
scholars on Plutarch’s readership (cf. van Hoof 2010; Stadter 2015).
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community’s virtues and reason which are found already in what other philosophers, on the
more ‘professional’ end of the spectrum have researched, refined, and passed forward.

One last remark. Dio was a versatile intellectual. I explained above the choice of my
sources and how it correlates to the kind of argument I aim to make in this thesis. This, as we
will see in the text below, is not the only way to read Dio but rather another way, which hitherto
has not been taken. We need to acknowledge, even in respect to Dio’s philosophy, that part of
it was of a different, less public nature.’> Dio would not attract the attention of so many people
over such a great length of time if his work and activity were much of the same. My argument,
in respect to Dio’s philosophy, is that in terms of his public activity and his public identity as
a philosopher, it was this form of philosophy — educative, hortative, aimed at the community

for the attainment of civic and political goal — which deserves our focus at this moment.

[.2.2 The civic — political space
The second term crucial for the reading of Dio presented in this thesis, as appears from its title,

is ‘civic space’. A major contention of this dissertation is that Dio was a political agent. That
he was so in a way that transcends both older and more recent views of Dio will be shown
throughout the thesis and will be discussed soon in brief. First, I want to focus on what I mean
by ‘political agent’ and its relation to the civic space.

Perhaps the simplest way to put it is in Greek terminology. The lion’s share of Dio’s
more important works located its audience in the city, the polis. By partaking in a discourse
framed by the physical and metaphorical confines of the polis, Dio participated in & moAitikd,
matters of the polis, and so himself was moAttikog, that is “political’. Hence when I write that
Dio was a political agent or a politician, what is meant in this thesis is that Dio had an active
part in improving the affairs (life and management) of the polis.

This explanation, however, might be as simplistic as it is simple. Firstly, because
scholars have shown that even speeches of Dio that were delivered in spaces outside the polis
(for instance, the 12" Oration that was presented in Olympia at the site of the games) can be
read as political.>® Secondly, even today when alles ist Politik,>" it is fair to claim that there is
a difference, at least, between levels of political involvement, levels which want a demarcation

between them. In concrete terms, if we agree that a citizen member of a city Council in session

55 Or. 30, for instance, the Charidemus, is a piece of extremely personal consolatory philosophy, see: Moles 2000;
Jazdzewska 2014; Jazdzewska 2015a.

56 Cf. Moles’ notes on the speech as a commentary on Roman rule (1995, 134): ‘Dio is telling the Greeks that
Greek culture and religion are more important that the Roman empire, that the eternal divine governance of the
universe is a far greater reality than that transient empire, and that Greece’s decline is largely Rome’s fault’.

57 “Everything is politics’, a saying attributed to Thomas Mann.
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is a political agent, then we must explain how Dio can still be called a political agent when
speaking as a non-citizen in front of a non-decision-making body.

My reading of Dio as such takes its cue from works influenced by Institutionalist
Theory, or more precisely, works which show that an institutionalist approach to the study of
ancient politics yields an impoverished picture of it. Alex Gottesman’s Politics and the Street
in Democratic Athens is one book that explains how politics is a phenomenon which takes
place in a plurality of public spheres.’® Instead of narrowing the study of politics to the events
and actors in the governmental institutions such as the Council, the courts, or the Assembly,
Gottesman expands the view to ‘wherever people gathered and socialized’.’® These loci
constitute the informal sphere, one of many public spheres which constantly intersect and
interact.®® It is this that I call the civic space, that overarching sphere of public activity that
encompasses what took place in the formal as well as the informal space of action.

As Gottesman notes, this view requires us to broaden our understanding of participation
in politics, acknowledging the existence of degrees; from ‘formal, primary participation to
informal, secondary participation’.%! Dio played a role in all spheres of participation. He spoke
as a citizen, by birth in his hometown or by honour in others, but he also appeared by virtue of
no formal office in public lecture spaces such as theatres; places which were not necessarily a
part of what Danielle Allen called the structures of the decision-making sphere where the
binding political shots of the polis were being called.®? In the language of the model employed
by Allen, Dio was part of both the ‘influential discourse’ that ‘flows’ through political and
legal institutions, or authoritative institutional spaces, and the ‘expressive discourse’ that
‘circulates within subnational and transnational communities and fosters shared identities,
alliances, solidarities, and network connections’.®®> Without stretching, anachronistically, the
notion of modern nationality into the ancient world, we could easily locate Dio’s activity within
‘influential discourse’ in cities where he was a citizen and spoke in the Assembly or Council

and within ‘expressive discourse’ where he spoke as a non-citizen in venues outside the

58 Similar approaches and arguments can be found in Vlassopoulos 2007 and in Sobak 2015.

59 Gottesman 2014, 2; 20. Gottesman’s approach, and hence the one taken in this thesis, can be compared and
opposed to the understanding of ‘politics’ in a more traditional manner, such as suggested lately by Paul Cartledge
in his thorough analysis of democracy from the ancient world onwards. Cartledge adopts for his discussion a
‘strong definition’ of politics: ‘the taking of collective decisions in public on matters both operational-pragmatic
and ideological-conceptual of crucial, central importance to the decision-taking collectivity as such, following an
agreed process of open debate among decision-takers who for the sake of this argument will be called empowered
citizens, that is, have the executive power to enforce those decisions’, see: Cartledge 2016, 36-37.

0 Gottesman 2014, 20.

6! Gottesman 2014, 21.

62 Allen 2015.

6 Allen 2015, 178-79.
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‘decision-making sphere’. Both forms of discourse constitute political participation and
activity.®* One caveat to be adduced here is that by no means is it the case that even when Dio
spoke as a citizen his identity as a philosopher did not come into play.

The idea of politics proposed by Gottesman is one that is not confined to ‘acts that
pursue an economic or social interest by means of formal, institutional decision’, but expands
it to ‘the production of public meaning’.%> This maps perfectly onto the understanding of Dio
presented in this thesis. As we shall see, Dio’s actions were mostly sanctioned by his cultural
authority as a philosopher and not by any official manner. In the majority of his appearances,
whilst aiming to affect the social and economic life of the polity, he was not doing so (in fact
many times he strictly could not do so due to lack of citizenship) through the formal,
institutional means. Instead, Dio generated, or tried to generate, effect by simply pushing his
agenda in the civic space.

It is important to contextualise these arguments within the political culture of poleis in
the Roman east, evidently different from Classical Athens with which Gottesman was
concerned. With respect to those cities, the scholarly discussion is focused mostly on the
question of the oligarchic or democratic nature of politics, and it is less interested with
exploring the question of institutionalism (although there is some of that as well).®® The former
communis opinio, best represented by the work of A. H. M. Jones, is that the Greek cities were
by and large ruled and administered by local elite families with the popular element in cities,
the demos, represented in the Assembly, being at best a rubber-stamp for decisions already
made by the Council.®’ This opinion has become more nuanced with the years.%® Mainly, the
Assemblies in the different cities are now understood to have been much more than an impotent
relic from the democratic past but rather a crucial locus for political activity and decision-
making.

The Assemblies were certainly a political institution, but there are two points that ought
to be remarked in that regard: first, as argued convincingly by Zuiderhoek, much of the power
in the Assemblies was held by the non-elite citizenry, especially the urban professional
classes.%” These are, of course, the people who frequent city centres on an everyday basis and

who would have attended not only the Assembly or the Council meetings, but other forms and

64 Cf. ‘Taken together, the two categories [...] make visible forms of political participation that have been obscured
by the more traditional focus on political “spaces™’, Allen 2015, 179.

5 Gottesman 2014, 22.

% Fields 2021, 4-9.

7 A. H. M. Jones 1940, 177, 179, 181.

68 Salmeri 1982, 56-66; Ma 2000; Salmeri 2000, 70-76; Zuiderhoek 2008; van Nijf and Alston 2011; Fields 2021.
69 Zuiderhoek 2008, 437-44.
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locales of public performances such as the theatres. This is an important observation for our
understanding of the public sphere at the time. Habermas, whose work was instrumental to the
development of this concept, put his finger on the cafes and salons of early modern Europe as
loci of political discussion external to official institutions.”® As Gottesman notes, some critics
pointed to Habermas’ neglect of other forms of associational life, such as that of the working
class.”! To some degree, this was the nature of the ancient city whose elite would gather in
symposia or the gymnasium and its non-elite citizenry formed collegia of professionals. Both
these groups, with their political opinions and ideas which we can imagine being discussed in
their different gatherings, constituted the body of the Assemblies.

Moreoever, Dio’s political speeches were mostly delivered in the Assembly and
Council chambers, but we have speeches like the Alexandrian, delivered in the theatre, or
others (e.g., Or. 22) of which the place of delivery is unknown, but they seem to fit better in a
city’s marketplace where they would be heard by the elite and non-elite alike, in all places
understood by scholarship as loci of political discourse. We cannot fully understand Dio’s, and
imperial era politics, if we focus solely on the events in the Councils and Assemblies.

The second point about the Assemblies as a political institution has to do with the
overall Roman context of Dio’s activity. Christopher Jones (somewhat) recently explained how
Dio’s status as a member of the elite (and a Roman citizen on both sides of his family) was
able to meet the expectations from his own and other communities, in which he was honoured,
to exert influence on Roman officials for the benefit of the Greek cities.” I will take issue with
this argument in Chapter 4 in respect to Dio’s appearance in Tarsus. What Jones’ argument is
right about, however, is that irrespective of citizen-status, Dio was able to speak on political
issues in different Assemblies of the Greek East. Citizenship, which was also a political
institution, becomes less important in the imperial era. If we were to analyse political activity
from an institutionalist point of view, a large body of evidence — speeches, not only of Dio,
concerning political issues but delivered by non-citizens — would be left out and the image of
politics at the time would be partial at best if not entirely incorrect.

This leads me to a related point about the image of Dio that will result from this thesis.
Dio’s civic politics are, at least in the ancient sense, global. It is only under Rome that such a

politician could have emerged. Salmeri rightly highlights the expression ‘under Roman rule’

7 Habermas 1989 [1962].
" Gottesman 2014, 4 (with further bibliography).
72 Jones 2012, 219.
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as key in those analyses, described above, of political culture in Greek cities.”® The reality of
the Roman empire, rendering the Greek cities not wholly free, especially for modern admirers
of Athenian democracy, limits the extent to which we can describe activity in Roman-Greek
poleis as truly ‘political’. Roman rule, however, did more than threaten constantly to meddle
with local politics and endanger the prospects of the elite. It also unified the Greek cities under
it, giving inter-polis politics a different quality to that under the multiple, often warring,
Hellenistic kingdoms. To be sure, this is a similar but different argument to that made by
Bowie, Swain, and others about Second Sophistic writing emerging under Roman rule as a
Greek way of asserting some form of dominance.”* These works investigated literary responses
of Greeks to Roman rule whereas I am arguing for a result in the possible activities of Greeks
such as Dio. My argument is, also, not the more nuanced argument of Whitmarsh,
problematising the very notion of ‘under’ Roman rule.”

Instead, it is, perhaps, a much more simple claim that a man like Dio could not have
been the product of classical or Hellenistic Greece because his politics are not only non-
institutionalist but rather supra-institutionalist: Dio could appear only in a world where
different Greek cities are unified by a constant political framework of a (Roman) Other that
made it impossible for cities to be fully sovereign, that diminished the meaning of local
citizenship, but maintained the possibility for some degree of political life within the

communities.

[.2.3 The image of Dio
How does the image of Dio as a philosopher in the civic space, the image this thesis aims to

expound, relate to former readings of Dio? If we start from the watershed year in Dionic studies,
1978, we find already a focus on both the identity of Dio as a philosopher and on his activity
as a political agent. For Desideri, Dio was a voice of the imperial court (controllore del
messaggio imperiale).’® As Swain aptly put it, Desideri’s ‘premiss is that the intellectual is
always in the service of power. Ideas of resistance or independence are inconceivable’.”” This
Roman-world focus was shared by Jones who presented an image of Dio as a political agent
hyper-aware of his Roman milieu. Again, Swain summarizes well: the result of Jones’ analysis

is ‘to emphasize Roman links [...]. Jones is not interested in Dio as a Greek or in his Hellenism

73 Salmeri 2011, 202.

74 E. L. Bowie 1970; Swain 1996.
7> Whitmarsh 2001b, 1.

76 Desideri 1978, 91.

77 Swain 2000, 37.
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or in the political thought that may be the manifestation of this’.”® Both these readings,
therefore, look outward towards the Roman political context of Dio. Bekker-Nielsen, as
mentioned, in what is the latest monograph devoted to Dio, also presented such a Roman-
focused reading.

Indeed Desideri himself, in the same volume from which Swain’s remark was quoted,
had suggested that, from the time of Dio, in addition to the ‘traditional role’ of the intellectual,
that of a counsellor to a royalty, there was also a local political venue in which he could be
active, his hometown.” But to focus on Dio’s political activity solely in Prusa (which was not
the only place where he was a citizen) is a misreading of the public sphere in which he was
active.®® It is just as deficient an image of Dio as that which is too heavily focused on the
Roman context.

Bekker-Nielsen, meanwhile, places great emphasis on the city and the conditions of
civic life in Asia Minor. On the other hand, when he portrayed the activity of Dio, there is
always a focus on the place of the Greek city within the empire.3! As mentioned above,
however, the analysis of Bekker-Nielsen is more of Dio’s world than of Dio’s activity in the
world. What is more, the crucial cultural element in Dio’s identity, his intellectual persona, is
almost absent from the analysis. Dio’s identity as a philosopher is accepted (e.g. he ‘assumes
the role of the philosopher-advisor’, ‘he chose the persona of a wandering philosopher”),3? but
it is completely left out of the analysis of Dio’s actual activity and how it was informed by his

identity as a philosopher.®* The trajectory offered in this thesis aims both to show how Dio

8 Swain 2000, 40.

7 Desideri 2000, 105-6.

80 Fuhrmann 2015 is an interesting and convincing argument about Dio’s political activity solely in Prusa. But
what is good for a single paper is not enough for a more extended discussion and we must take into account
political activity outside of Prusa (and more so, not only in places where Dio was citizen) to avoid an impoverished
picture.

8! This is presented, from the outset, as an objective reading of the historical situation: ‘The world of classical
Greece was a world of city-states; the Roman empire was an empire of cities. From the fourth century BC onwards,
most cities were no longer sovereign, self-governing poleis, but they were still governing on behalf of their
Hellenistic or Roman rulers. The administrative functions of the city and the readiness of its elite to participate in
its administration were crucial to the success of, and crucial to our understanding of, the Roman imperial project’.
It is also presented as the subjective way in which Dio understood his world, e.g.: “His problem is that his outlook
is so different from that of his audience: he views Prusa and Bithynia in their imperial context, while his listeners
are content to view their city in isolation. As Dion correctly sees it, petty poleis like Prusa, Kios or Apameia will
never achieve greatness on their own’, see: Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 13, 130.

82 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 121, 122.

8 The language of Bekker-Nielsen suggests that he sees Dio as taking up these personae for the purpose of public
performances. This image of Dio as an opportunist is familiar and my arguments in this thesis militate against it
(see more below). Cf. also Kemezis 2016 about Dio’s shifting intellectual stance (Cynic, Stoic, etc.) in accordance
with specific circumstances. But the shifting between, say, advice stemming from one Zairesis to that of another
is still consistent at the level of his meta-identity (so to speak) as a philosopher — of whatever Aairesis — in civic
space.
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constructed his intellectual identity as a philosopher and then how it was played out in his
activity in the civic space. This analysis, therefore, expands from Dio the individual, to his
activity in the city, to his ideas of Hellenism as informed both by his understanding of the place
of the city within the empire and by his paideia and philosophical leanings.

In Bekker-Nielsen’s attempt to address and explain Dio’s philosophical identity and its
relation to his political activity we can see the influence of another strand in the reading of Dio
in the past twenty odd years:

When Dion returns to Prusa, he no longer identifies himself with the municipal elite and
makes no attempt to win a place for himself in the political agon; on the contrary, he assumes
the role of the philosopher-advisor and, apart from heading an embassy to Rome, does not
undertake any municipal office. Why? [...] Wealth on this scale [such as Dio witnessed in
Rome] was not accumulated through farming or moneylending, but by exploiting the favour
of the emperor. Dion’s self-confidence was matched by his ambition, and he may well have
dreamed of creating a fortune of his own ‘by imperial favour’ as his grandfather had done.
When the fall of Flavius Sabinus destroyed these hopes, Dion’s reaction followed the classic
Aesopian pattern: he renounced what he could not attain, and chose the persona of a
wandering philosopher for himself. In this sense, there may be some substance to the story
of Dion’s ‘conversion’ — and it would not be unlike Dion to transform the tale of his failure

at Rome into a narrative of divine inspiration at Delphi.®

This is the picture of Dio the self-fashioning opportunist. It is a picture which began
with Moles in 1978 but was emphasised greatly around the end of the 90s and the early 2000s.
Like many of the readings of Dio presented hitherto, it is not wrong but incomplete. Famously,
Moles had suggested that Dio’s turn to philosophy was ‘a convenient way both of suppressing
the memory of his early time-serving attacks on philosophy [...] and of gratifying his personal
taste for self-dramatization’.%> We shall return later in this Introduction to the issue of the
alleged attacks against philosophy from Dio’s early years. For now, I only wish to point at
Moles’ paper as the beginning of this reading of Dio as an opportunist, self-fashioning himself
for the need of the moment.®¢ In 1995, Maud Gleason enhanced the argument (albeit not

completely in agreement with Moles)?” by looking at the self-fashioning of early imperial

84 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 121-2.

8 Moles 1978, 79.

8 Against the influential reading of von Arnim who took Synesius description of Dio’s intellectual trajectory and
refined it, adding a third element to Dio’s career moving him from a sophistic beginning through a Cynic,
philosophical, stage to a final period of synthesis between philosophy and rhetoric. For Moles on the Synesius/von
Arnim approach, see: 1978, 81f.

87 Gleason 1995, 153-4.
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Greek intellectuals in the Bourdieusian framework of symbolic capital. Self-fashioning as a
cultured intellectual, especially self-fashioning after the image of the great figures from the
past, was a means to achieve honours, and status.®® Gleason, however, did not focus on Dio but
on his student Favorinus and the latter’s antagonist, the renowned sophist Polemo.

The self-fashioning of Dio was a focal point in 2001 for Whitmarsh in his study of
Greek literature and the Roman empire. Like Gleason,? Whitmarsh understood Dio as having
operated within a literary and cultural tradition that provided its successful appropriators with
high status and great prestige.”® My reading of Dio adopts this understanding and the analysis
of Dio’s techniques of self-fashioning. Where I differ, however, is on the issue of purpose, or
intention. It is almost possible to say that for Whitmarsh, as well as for Gleason, the self-
fashioning of Dio is an end in itself. There is no translation into political goals or political
power of the symbolic capital that the asserted identity of the pepaideumenos confers unto
one.’! This is the case, at least, with Dio; Whitmarsh certainly highlights how paideia was
thought of as a means to confer practical, political power (as in the case of Plutarch, for
example).”? Overall, however, Whitmarsh focuses on social and cultural identity (masculinity,
Greekness, and elitism) as symbolic capital and power for which the self-fashioned
pepaideumenos continuously vies.”? T aim to show that Dio tried to translate this capital to a
more concrete form in the civic space where he could advocate for specific and practical action.

In Chapter 3 we will see how this translation took place specifically around the issue of

exilic discourse. In Chapters 4 and 5 we will see that Dio had a vision greater than himself

88 Gleason 1995, xxi.

8 Gleason 1995, 154.

%0 Whitmarsh 2001b, 90ff., 135, 159-60, 190.

°! Thus, the emphasis is on ‘prestige and symbolic profit” (135), the contest for which is a cultural/philosophical
one against other pepaideumenoi (164).

92 Whitmarsh 2001b, 96-7.

93 Whitmarsh 2001b, 90-130.
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even: an educational, Hellenic mission which guided his actions in the civic sphere and towards
which his self-fashioning as a philosopher was geared.**

Here I wish to bring back Trapp and his grand overview of philosophia in the Roman
empire. Trapp’s reading of Dio certainly points towards such a translation of symbolic, cultural
capital gained from identifying as a philosopher into an intention and ability to intervene in the
civic and political lives of communities. There is, however, one more recent reading of Dio,
highly influenced by Moles and Whitmarsh, to which we should point beforehand, especially
as it is more recent than Trapp’s book — a telling sign that this strand in Dionic studies is still
in vogue.

This is Claire Jackson’s chapter on Dio in The Oxford Handbook of the Second
Sophistic. Situating Dio in the context of Second Sophistic intellectual milieu, Jackson’s
reading does offer an image of a Dio who certainly had a mission bigger than himself. He is
still opportunistic, in the sense that his personae shift according to ad hoc purposes and needs,”
but he does so in order to explore greater cultural issues and questions and to problematise
them in the eyes (ears) of his contemporary audiences.”® This, indeed, gives Dio’s oeuvre a
sense of mission (a word Jackson does not use; but she does find ‘purpose’ in the speeches)’’
higher than self-fashioning as a philosopher for the sake of his own self-aggrandisement:
instead he becomes a commentator on and explorer of identity, especially nexuses of cultural
and intellectual identity such as Greek vs. Roman or philosopher vs. sophist. That is, he
emerges as a public intellectual commenting on the hot cultural questions of his day and
contributing to the discourse. All of this is certainly true, yet it lacks any sense of Dio the

intellectual who weighed in actively on issues relating to civic life, and whose interests went

94 Perhaps with the use of the word ‘mission’ it is proper to bring into mind the Apostle Paul. In Chapter 1, we
will discuss the place of Christianity within the intellectual/cultural milieu of the time, and especially the place of
Paul and his fellow early Christian speakers. Researchers have been comparing Paul and Dio for a long time now,
especially the language of the two as public speakers who were active in times not too remote (see, for example,
with ample bibliographies: Stowers 1981; Malherbe 1989; Winter 2002). Our interest in Paul is predominantly, if
not solely, as an intellectual who was active in the public sphere. However, it is interesting to draw a short
comparison — the space of this thesis forbids a full discussion — between the sense of mission of the two figures.
As claimed (see, further, Chapters 4 and 5), Dio had a mission greater than himself to educate people and cities
in the spirit of Hellenism. Paul, of course, spearheaded the mission of the nascent Christianity. Dio, however,
embodied his very mission. He was, to his eyes, the vision of its successful end in an individual and the mission
was never completely selfless (this is Dio the opportunist, as shown by the scholarship of the past two decades.
An image, as mentioned, that is not wrong but rather slanted). The successes of the mission required the success
of Dio the person. This was not the case for Paul, whose mission was not so much tied with himself but understood
by him as one which will succeed regardless of his personal success of which he was indifferent, see: Barnett
2008.

% Jackson 2017, 217-20.

% Jackson 2017, 221-2; 228-30.

7 E.g., Jackson 2017, 221.
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beyond the contemplative. For this, we need to turn back ten years prior to the Handbook, to
Trapp’s Philosophy in the Roman Empire.

The second half, approximately, of Trapp’s monograph is devoted to the question of
the philosopher (philosophos) in society: his relations with others, his roles in politics, and the
relations of philosophia with elements of mainstream culture. For the historical argument
which this dissertation aims to make, I take a cue from the image of Dio presented by Trapp:
that of a philosopher (Trapp insists, rightly, on Dio’s place in the list of philosophers)’® who is
highly committed to intervening in the civic and political lives of the Greek communities of
the Roman empire (and its outskirts). It is above all the analysis of the Borystheniticus Oration
(the 36™ in the corpus) offered by Trapp which informs my own reading of Dio:%°

Trapp shows how Dio shaped the Borysthenic community, located on the fringes of the
empire, into a literary /ocus for the discussion of matters civic and political in front of a local
audience in Prusa: the good community, Hellenic identity, and the nature of the polis. This
discussion is entrenched in philosophical (in this case, Stoic) language and ideas,'? and takes
the form of a cosmological narrative. As Trapp argues, however, the (pseudo-)Persian cosmic
myth does not shift the focus entirely towards cosmology and the sublime. Instead, it serves to
raise further questions about the polis and its nature.!°! The philosophical discourse, therefore,
is put to use to serve Dio’s goal in the political and civic sphere.

As for the goals, of course, they were to be achieved in Prusa where the speech was
delivered. Borysthenes, whatever its historical reality and whatever interaction Dio had there
(or not) with the locals, was an ideal place: far-flung and (hence) malleable. The lessons on the
good community, Hellenic identity, and the nature of the polis as allegedly discussed there are
meant for the Prusan ears. Dio conveyed his political message in his own hometown, a very
real historical context, and to his fellow-citizens. Equally real were the other cities where his

102

speeches pronounced ideas parallel to those found in the Borystheniticus.'”~ These are ideas,

however. They are Dio’s political musings. Which, along with its substantial treatment in

%8 Trapp 2007a, 25-6.

9 A similar approach can be seen, on a smaller scale, in Salmeri 2000. Salmeri shows that Dio (and others)
understand(s) political engagement in the city as a natural and primary duty for an intellectual who is committed
to city politics (63; 65). Salmeri, however, focused on intellectuals active in their home city whereas I expand and
show Dio’s engagement with city politics both in and outside of Prusa.

100 Trapp 2007a, 185-6.

101 Trapp 2007a, 188.

102 Such as in Tarsus and Alexandria, Trapp 2007a, 197.
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103°As mentioned,

scholarship, is why I will not thoroughly discuss Oration 36 in this thesis.
my aim is to work around Dio’s understanding that it was his place as a philosopher to translate
his philosophically-minded political ideas into political action.

This image of Dio as the philosopher who understands philosophy as a collective
experience,'® who understands his role within society as a civic and political agent whose
legitimacy for this role stems from the fact that he identifies as a philosopher, is the image I
explore in this dissertation.!® This image does not deny Dio the status of a self-fashioning,
ironic, master of words. It seeks, rather, to highlight the connection between these tactical aims
and an ambition to supply intellectual leadership for Hellenic communities (and the Hellenic
community as a unit within the empire)!% towards a better life based on a philosophical
worldview. Irony, humour, wordplay, and the like do not preclude from being seriously
committed to a social or political agenda. Thus the arc of this dissertation, as hinted above,
moves from portraying how Dio did indeed fashion a philosophical identity for himself,
through discussing how this identity served as the basis for his civic and political interventions
both in Prusa and in other Greek cities, and to (finally) describing what can be called the legacy
of Dio: the image of the philosopher and his place in society not only as he embodied it, but as
he tried to bequeath it to others or demand that his peers and contemporaries live up to it.

To justify this reading, the last section of this introductory chapter will be devoted to

one more preliminary issue: why I insist on a reading of Dio as a philosopher?!?’

103 For Oration 36, see: von Arnim; Desideri 1978; Jones 1978; Russell 1992; Trapp 1995; Schofield 1999; Swain
2000 (several of the contributions); Nesselrath et al. 2003 (with further bibliography); Gangloff 2006; Babler
2007; Bekker-Nielsen and Hinge 2015.

104 Trapp 2007a, 214.

105 Another advocate of this image is John Ma, who in Swain’s volume from 2000 analysed the Euboicus (another
set-in-another-place speech like the Borystheniticus) to show how even within the highly literary and self-
fashioning times of the Second Sophistic, intellectuals like Dio were concerned ‘with the issues of community,
politics, and democracy’. Dio is portrayed as a public intellectual speaking not for the sake of performance, but
for the sake of civic intervention in the form of political advice (108-124; quotation is from 124).

106 Individual cities are certainly the main concern of Dio, but they are often an example of Hellenism (successful
or lacking) as we will see in Chapter 4. Often times, as will be shown, there is a sense that what allows some of
the arguments about Hellenism and a Hellenic spirit is the ever-present framework of the empire, its ruling
mechanisms as well as its ethos as it is portrayed by Dio. This can be compared with what Trapp writes on the
move from polis to cosmos in the political philosophy of the time. On the one hand, the cosmos as a framework
makes polis politics all the more important as it renders easier the elision of bigger political units such as province,
kingdom and empire. On the other hand, the importance of the political game itself is diminished in light of an
overarching cosmic authority (Trapp 2007a, 231-2). Similarly, whilst the Roman empire allows to focus on city
politics, eliding Hellenism as the empire now replaces the Hellenistic kingdoms, the very existence of a grand
Roman framework allows to zoom out and shift the focus to a conglomerate of Greek cities which share a Hellenic
ethos that is set in relief by the Roman power. On this dynamic see: Whitmarsh (ed.) 2010, especially the first
chapter by Whitmarsh (1-16), and the second by Clifford Ando 2010 (17-45).

107 See the beginning of Chapter 1 for further discussion, specifically about the sophist/philosopher question.
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[.3 Why Dio? Why a philosopher?
With the ascension of Nerva to the imperial throne, Dio returned from his wandering period

committed to claiming his place in the civic sphere. His ambitions were great, far exceeding
what he called the frivolous (ocuikpd koi 830&a) politics of Prusa, his home city (Or. 47.1).198
Dio delivered speeches in many different cities and locales of the Greek East. He spoke before
Assemblies and Councils on political issues and before gathered audiences at major Greek
events on various topics — from moral philosophy through aesthetics to literature and history.
If he had had any connections with the Flavians before his wandering,'® upon his return he
gained the favour of Nerva (Or. 45. 2-3) and was a delegate to the imperial court in Rome
under Trajan.'!" At the end of his life Dio was a well-respected citizen, a teacher of paideia,
and — if we take Philostratus’ comment (VS 488) to contain some kernel of truth — he was even
loved by the emperor.

Even in the imperial era, when power was more and more centralised in the hands of
one man and the branches of imperial rule, one road to establishing oneself in the political
game and to garnering political power and authority ran through public, civic space.!!! This
space was typically occupied by those whose rhetoric was impactful enough to muster the

"2 For this purpose, Dio employed all his educated might. His

attention of their audiences.
speeches are full of varied rhetorical manoeuvres, and they prove his mastery of paideia,
broadly understood as Greek education.!!* Yet an image of a pepaideumenos, a person who has
acquired paideia, was not enough and Dio went one step further. Much of his rhetoric is
devoted to presenting himself as a specific kind of a pepaideumenos, namely a philosopher.
Much of the argument of Chapters 3 and 4 is devoted to this element in Dio’s rhetoric: I turn
the spotlight to the places in the speeches where Dio attempts to highlight his identity as a
philosopher in the eyes and ears of his audiences.

There is always an option to read Dio’s self-fashioning as an ironic rhetorical

manoeuvre used to arrogate to himself the identity of a philosopher for tactical reasons in the

108 Desideri 1978, 376.

109 See: Sidebottom 1996, who discredits the connection. In n. 1 Sidebottom adduces modern scholars who
contended that Dio was on terms of intimacy with the Flavian dynasty, an opinion stemming from Philostratus’
The Live of Apollonius of Tyana (5.27-38) and was most strongly adopted by Italian scholars such as Momigliano
1951, 152, ; Desideri 1978, 138-39, and; Salmeri 1982, 24-26.

110 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 122.

111 Ma 2000; Salmeri 2000; Oppeneer 2018.

112 Whitmarsh 2001b, 190-91.

3 mondeia, literally ‘education’ extends from the basic elements of teaching taught to a child (etymologically
related, maig) to the mastery of top branches of studies such as philosophy and rhetoric and the ability to express
this mastery verbally in text or, especially in the time of Dio, orally in front of an audience. For general
introductions on education and paideia see: Marrou 1956; Clarke 1971; Anderson 1989; Schmitz 1997; Borg
2004.
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here-and-now. Especially so, since when it appeared, as it often did, it is in the early part of a
speech, the captatio benevolentiae, which was crucial for establishing the relationship between
the speaker and the audience.!!* It is here that speakers might want to highlight who they are
or indeed to conceal their identity if the audience is likely to prove hostile towards it. Thus,
when Dio highlights his identity as a philosopher it is important for us to ask why and what
was at stake. But it is also important to remember the other side of the coin: that Dio could
have claimed to be a philosopher because he knew his audiences would appreciate his speech
more because of that. Irony was certainly an important part of Dio’s rhetorical toolbox, and it
was not missing from his assertion of a philosophical identity. We can especially see this in
Dio’s narrative of his beginnings in philosophy.!!®> Scholars often toe this fine line of allowing
Dio his place among philosophers while warning their readers of Dio’s irony. Trapp, for
example, although according Dio a place among philosophers, writes: ‘Dio and Maximus [of
Tyre] —have a tendency to play arch games with the name philosophos, treating it as something
they wish to manoeuvre their audiences into applying to them, rather than forthrightly seizing
it themselves’.!'® Is it, then, naive to accept Dio’s assertion of himself as a philosopher? Is my
insistence on referring to him as a philosopher not only by title, but as if it was his real vocation
in which he believed and upon which he built his public persona, a case of preferring clumsy
historicism to agile literary analysis?

To answer this, I begin with Dio as my guide: 6 t1 &v mpdrtn Tic Kab  advtdv, 00 Kovdv
got1 10010 0038 Tfig TOAEWS &v T® OedTpe 68 PAénetar TO dnudciov ndog (‘whatever a person
does in private is neither a public matter nor is it of the polis; the people’s character is shown
in the theatre’, 32. 32). My working hypothesis is that Dio’s character ought to be judged by
what he did in public.!''” What Dio kept to himself in his performances; how he conducted
himself privately, away from the public’s eye; what, in other words, did not make it to the
delivered speech (either in words or in comportment) can only be conjectured. Whether Dio
truly believed he belonged within the congregation of philosophers, or whether he meticulously
presented himself as such for his rhetorical purposes, and whether either idea dawned upon him

before or during his time of wandering, bears little to no relevance to what the audiences, at

114 The ‘capture of goodwill’ is a rhetorical manoeuvre used to render the audience attentive and, as the Latin
phrasing implies, move the listeners into a benevolent frame of mind towards the speaker.

115 Whitmarsh 2001b, 160-67; Moles 2005, esp. 132-3.

116 Trapp 2007a, 25.

17 In this respect, my analysis concurs with the idea evoked by Hahn (1989, 12; 26) about the audiences’ (read,
society) harbouring a set of expectations about the appearance and conduct of intellectuals. Expectations that had
to be met by the intellectuals if they wished to be acknowledged as philosophers, sophists, physicians and so forth.
See, however, n. 20 for the reception of this idea.
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the moment of the speech, had in front of them. On top of this, we cannot ignore the apologetic
rhetoric Dio utilised from time to time, especially in civic context (Orr. 34; 35).11% If the
purpose of the speaker is to turn the audience to his side as quickly and as much as possible,
why waste time and effort on justifying a position to which they might be hostile instead of
assuming, for the purpose of each speech, the identity most likely to achieve this goal?

In a way, this methodological choice to take Dio at his word and to see him as an active
philosopher is related to my distinction between Dio as an author of texts and Dio as an agent
of spoken words. The text can teach the scholar a lot about literary sophistication in the spirit
of the time, whereas the agency of Dio, his genuine belief in his identity or his genuine belief
that it was more profitable for him to assume this identity in front of an audience, can teach us
about the nature of the intellectual world in which Dio operated. Scholars, as we saw, agree
that at one point in his lifetime Dio understood that a philosophical identity carries much
intellectual authority.!!® A study of his choice (ironic or not) to pursue philosophy and to
translate its authority to political power will teach us why one would wish to present himself
as a philosopher, the manner in which one could do so and, with regard to Dio in particular,
what was his particular place as a philosopher in the intellectual scene around the turn of the

first and second centuries CE.

*

The first two chapters, to which we turn now, consider the fashioning of Dio’s philosophical
identity. In the first chapter, we explore the intellectual climate around him to which, I contend,
Dio responded. In Chapter 2, we delve deeper into the literary manoeuvres, especially the play
on past and present, in the self-fashioning of Dio’s philosophical identity. The following
chapters will focus on Dio’s activity as a philosopher first in his hometown (Chapter 3), then
in other Greek cities (Chapter 4). In these, the rhetoric and literary cunning of Dio, especially
in the opening sections of his speeches, will be shown to serve various goals in the civic space.
The last Chapter (5) is devoted to what will be described as Dio’s legacy, moving away from
a focus on him and how he embodied a model of the philosopher in civic space to a focus on

the figure of the philosopher as he prescribed it to others.

18 But not solely (Orr. 12; 72).

119 Contention is found around the time of this ‘understanding’ and the reasons for it. Was it early on in his
education and carried on since or was it at the time of his wandering and strongly related with it? See main text
for further discussion.
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Thus, I hope to develop an analysis of the philosopher which takes us further in our
understanding of his figure, by combining the literary and the historical not only as
methodologies, but as elements combined by Dio himself in his orations as he utilised his

literary and rhetorical skills to achieve actual goals in the civic space.
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Chapter 1 — Philosophical authority and the intellectual climate
It is said that to be acknowledged as a philosopher in the imperial era resulted in authority,' but

we should pause to consider what forms this authority took. Interestingly, when one’s
philosophical identity took precedence over other elements, the authority emanating from this
identity was not usually translated into socio-political power.> A philosopher had cultural
capital which was usually put to use in a ‘cultural setting’ such as a school or publication of
texts.> Roman emperors such as Vespasian might have perceived in philosophers a political
threat — not, of course, as contenders to the throne, but as expounders of political ideas
dangerous to a monarchy.* Yet, most of what we, at least, can see of imperial philosophers is
the product of men such as Epictetus or Maximus of Tyre; teachers and authors secluded in

their schools or school-like setting.’ Of course, there was the occasional Musonius Rufus or

! Trapp 2007a, 13, 18; Lauwers 2013, 333.

2 Reydams-Schils (2017) compares the differences between the self-representation of figures such as Dio and
Plutarch to that of Musonius Rufus, Epictetus, and Seneca. She claims that the differences result, among other
reasons, from a regard or disregard to social status and authority. Cf. Trapp 2007a, 18-22: ‘“They wished to be
acknowledged as leaders of their communities, but without occupying any formal position of civic authority’ (p.
22); see also: Lauwers 2013, 333. Figures such as Cicero or Marcus Aurelius are a case in point to the interplay
of identities. Their worldview was certainly informed and shaped by philosophy, but their political authority
emanated from their status within the Roman political system of the Republic and the empire. Notably, Cicero’s
heaviest philosophical output was written at the time when he was left out of the political arena, having already
established his authority. And he still needed to protect his current philosophical project (Baraz 2012). Marcus’
philosophical musings were above all what their later-given title profess them to have been: To himself, and they
have more to do with his private persona than his public one (Hadot 1998, 21-34).

3 Reydams-Schils 2017, 535. Throughout this thesis, the word ‘school’ identifies an institution such as a
classroom, a lecture hall, or any physical complex of teaching. aipeoig/aipéoeic (transliterated) will be used for a
‘school of thought” such as Stoicism, Platonism etc. On the subordination of philosophical authority to other social
distinctions see also: Trapp 2017, 39-40.

4E.g., Tac. Ann. 15.71.9; Philostr. ¥4 7.16.2. Jones 1978, 16; Moles 1978, 83-84; Penwill 2003, 34546 (on the
meeting [see further]; but also in general on the entire topic). The fictitious meeting, described by Philostratus,
between Apollonius, Euphrates, Dio and Vespasian, in which the philosophers discuss the merits of democracy
and monarchy, perhaps represents the disillusionment of many Stoic philosophers from the new emperor and the
willingness of some to argue for restoration of the Republic. Winter 2002, 43—44: on Cynic criticism of empire,
and on Titus specifically. Trapp 2017, 39. See also: Trapp 2007a, 226-30. The idea of philosophy as a political
oppositional force (in the empire) has been greatly softened, even in respect to what has been dubbed the ‘Stoic
opposition’: ‘the tradition of “philosophical opposition” was limited to the inner circles of the Roman elite; it
shows at most how aspects of philosophia could be used by a particular group in particular circumstances, not
how those aspects had to be used anywhere and at any time. Secondly, the tradition is almost exclusively confined
to Stoics, the one Academic involved, Brutus, also having in effect strong Stoic sympathies; it is not general across
all the sects. [...] Thirdly, it does not seem, on calm consideration, that it was philosophical principle on its own
that motivated the stances taken by the principal actors, or even constituted the leading factor. Cato, Brutus,
Paetus, Rusticus and the rest were members of the governing elite before they were adherents to Stoic or any other
philosophical principle [...]” (219-30). Cf. A. Mehl 2011, 122: “‘Moderns have called this opposition Stoic because
the senators they class under this rubric held general views concerning political power and rulers that were imbued
to some extent with Stoic ethics, but their so-called “opposition” constituted neither a unified movement in itself
nor did these senators pursue political goals, let alone real constitutional objectives’.

5 It is interesting to read the lessons of Epictetus to his students about activity in civic space as a philosophical
duty (e.g., Diss. 3.12.95-8) remembering that these were pronounced in the form of the school lectures and not in
public per se.
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Seneca who was deeply involved in politics,® but these form the exception. First, and
importantly, as Reydamns-Schils notes, in their philosophical self-representation they were
much more similar to Epictetus.” Secondly, there is a difference between the politics of the
imperial court and the senate to that of Greek city and civic life. The authority which most
philosophers sought was not traditional political clout. If there was a group of intellectuals who
sought to use their cultural prestige to generate political sway — in the form of offices,
benefactions, immunity from liturgies, acting as ambassadors or holding equestrian and
senatorial posts, and forming ties all the way up Roman political hierarchy culminating with
the emperors themselves — it was the sophists.® Famously, they are traditionally understood as
antithetical to the philosophers® and described, at least by one author already at the time of
Augustus, as usurpers of the philosophers’ prerogative for such privilege and power:
£Tépa 0 TIg éml TV €keivng [sc. Pridcopog pntopikn] mapeAbodoa TAEv, APOPNTOG
avardeig Besatpiki] kol dvaymyog kal ovTe PUAOGOPING 0DTE BAAOL TASEVUATOG OVOEVOG
petelineuio Elevdepiov, Aabodoa Kol TapaKpovcapuévn Ty Tdv dylov dyvolav, oo uoévov
€v edmopig Kal TPLET] Kol HOPPT) TAEIOVL THC £T€pag difjyev, GAAR Kol TOC TIUAG Kol TG
npocTaciog @V TOLewV, ¢ E08l THV QIAOGOQOV EXELV, €IC £0VTNY GVNPTHCUTO Kol TV
POPTIKN TIS TAVL Kol OYANpa Kol TelevTdoa Tapaninciov €noinoe yevésOor v ‘EALGda
ToiG TV ACDTOV Kol KOKOJAUOVOV OTKiog.
(Another Rhetoric stole in and took the place of [philosophical rhetoric], intolerably
shameless and histrionic, ill-bred and without a vestige either of philosophy or of any other
aspect of liberal education. Deceiving the mob and exploiting its ignorance, it not only came
to enjoy greater wealth, luxury and splendour than the other, but actually made itself the key
to civic honours and high office, a power which ought to have been reserved for the
philosophic art. It was altogether vulgar and disgusting, and finally made the Greek world

resemble the houses of the profligate and the abandoned, Dion. Hal. Orat. Vett. praef. 1)!°

® For Seneca the best source is M. T. Griffin 1992. For the political activity of Musonius Rufus, see: Tac. His.
3.81; 4.10, 40.3 with, Penwill 2003, 34750, 354-57; Trapp 2007a, 23; Inwood 2017, 272.

7 Reydams-Schils 2017, 535.

8 This is not to say that sophistry was the sophists’ sole, let alone most important way towards political power. In
his response to Bowersock 1969, Greek sophists in the Roman empire, Bowie observed that those who turned to
sophistic activity came from families that were already established in their cities’ political elite (E. L. Bowie 1982,
30). Yet sophistic activity, based on the constant proof for mastery of paideia, was a legitimation of power and
customarily combined with political activity, see: Schmitz 1997, 44—66.

 Modern scholars have, mostly, advanced further from the ancients’ almost dichotomic split between the two
groups of pepaideumenoi, see: Whitmarsh 2001b, 159; Eshleman 2012, 1-2. On the identity of intellectuals in the
imperial period (especially on the sophists-philosophers problem) see: Bowersock 1969; Stanton 1973; Hahn
1989; Anderson 1989; Anderson 1990; Anderson 1993; Anderson 1994, 1-16, 218-21; Gleason 1995; Schmitz
1997; Whitmarsh 2001b; Bowersock 2002; Whitmarsh 2005; Sidebottom 2009; Lauwers 2013; Lauwers 2015;
Eshleman 2012.

19 Trans.: Usher 1974, 5; 7.
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Dio, therefore, is an almost unique, and a very interesting, case of an intellectual who
stepped out to meet the challenge presented to philosophy by the sophists’ rhetoric and aims,
and chose to portray himself as a philosopher who, while attempting to gain the kind of
authority which the recognition of a philosophical identity would lend one, did so for the sake
of political gain and power.!! Whereas Dio did not merely utilize his general education and
abilities (his paideia), but specifically espoused philosophical rhetoric, discoursed on
philosophical themes, and affiliated himself with past philosophers, the game that Dio played
took place outside of the philosophical school, in the public — political — arena. Dio, therefore,
stepped into the environment where intellectuals such as the sophists perform and amass
political influence.!? But wherefore and why in this manner are the questions this chapter aims
to answer.

Dio could have played the game of symbolic capital as a sophist and capitalised on his
paideia to garner political influence. That was, after all, as we have seen above, one of the most
prevalent cultural-intellectual dynamics of his time.!* Evocation of philosophical tropes and
wisdom was not confined to philosophers and Dio could do so just as well as a sophist or any

another kind of intellectual.'* Why, then, did Dio choose not only to enter the political arena

1 Tn 2017 Reydams-Schils demonstrated the differences between Dio and his teacher, Musonius Rufus (and
others) in respect to their self-presentation as (Stoic philosophers). One claim of hers was that Dio was far more
concerned with his social status and was more active in public life (536). She ascribes the differences to ‘a cultural
polemic about how philosophical discourse should best be conducted’ (535). This is correct. I would like to add
two points to this: 1) acknowledging that this cultural polemic took place among all intellectuals of the time, and
2) a more thorough analysis of the choice made by the proponents of this cultural polemic is needed. This thesis
will address these issues. The figure I found most close to Dio in the nature of his activity is Euphrates of Tyre
(on him see: Frede 1997). Very much unlike the case of Dio, we do not have such a rich collection of sources
either by him or about him, which leads to a very partial image. Wandering philosophers such as Apollonius of
Tyana or Demonax share with Dio some characteristics as intellectuals — e.g., public speaking in different places
rather than teaching at a school — but they were not active in the civic space in the same way as Dio was (on
Apollonius, see: his Life by Philostratus and E. L. Bowie 1978, on Demonax, see: Lucian’s text of the same name
and Diskin 1992, esp. 3412). For philosophers who, like Dio, were active in the civic space we need to wait for
later figures such as Themistius (on him, see: Heather and Moncur 2001). Inwood (2017) claimed that Musonius
was more of a roaming philosopher (like his student Dio, which might explain some of Dio’s choices). But even
if that is ture, Inwood did not argue that Musonius, like Dio, was bent on making civic and political interventions
at every turn of his travelling. Musonius was much more of a school philosopher and his political activity stemmed
from his personal interactions with the Roman political elite.

12 Modern research, following mainly Bourdieu, has recognised the link between ‘cultural capital’ — in our case,
essentially, the ability to convince the audience that a speaker is a pepaideumenos; an educated person with
mastery over paideia — and political power. Thus, there was a link between rhetoric — one’s means to prove paideia
— and political authority, see: Schmitz 1997, 26-31. Cf. Anderson’s somewhat more hedged statement: ‘We must
simply accept that civic and cultural prestige sometimes coincide and sometimes do not; that the latter is in any
case much harder to define; and that the two are often interdependent’ (1989, 147). Dio’s uniqueness was,
therefore, not in his wish to translate his paideia to political power, but in his choice and wish to translate
philosophical paideia to political power by setting it in the public sphere.

13 Gleason 1995, xxi—ii; Lauwers 2013.

14 Jones 1978, 9; Sidebottom 2009, 69; Lauwers 2013, 333-34; Reydams-Schils 2017, 536.
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but to do so in the cultivated guise of a philosopher? The following appears to me the most
reasonable reconstruction of Dio’s trajectory in respect to his choice of an intellectual identity.

While this is still somewhat debatable (due to the nature of the evidence), it is likely
that Dio spent his formative educational years under the tutelage of Musonius Rufus.!® It seems
that Musonius’ teachings of practical ethics persuaded Dio that philosophy had more to offer
than other intellectual pursuits as an educational route to a truly better life. In addition, one
element of Musonius’ teachings was that the student of philosophy, even if ideally at the stage
of studies he is removed from social circles,'® should reintegrate eventually into them. Another
student of Musonius, Epictetus, has embedded this in his teachings as well.!” Unlike Epictetus,
who after his studies with Musonius led his own school in Epirus, Dio implemented this
message of integration in his public activity. Twice Dio entered the social public arena: once —
we assume — after an initial period of higher education and once after his wandering.'® The
intellectual atmosphere that Dio met with upon his reintegration(s), I believe, forms the second
element of Dio’s intellectual choices on top of his initial education in philosophy with
Musonius.

The relationship, described by Gleason in Bourdieu’s terms of cultural capital, between
the elite and their fellow-citizenry, from the point of view of the elite can be summed up in
terms of two interrelated goals: benefiting oneself (creating a name and amassing honours),
and benefiting the community.!® Dio actively cultivated a relationship with the people of Prusa.
His building project in Prusa is the well-known example of this (Or. 45; 46) but, I shall claim

in Chapter four, he also had an educational project for the Greeks (and the Romans) as a whole.

15 Fronto, Ep. De eloquentia liber 11, p. 133, 11. 8-11 (van den Hout 1988). This letter, written by Fronto to his
master/pupil, Marcus Aurelius, is the (single) testimony that connects Dio and Musonius in a teacher (magister)
student relationship (along with other students of the latter; van den Hout 1999, 323). Although it is a single piece
of positive evidence, it is now mostly accepted: Lutz 1947, 19; van Geytenbeek 1963, 14; Desideri 1978, 5-16;
Jones 1978, 12; Moles 1978, 82; Brenk 2000, 262—63; Whitmarsh 2001b, 137, n. 16; Reydams-Schils 2011, 315;
Inwood 2017, 255.

16 Muson. 11 (Lutz), read with: Reydams-Schils 2017, 528.

17 Reydams-Schils 2017, 528-29. von Arnim claimed that what led Dio to be a sophist was his wish to practically
implement his studies from his Rhetorschule (a wish which von Arnim opposes to a reverence to the classics, 131-
2). On the basis that the sophists appear to us as, predominantly, Prunkredner (ceremonial speakers), von Arnim
asserts that Dio’s leanings towards the practical implementation of his studies seems paradoxical. Although there
is definitely a sense of paradox, von Arnim’s reasonings are wrong. It is far more likely that Dio’s leaning stemmed
from the Stoic teaching of Musonius. The paradox is there because Dio’s entire self-presentation of a philosophical
orator is paradoxical.

18 We cannot assuredly ascribe any of the extant works of Dio to a period before his wandering. We have to rely
on what he tells us about his life after the fact, and what we know from external sources. The scenario mentioned
above where Dio acted as an advisor to Vespasian (Philostr. V4 5.27-37.1-2), while most probably fictitious, is
yet representative of a figure who was already in the public’s eye at the time. Dio himself, when speaking of the
effects of exile, narrates the loss of property and position that suggests he was active publicly at least in Prusa
beforehand (Orr. 40.2; 45.10).

19 Gleason 1995, xxi.
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Dio aimed, as one learnt in the school of Musonius, to benefit others through his philosophy.2°
Entering the public arena, the game of prestige and power, Dio, like others, had to vie for the
top position. His was what Reydams-Schils has called ‘a cultural polemic about how
philosophical discourse should best be conducted’.?! This polemic did not take place solely
between philosophers. Anyone with a claim to offer some philosophical wisdom could be a
part of it. Perhaps more vehemently (than philosophers vying against philosophers), sophists
competed against each other as well as against philosophers.?? Other figures were also at play
— as we shall soon see.?? Whether or not Dio left his period of initial training with a true belief
in the superiority of philosophy, he must have known that presenting himself as a sophist would
have bogged him down in the quagmire of sophistic rivalries, whereas presenting himself as a
philosopher would provide him with an already solid moral superiority, not only to compete
with other philosophers, but to attack sophists.?* In reaching for more than cultural authority
that was enjoyed by his previous or fellow philosopher-teachers and writers Dio, as he shaped
his (philosophical) identity, had to react and respond to the varied intellectuals with which the
public scene was fraught.

Here, of course, is where any reader of Dio would wish to raise the eternal question
about Dio’s biography: was he or was he not a sophist, at least, to begin with? Many good

answers have been given to this question and reiterating the arguments in full here would be

20 Reydams-Schils 2011, 319-20.

2! Reydams-Schils 2017, 535.

22 Anderson 1989, 159-62; Gleason 1995; Whitmarsh 2005, 37-40; Eshleman 2012.

23 Winter 2002, 53: ‘philosophers necessarily responding to innovation by orators and sophists’ in the way the
shaped the public performances.

24 Lauwers 2015, 122. As Gleason 1995, 28 writes: ‘quarrels were not a luxury but a necessary medium for self-
advertisement. Feuding sophists found indignation an unfailing stimulus to wit and a useful catalyst in the
construction of a public personality. If they had had no rivals, they would have created them to define themselves’.
The claim for superiority over the sophist stems from the historical quarrel, going back to the days of
Socrates/Plato, between the philosopher and the sophist as educators.

33



redundant.?> As mentioned above, this thesis takes Dio on his word, not because he necessarily
was not being ironic or lying outright but because we can learn more about intellectual choices
of self-presentation if we ‘take the bait’. In his transmitted speeches Dio never presents himself
as a sophist. When he is not silent about his intellectual identity, he presents himself as a
philosopher and takes on a range of attitudes towards the sophists, varying between the more
neutral ones (19. 3; 35. 10) to harsh criticisms (4. 28). Even for Philostratus, the first to raise
the question about Dio’s identity, the issue arose not from Dio’s own words or from any known
rivalries he had with other sophists, but rather from the fact that Dio chose the medium of
public speech to convey his philosophy.?® There was, therefore, no conversion from sophistry
to philosophy but a choice of self-presentation. If at a given point in time Dio had contemplated
presenting himself as a sophist and played within the highly competitive sophistic arena, we
do not hear of it, and it seems that he abandoned this course in favour of establishing a

philosophical identity. An identity which was fashioned, in part, in response to the sophists.?’

25 Philostratus (VS 487), famously, wrote that he did not know if Dio was a sophist or a philosopher. In section 2
of the Introduction, we discussed Synesius’ suggestion (Dio, 36) of conversion from sophistry to philosophy. As
mentioned, this was adopted by von Arnim (1898) who expanded the idea into a three-staged career. This was
challenged (separately) by Desideri, Jones, and Moles in 1978. Moles, refuted the idea of conversion and
suggested Dio’s adoption of different personae for specific moments. Desideri and Jones, saw Dio as a
philosopher, by reasons of dating of speeches or by an examination of Dio’s educational background. Eventually,
many shorter treatments of Dio take the approach one can find in Salmeri’s monograph from 1980 which sees Dio
as a rhetor stepped in philosophical knowledge and is, in fact, most similar to Philostratus’ opinion (see note
below). With studied of intellectual identity describing it most often in terms of a discourse or a process, in which
the boundaries between identities are not always clear and different elements of varying intellectual identities
could be used by the same figures (see, e.g. Gleason 1995; Eshleman 2012; Lauwers 2013) the views on Dio
progressed in line with this new understanding (e.g. Whitmarsh 2001b, 158-59; Bowersock 2002, 164).
Nesselrath’s edited volume (2009) is somewhat of an oddity in this climate, describing the philosopher as a well-
defined category (to which Dio belonged). My approach, expounded in the text above, is that reading Dio as a
philosopher allows us a better understanding of him and his time because it allows us to ask why he wanted to
appear as such.

26 Philostratus ascribes Dio to the first group of figures in his book whom he introduces so: cogiotag 8¢ oi moAatol
Emwvopalov od pdvov Tdv PNTOP®V TOVG VIEPPMVODVTAG TE Kol AOUTpoVg, GAAY Kol TV PILOGOP®Y ToVG EVV
g0poig Eppmvevoviac, VIEP OV &viykn Tpotépmv Aéyety, émeldt odk Svieg copiotai, Sokodvieg 8¢ mapfilOov &g
v énovopiav tadvtyv (‘The people of old named “sophists” not only those among the orators who shone forth
and excelled in speaking, but also those among the philosophers who philosophised [lit. interpret in words] with
fluency of speech. Of these there’s a need to speak first, not because they were sophists, but because they were
thought to be and, hence, arrived at this title’, Philostr. V'S 484).

27 As clues to unlock Dio’s identity scholars often bring in the titles of two lost letters Dio (Synesius Dio 73, 75):
Kotd TdV @rhocdemv and tpog Movcdviov. As Whitmarsh remarked, at least in respect to latter, the Greek mpog
can also be read as ‘In reply’ which is much more neutral in tone, of course, than ‘against’ (Whitmarsh 2001b,
137 n. 16). Similarly, katd with the genitive, can mean ‘in respect of, concerning’ (LSJ, s.v., A.IL.7). Even if we
keep the more agonistic ‘against’ we still need not conclude an outright enmity towards philosophy and
philosophers. As this thesis argues, Dio was far from uncritical towards contemporary philosophers. Albeit he
was critical from within the field. Whatever the content of the letters was, it would not come as a surprise if indeed
it expressed even a harsh critical stance.
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1.1 The intellectual climate
Other than the sophists we can count three more groups of contemporary intellectuals against

which, or in the vicinity of which, Dio situated himself and was active. The place in which this
is most clear is his Alexandrian Oration, number 32 in the corpus.?®

Around the turn of the first century Dio appears before a crowd in Alexandria.?® He
chastised the unruly nature of his Alexandrian audience. The message itself of the speech, that
the Alexandrians should check their rowdiness if they do not wish any more harm and disrepute
to befall their city, was pronounced from a philosophical standpoint. This was backed up by
Dio’s claim to a philosophical identity which he asserted through philosophical language,*
setting himself against other intellectuals (as we shall soon see), and by his very appearance of
a philosopher wearing a simple cloak (tpiBwvio avim, 32.22).3!

Dio knew the nature of his audience, which he saw as his mission to rebuke. A wise
and experienced speaker, however, he was there to chastise but not to antagonise. The message
of a philosopher, Dio knew full-well, is always at risk of being lost on an aggravated audience
(Orr. 72.7-8; 34.3). So, he sought first to assuage the Alexandrians: Dio suggests to the
audience that the fault is not in them but rather in the stars, so to speak; it is in the kind of
philosophers which were dealt to Alexandria by the hand of fate. This is because, to carry on
with this Shakespearean line, these philosophers are underlings. In so assuaging his crowd, Dio
allows us to look into the intellectual activity of the time, and to understand how he saw his
contemporary cultural situation. It was against these philosophers and other intellectuals that
Dio established his position as a philosopher and it was this intellectual climate to which Dio
mostly reacted in shaping his own philosophical identity. Dio presents the situation in the city
as follows:

Kai todto iomg ov ot vpds dnlmoete 8¢, Gv avaoyncbe tuepov: AL PIAAOV TAPO TOVG
KOAOVUEVOLG PIAOGOPOVE. Ol HEV YOp adTAV Olwg €ig mAfiBoc ovk {aoctv ovde Bélovat
dakvovvedety, aneyvorotes iowg 10 Peltiovg dv mowjcol Tovg mOAAOVG ol & &v Tolg

KOAOVUEVOLG AKPOATNPIOG POVACKODOY, EVOTOVOOLS APOVTIEC dKpoaTac Kol yelpondelg

28 A similar approach is taken by Dio in Or. 33, the First Tarsic, and will be discusses in Chapter 4.

2 The date of Oration 32 is debated, see: Sidebottom 1992. If, as suggested by other scholars (Bost-Pouderon
2006, 11-40 offers a thorough discussion and summary of opinions), the speech is earlier, earlier than the
wandering period even, it simply goes to show that Dio’s philosophical leanings predated his exile which confirms
a part of our conjecture in respect to his early education and choice of philosophy as an intellectual pursuit and
identity.

30 Thus, for example, Dio opens his speech with speaking of éykpéreia, or having a right set of mind (6p0&g 8&
Swavoovpévoug), and carries on to cement his advice with the language of philosophical virtues and wisdom, cf.
Winter 2002, 45; Trapp 2007a, 193-94. On this, see more in Chapter 4.3.1.

31 Desideri 1978, 92-93. Cf. Moles who, accepting the dating of the Alexandrian Oration to be in the 70s, saw it
as foreshadowing Dio’s ‘philosopho-political symbouleutics’ of later years (1978, 93).
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goantoic. TV 68 Kuvikdv Aeyopévov ot pév &v i) molel mAfidog ovk OAiyov... obTol 88 &v Te
TPLOO0IG KOl OTEVAOTOIC KOl TUAMGLY 1Ep@OV AyElpovot Kol ATOTMSOL TodAPLo Kol vanTog Kol
1010070V &YAOV ... Totyapodv dyadov pév ovdEv £pyaloviat, Kakdv & O 010V T€ TO UEYIGTOV
(Yet perhaps this [rowdiness] is not your fault, and if you bear [with me] you will show a
proof [of this]. But rather, this rowdiness originates from those who call themselves
philosophers. For among them, some do not appear before the public altogether and do not
wish to take the risk, despairing, perhaps, of the possibility of turning the many into better
men. Others, on the other hand, sound their voice in what are called lecture-halls, having
gathered well-disposed listeners who are submissive to them. And then there is not a small
number in the city of those who are called Cynics [...] and these gather in the street-corners,
the alleys, and at temples’ gates, and they deceive little boys and sailors and crowds of such

sort [...] for they accomplish not one thing good, but the greatest possible wrong, 32. 8-9).

Dio thus presents himself to the audience as a different kind of a philosopher to those
whom the Alexandrians and other contemporaries were familiar with. The fault which Dio
finds in contemporary philosophical activity is that they seclude themselves. On the one hand,
we have what we may dub armchair philosophers; we can imagine an author of treatises such
as Plutarch even,*? or more so one who is engaged with solely reading philosophy and does not
write nor have any form of interaction with the public.>*> On the other hand, we find
philosophers who avoid engagement with the general public and preach to their own selected

flock; one might think of Epictetus who had students regularly attending his school.>* Dio, in

32 Plutarch, of course, held public positions and we can garner from his texts how philosophy informed his actions,
but nevertheless, Plutarch’s main philosophical output were texts aimed at society’s elite (van Hoof 2010, 19-40).
This choice to philosophise mainly in writing somewhat contrasts with his censure of Hellenistic philosophers
(especially the Stoics) for abstaining from political life (Korhonen 1997, 66) and, famously, suggesting that a
philosopher should seek to influence men in power (Mor. 776d).

33 Compare, for instance, Epictetus’ suggestion to those who wish to take up sophistry (co@iotevewv): GAAN €1 o€
yoyaywyel ta Osopnuota, KabUeEVOg avtd oTPEPE aNTOC £l GEOVTOD” PIAOCOEOV 3¢ UNdEmoT €inmng ceavTOV
und’ dAlov avaoyn Aéyovtog (‘But, if the [philosophical] speculations attract you, then sit down on your own and
turn these towards yourself. Never say that you are a philosopher, nor suffer any other to say so’, Arr. Epict. Diss.
3.21.23). That this is more than Dio’s rhetoric, and that he is not simply erecting strawmen (regardless of whether
or not modern scholars can find examples of such strawmen), can be glimpsed later on by Dio’s introduction of a
person named Theophilus whose conduct was, apparently, well-known to the audience: he was a sophos, who
kept quiet and did not appear before the people because he felt they were a lost cause, suffering from a great want
of sense and sagacity (cuveldag VLAV v €oydtnv dmopiav, ov xpnudtwv, dAAd vod Kol cuvésemg, 32. 97). Cf.
also, the account given by Porphyry in his Life of Plotinus about the different kinds of philosophers in respect to
their teaching and writing activities (Porph. Plot. 20.251t.).

34 Such as Arrian, thanks to whom we have the record of Epictetus’ teachings. Brunt 1977; Marrou 1956, 207. Cf.
also Lynch, who notes that seclusion was even deeper: ‘most philosophers and rhetoricians in the imperial age
taught as isolated individuals, often in their own homes, not in a community of other teachers or in an established
institution’ (1972, 174). This seclusion of philosophers is associated as well with the coded language of philosophy
(esoteric texts) which can only be understood by fellow philosophers and their students: Korhonen 1997, 37. In
Ch. 2.3 we will see how this issue was tackled by Dio, who presented himself as able to bring philosophy to
everyone and anyone.
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contrast, not only claims to be different but by the very act of delivering this speech proves
himself to be far from a secluded intellectual. This becomes even clearer as Dio goes on,
speaking of the repercussions caused by philosophers who abandon the community instead of,
like him, facing it in order to instruct it (32.19).

The second group of (what we would call) intellectuals, is the Cynics.>®> Contrary to the
philosophers, they are anything but secluded. Their fault lies less with their conduct and more
with the content of their teaching: being, in fact, false Cynics,*® they inflict only harm on their
listeners. This depiction of Cynic activity (here, specifically in Alexandria) by Dio was
certainly shared by other members of the intellectual elite. Epictetus, as Arrian transmitted him
to us, sheds some light on the ease with which a Cynic guise could be appropriated by many
who wrongly conflated it with poverty that is peppered with some moral chastisement of others
and with begging for money (Arr. Epict. Diss. 3.22.9-12). Dio, of course, wished the audience
to perceive him as unlike those false Cynics but as the kind of philosopher who does good
(&yaBdv), in an attempt to turn the audience into better men (BeAtioveg). To Dio’s mind, then,
we have two kinds of faulty intellectuals (philosophers): secluded ones who might be able to
improve their students’ lives, but their ‘student-body’ is a select flock, and Cynics who ‘dare’
step into the public eye but are unable to offer true wisdom. Dio, locates himself as a genuine
philosopher by virtue of both offering beneficial lessons and doing so in a public setting.

Dio, therefore, establishes himself as a new kind of a philosopher, different from his
contemporaries and better.>” His novelty is not in the message itself, but in the way he conducts
himself as a philosopher. What the Alexandrians, and others, hear from him is what we can
find in different philosophical texts from across antiquity. The innovation of Dio was rather in
how he carried that message out from the schools and the books to the public performing of

philosophia év péo as we shall see in Chapter 2.2.

35 Perhaps at this point we should note the fairly broad use of ‘intellectual’ in this thesis. Cynics, and to some
extent, Christian preachers, often saw themselves as removed from paideia. But they appeared in public and
offered their audiences formative, if not educative, lessons. In this sense, they were public intellectuals even if
their ‘credentials’ were not based on thorough learning and education. On Cynics as intellectuals, see: Anderson
1989, 122-23. On the education of public Christians speakers at the time, see: (admittedly, solely on Paul besides
whom we have no early figure to construct an understanding of what might have been the education of his peers):
Judge 1960; Judge 1968, 125-28; Winter 2002, 141-240; on Paul’s similarities to Cynic philosophy: Downing
1998, and Goulet-Caz¢ 2014 who both recognize the similarities between Cynicism and early Christianity, but
take antithetical approaches on the question of Cynic influence of Christianity: Downing is a leading exponent of
the so-called Cynic Hypothesis whereas Goulet-Cazé debunked it.

36 This phrasing appears in Dio’s corpus six times: Orr. 13.11, 32.8, 45.12, 72.2, 77/8.34; 35. Other than in here
and in Or. 72. 2, it always denotes figures who self-proclaim themselves as philosophers and whom Dio perceives
as false philosophers. For example, in Or. 77/8. 34 and 35 those who serve and fawn the prosperous are those
KOAOUUEVOVG PLAOGOPOVS/ PIAOGOPMV KAAOVUEV®DV.

37 Cf. Winter’s remarks on §11: Winter 2002, 51 and n. 40.
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The self-imposed seclusion of Dio’s contemporary philosophers within their studies
and schools, however, forms only a part of Dio’s spur to shaping his identity and the Cynics,
to Dio’s mind, are not the only hazardous group which is rampant in the city. They share their
great numbers with some others:

Gvopa 0¢ Aafelv kabapdg Kol AdoAwme mappnotalopevoy [...] ov padiov, GAAA Kol TTavy
€0TLYOVG TOAEWS, €V TOGAVTY OTAVEL YEVVAI®OV Kol EAeVBEP®V AvIpAYV, dpBovig 0& KoOAdKmV
Kol YONT@OV Kol GOPLoT@V.

(To find a man who will clearly and fearlessly speak freely [...] is not easy, except in a very
fortunate city, in such great a scarcity of noble and free men, and in such great an abundance

of flatterers, cheats, and sophists, 32.11).

Of these last three categories, only the sophists shall concern us here. The sophists, in
the eyes of Dio, share not only their great numbers with the Cynics, but also lead people
astray.>® Winter, in his analysis of the sophists’ presence in Alexandria around the time of Dio,
marked three criticisms which Philo, the Jewish philosopher, directed against the sophists:
making money from teaching, arrogating credit to themselves for the pupils’ success, and
actually hindering their students’ advancement.>® Like those fake Cynics, then, although
claiming to assist their students by their paideia, philosophers believed sophists to do only
wrong and debase their subject matter.*

It is not merely that the city was full of people whom Dio saw as belonging to these
groups, it is also — and more importantly — the fact that both these groups, (false) Cynics and
sophists, were active on the public scene. Harmful as the Cynics and the sophists were to their
audiences, they shared this positive characteristic which, as we have seen, Dio perceived (or
wished to present) as devoid of his contemporary philosophers: they were public intellectuals.
Their teachings, whether worthy or trifling to the minds of philosophers, were delivered not
only in schools but at the heart of cities in front of a great many people.*!

This characteristic, the public nature of intellectual activity, was shared with a fourth

group that was active before and at the time of Dio and should be taken into our account: early

38 Cf. Or. 4. 28 and passim.

3% Winter 2002, 91-92.

40 Cf. Arr. Epict. Diss. 3.21.23 on the sophists as demeaners of philosophy: pf| mpostpiBov kai oTdc 0icy0g
PLA0c00ia 010 covtod, UNdE yivou pepog tdv dtufoaridvimv to Epyov (‘and do not, by your very person, inflict
shame on philosophy yourself, nor become a part of those who slander the matter”).

41 Sophists, as it is well-known, held classes in schools as well. Yet unlike philosophers, this was far from their
only kind of activity: their hallmark was public declamation and their activities, in fact, overlapped so that a public
performance could have been attended by students as a form of teaching whilst classes were often themselves a
form of public display, see: Anderson 1989, 90; 100—101; Winter 2002, 30—31. We will see the manifestation of
this element in Dio’s self-construction in Ch. 2.

38



Christian preachers who were active around the eastern part of the Mediterranean basin. These
are represented best by the activity of Paul the Apostle. In 1960 E. A. Judge argued that Paul
is to be seen as a sophist.*? For the purposes of his discussion, Judge lumped Paul under this
title along with all sorts of figures: Dio, Aelius Aristides, Epictetus, Cynics, and ‘religious
teachers’ such as Apollonius of Tyana and Peregrinus. Judge’s justification for this grouping
were these figures’ modes of conduct that, among other elements, consisted of public
speaking.*® Since then, Paul’s identity as a sophist has been accepted and rejected with equal
vigour.** For our purposes, pinpointing Paul’s self-representation matters much less than
acknowledging that he was active in the same intellectual field and contested for the same
audiences, not only with rival Jewish/Christian preachers,* but with other pagan intellectuals
such as sophists and philosophers.*¢

This can also be gleaned from the observed similarities between early Christians and
Cynics. In the 80s this similarity brought about the so-called Cynic hypothesis: that Jesus
himself was a Cynic.*” Whilst recently disproved by Goulet-Cazé in her 2014 Cynisme et
christianisme dans [’Antiquité, the resemblances are still acknowledged,*® and specifically the
Pauline ministry was shown to share many elements with Cynic philosophy.*® A case can even
be made for Dio’s own conflation of Christianity with Cynicism: in Acts of the Apostles, written
just before the peak years of Dio’s activity,’® Paul is described by Stoic and Epicurean
philosophers he had confronted in the Athenian agora as a omeppoAldyoc, a babbler.’! When
describing the Cynics in Alexandria, Dio portrays their activity as: oKOUUOTO Koi TOAATV
oneppoioyiov cuveipovtes Kai TG dyopaiovg tavtag amokpioelg (“stringing together jests and

much babbling and such agora-like responses’, 32. 9).°2 This is the only time the root

42 Judge 1960.

43 Judge 1960, 126. Stowers 1984 had contested the reality of Paul’s public speaking activity. He argued that Paul
appeared only in front of small congregations at private houses and synagogues. This makes Paul similar to those
school-philosophers Dio criticizes — except, of course, Paul had to be far more polemic in the synagogues and was
not preaching to a select, amenable audience. Paul, of course, was not alone, and even if the numbers attested by
Acts are a complete exaggeration (e.g., 3000 new converts made by Peter’s preaching, 2.41), the locations and
language (e.g., Sda&o dyrov, 11.26; 14.11-3, speaking in front of Zeus temple in Lystra) speak to a public context.
4 Gleason 1995, 16-17 presents Paul as a sophist; Winter 2002, 141-203, rejects this identification and instead
equates Paul with philosophers (e.g., 155-7).

4 Winter 2002, 203-39.

46 Malherbe 1989.

47 Betz 1994.

48 Goulet-Cazé 2014, 5.

49 Malherbe 1989.

30 Malherbe 1989, 159.

S Acts 17.17-8: 1 dryopdd [...] Tivéc 82 kai 1év Emtcovpeionv kol TToikdv @rhocopmv cuVEBOALOY aTd, Kai TIveg
Ekeyov, Ti av 0&Ao1 6 omepuordyog obtog Aéyewv; (‘Some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers encountered
him and some asked: “what might this babbler wish to say?””’).

32 Malherbe 1989, 151.
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oneppoioy- appears in Dio and it is the only time omeppordyog (or indeed the verb
onepporoyém or the noun omepporoyia) appear in the NT. We might assume, on the basis of
the peculiarity of the word and its specific usage by Dio that he might have been familiar with
accusations against Christians such as those found in the NT, which confused them with
Cynics.

Although Christianity was still nascent and still removed from any real source of
political power, to some extent early proponents of Christianity shared with both Cynics and
sophists a public nature of activity.’®> In addition, these three groups, each in its own way,
encroached upon issues that traditionally were under the purview of philosophy and
philosophers.>* Not only paideia, but also questions concerning the right way of living, what
should be considered a good life, the nature of good, evil, and truth were all part and parcel of
these groups’ teachings and they were all matters with which philosophers had been engaged
since the fifth century BC.>® Indeed, sophists and Cynics were not a new phenomenon in the
way Christianity was, but the sophists were enjoying (more and more if not entirely)*¢ a new
vogue and the Cynic movement, if it can be called so, was in a state of sufficient flourishing to

be noticed by intellectuals such as Epictetus and Lucian.>’ Dio, as we have seen above and as

33 See: n. 46, above.

5 Cf. Or. 32.10, when other intellectuals present themselves as philosophers: t@v 8¢ &ig Dudg TAPIOVTIOY O
TENAUSEVUEVOV Ol PEV EMOEITIKOVS AOYOLC Kol TOUG Apafeic [...] €18 dg prlocopot Tadta TPATTOVCL KEPSOLG
gvekev kal 60ENG Thig Eavtdv, 0V TG DUETEPAG dPeAEinG, TODTO & 1)on devov (‘among those who appear before
you as educated men [pepaideuomenoi, men of paideia], some declaim speeches (and unlearned even) [...]. If
they perform these as philosophers for the sake of their own profit and fame and not for your own benefit, it is
indeed horrendous’). Cf. as well, Lucian, Demon. 14: a sophist claiming 811 tdong prrocoeiog meneipator (‘that
he is well-versed in all philosophy”). Polemo, a renowned sophist, ‘quelled insolence and folly in the city’s
corporate behaviour with public rebukes’, Gleason 1995, 24; read with Philostrat. V'S 531-2.

55 Winter 2002, 74. For the encroachment of early Christian preachers on philosophical themes: Malherbe 1989.
6 Brunt 1994.

57 On the sophists’ bloom from, at least, the late Republic period, see: E. L. Bowie 1982, 41-42; Anderson 1989,
84-87. Lucian’s Peregrinus depicts the image of exactly such Cynics. Peregrinus and his followers are rebuked
for acting as Cynics for the show of it and for the love of glory, see: e.g., Peregr. 37, where the followers of
Peregrinus, watching his fiery death, are accused of lingering simply for the purpose of being observed at the
moment: ‘Amiopev,” e, ‘® patotor [...] ) mepuévete 61 av ypapedc TI EmeAdnV dmetcdon Vudg oiovg Todg
&v 1@ decpotnpie Etaipovg T® Zmkpdtel mapaypdeovotv;’ (“Let’s go”, I said, “you fools! [...] Or are you
waiting for some painter to come and depict you like those disciples who were written next to Socrates when he
was in prison?””’. In §38 and 42 Lucian uses 10 ¢1rod0&ov to describe the whole Peregrinus affair.
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is clear from his texts, noted these intellectual activities and in fact constantly responded to
them in establishing his own identity and place in public.’®

The intellectual and cultural climate of the two first centuries CE was thus a challenging
one for any who not only associated themselves with philosophy, but who believed that the
philosophical message was superior and, perhaps more importantly, conceived of philosophers
as having an important role in the (political) life of the city and empire. With philosophers
cloistering themselves in their schools or devoting themselves solely to writing on the one
hand, and with sophists, Cynics, and Christians usurping the intellectual authority from
philosophers on the other hand, it is easy to see how someone like Dio would have seen in this
situation a call to action.>® Dio appears to have realised that if he wanted to be acknowledged
as a philosopher, to have some effect on the public, and to garner political clout and honour he
must not simply advocate the lessons of philosophy within closed circles, but set out and
perform his philosophy in a public speech form in accordance with the intellectual and cultural
climate of the period.®® In doing so, Dio created in himself a new kind of philosopher that he

believed to be best suited for the times.

8 We lack positive evidence for Dio’s reaction to the burgeoning Christian faith. Indeed, we lack even evidence
for his awareness of it. Yet it is almost impossible to believe that Dio, who has come to learn about Persian
Zoroastrianism (Or. 36.39ff., read with Russell 1992, 231-47) and Hindu Brahmans (Or. 35.22; 49.7), would
have been ignorant of a religious movement that budded around him and the proponents of which were active in
civic centres such as Alexandria and Corinth where he was active himself. The closest statement to an
acknowledgment of what might be a Christian belief is found in Or. 31.11, when Dio admits that there are people
who unite all the gods into one force and power (AmA®¢ toLC Beovg TavTag gic piav Tva ioydv Kol dvvouy
cuvlryovowv), but we cannot be certain that this image of monotheism specifically refers to Christianity or indeed
to religion and not to philosophy. To the question whether Dio in fact ‘replied’ to Christianity we are, therefore,
in no place to give a complete answer. However, since Dio was active in the same places (especially Corinth and
Alexandria) where we would find early Christian activity. And given the public nature of this activity, taken
alongside the implausibility of Dio’s ignorance of the nascent religion, it is important to bring Christianity into
our account. We should understand it as one more element in the public scene that lends immediacy to Dio’s
philosophical mission. In fact, a recent addition to Dionic scholarship compares Dio and Paul, stressing similarities
and differences alike and arguing for their belonging in the same cultural climate (Ramelli 2009; cf. Malherbe
1989). Ramelli focuses on Paul’s philosophy and rhetoric as part of the intellectual climate. The similarities with
Dio are interesting, but I am not certain about their importance to the study of Dio himself (for instance, Paul’s
appearance in simple attire tells more about him than about Dio). The upshot, however, of Ramelli’s discussion
is that at the time of Dio’s floruit, postdating Paul’s, Christian preachers were already competing for the same
audiences and civic spaces by similar ways and by addressing similar issues. This, as mentioned, must have added
immediacy to Dio’s goal of establishing himself (and philosophy) in the public domain as a moral guide.

59 The extent of this ‘crisis’ could have been, of course, exaggerated by Dio as part of his rhetoric. First, however,
there must have been some kernel of truth for Dio to exaggerate. Secondly, even if he did overstressed this “crisis’,
this adds to our understanding of how Dio used rhetoric to establish his place as a philosopher.

60 Cf. Hunter 2017, 265. Lauwers 2015, 50, almost hits the mark in his analysis of Dio: ‘by showing and explicitly
pointing out that a self-styled philosopher could be capable of attracting such great a crowd, his very presence in
front of the audience implicitly suggests to ambitious men that devotion to philosophy [...] does not deprive one
of one’s public voice; rather, it adds a sort of intellectual depth to one’s discourse and manages to capture the
attention of a distinctive part of the population’. Indeed, Dio aimed at the larger part of the population, but, as
claimed above and as we shall see further below, Dio constructs his philosophical identity as a public persona not
as an identity that allows for a public voice (‘does not deprive’ it), but as an identity that mus¢ have a public voice.
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Chapter 2 — Constructing a philosophical identity

This chapter investigates the use Dio made of past philosophers as models for his own activity
as a philosopher. In the first chapter we located intellectuals in Dio’s cultural milieu, which
prompted and shaped his own identity construction. We now focus on one of the prevalent
phenomenons in that cultural atmosphere of which Dio was a paragon: the engagement of
imperial Greek authors with their past. Unlike the claims made by Moles in his seminal article
from 1978, the influence of which is still apparent in scholarship,' T argue that the sustained
use of personae — the masks of eminent figures from the past such as Socrates or Diogenes —
is not solely a rhetorical instrument. As Gleason remarked, it was a manifestation of identity.?
Whereas Gleason, however, takes this as the mark of a flippant sophistic orator, we shall
consider it as that of a philosopher who truly understood himself as a scion of those great
philosophers.

My argument, however, whilst focused on Dio, goes well beyond Dio as it examines
him as a philosopher who was active in the time of the Second Sophistic. In 1970, when E.
Bowie reappraised the phenomenon of imperial Greek authors’ heightened interest in their past,
he concluded that this was not simply a matter of literary predilection but rather had political
reasons behind it: the cultivated focus on the past manifested a nostalgia for a time of perceived
Greek greatness and liberty when Roman rule did not loom over the east.® This argument was
further nuanced with time and what might have appeared as a straightforward laudation of the
past was a much more complex relationship: ‘the construction of that past [by imperial Greek
authors] is also veined with a complex dynamic of attraction and rupture, affiliation and
dismissal’.* We will see that the past was indeed an important resource for Dio and that he
cultivated both affiliation with and dismissal of the great philosophers in order to fashion the
identity of the philosopher. This will be shown in a tripartite argument: Dio’s relationship with
past figures, his adoption of the idea of philosophy év pécw, and his portrayal of his models’

failures in successfully conveying their wisdom.

' A Google Scholar search from May 2021 indicates that Moles’ article has been cited 132 times (with the latest
citation mentioned being Moignard 2020, although she, unlike Moles, adopts the conversion narrative as being
written in ‘good faith’, 167). As discussed in the Introduction, Mole’s article counts as one of the pivotal works
on Dio (Swain 2000, 45 ; Jackson 2017, 219, 230: ‘extremely influential”).

2 See: Gleason 1995, 154, on Moles’ accusing Dio of plagiarising Socrates’ biography: ‘To say this is to apply
anachronistic notions of sincerity and authenticity to a stylized traditional medium. In the culture of Dio and
Favorinus, to be an exile as Odysseus, to be a philosopher as Socrates, is to be more, not less, oneself’.

3 E. L. Bowie 1970.

4 Goldhill 2001, 8.



2.1 Hierarchies, present and past
Most of the scholarship on the subject points to Dio’s affiliation of himself with past

philosophers. Moles, as I mentioned, saw this affiliation (in the form of using personae) as a
rhetorical instrument ‘to invest [himself] with something of the aura of these men while at the
same time avoiding the admission that he himself is not a great original’.’ More recently,
Lauwers located intellectuals’ affiliation with philosophy as part of the skirmish between
philosophers and sophists, in which association with philosophers could lend one intellectual
superiority.> Whitmarsh, as we will see, does the same in respect to Oration 4 and its use of
the figure of Diogenes.” For Whitmarsh, however, this is also a question of intellectual
superiority between philosophers since Dio, he shows, was greatly aware of the fact that the
tradition of which he is a part is not only that of Socrates or Diogenes but also of more
contemporary philosophers as well, such as his teacher Musonius.®

This is a crucial point about Dio’s formation of his identity and his understanding of
his place in the intellectual world. As far as affiliation with philosophers from the past is
concerned, Dio evokes this in order to establish himself at the top of the intellectual pyramid,
both over sophists and other intellectuals as well as other contemporary philosophers such as
Musonius. This is not to repeat, however, what is already agreed upon by some in the field.
First, as the texts examined below will show, intellectual superiority over both sophists (and
others) is claimed in tandem with superiority over contemporary philosophers: all the speeches
discussed show Dio’s concern with both (and sometimes other) kinds of intellectuals. Second,
whereas superiority over sophists was achieved by affiliation with past philosophers (as the
scholars mentioned have shown), Dio’s superiority over contemporary philosophers, by virtue
of their identity as philosophers, could not be achieved in the same way. The next section will
show how Dio construed the activity of past philosophers so as to fit with his own needs. I will
argue that the Socrates and Diogenes of Dio are always shown to be active év péos® — in public,
the sphere in which Dio was active and which he consistently, as we saw and will see again,
criticised his contemporary philosophers for neglecting.

So much for affiliation. Dismissal, however, was just as much a part of Dio’s
relationship with philosophers from the past. Matters are more complex (and interesting!) here,
and so I shall present the issue by way of example: the fourth Kingship Oration, which will not

be extensively dealt with in this thesis. In this speech, Diogenes plays a guide to Alexander the

3> Moles 1978, 99.

¢ Lauwers 2013; Lauwers 2015, 15-20.

7 Whitmarsh 2001b, 191. See more below.
8 Whitmarsh 2001b, 159-60.
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Great on the topic of good kingship. Whitmarsh writes that Dio asserted to himself here the
status of the philosopher by opposition to sophistry.” An opposition which is plainly marked
from §28 onwards where Diogenes dismisses the sophists’ value as teachers of good kingship.
The text is read as paralleling Dio’s position in respect to an emperor (regardless of whether or
not this speech was delivered in front of Trajan)!? to that of Diogenes in respect to Alexander.
Therefore, when Diogenes dismisses the sophists, by implication, Dio dismissed his
contemporary sophists and aimed to be viewed as a better educator than the sophists of his
time.

However, the sophists were not Dio’s sole concern. Dio presents Diogenes as
philosophizing with Alexander through dialogue. He plays the investigator, leading Alexander
by way of elenchus away from his misconceptions and towards the philosophical lesson.!! In
contrast, Dio’s discourse was delivered as an oral presentation (or as a literary piece to be read
as such). Even in the scenario of the speech being presented in front of Trajan, Dio did not
make it a part of his self-constructed image as a philosopher to present himself in dialogue with
Trajan.

Moreover, while Cynic/Diogenic philosophy was notoriously under-cultivated, doing
away with advanced learning and education (Diog. Laért. 6.1.11; 6.2.9),!2 Dio’s speech is a
piece of refined literature. Not only is it a dramatic dialogue, but it is also a mix of genres which
embodies elements from history, myth, and different philosophies.!* Dio, therefore, does not
share the philosophical method of Diogenes.!* It is only the Diogenic (perhaps even the
general) philosophical message that Dio retains here from his model if not only his
character(istics). Dio’s assertion to himself of the status of philosopher in this speech is not
done solely with the sophists in mind, but equally with the philosopher Diogenes, and
specifically by a partial dismissal of him. This dismissal, therefore, creates an intellectual
hierarchy with Dio at its apex: whereas Diogenes qua philosopher is better than the sophists,

Dio is better than Diogenes.

® Whitmarsh 2001b, 191.

19 Moles 1983; Lauwers 2015, 48.

1 Moles 1990, 348-49. The final part of the discourse (§82 onwards) is indeed a speech. It is, however, still a part
of Diogenes dialogue with Alexander, unlike the manner in which Dio’s discourse was delivered, whatever it was
(either as a text to be read or as a speech delivered in the imperial court or elsewhere).

12 Malherbe 1989, 12; Frede 1997, 2.

13 Moles 1983; Moles 1990, 348-50.

14 Since the Oration is an advice to the ruler of (a) society, we can also note how Dio’s Diogenes is not in line
with what we understand to be the political agenda of early Cynicism: a replacement of current society with a pre-
social existence (Bosman 2017, 46).
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Dio’s attempt to locate himself at the top of the intellectual hierarchy, above both
contemporary intellectuals of all sorts and eminent philosophers such as Diogenes and
Socrates, has not been noted by scholars.!> Moles, as we saw in the quote above, found the
whole use of personae by Dio to be somewhat apologetic: to avoid admission that he, Dio, was
not as great as they were.'® But Moles’ analysis is contradictory: Moles asks what reaction Dio
expected to evoke from the audience by donning a persona, and claims that it is ‘less likely’
that they would have been able to recognize the persona.!” Earlier in the article, however,
Moles wrote that ‘[ TThe personae of the wandering philosopher conveniently serves to distract
attention from Dio the successful sophist’.!® According to Moles, Dio hid the philosophical
training with Musonius as well as his ‘earlier career as philosophical coupovroc’.!” If Dio was
both hiding and his persona was unrecognized, what was the audience left with? More
importantly, claiming that the audience was less likely to recognize the personae ignores the
explicit mentions by Dio of the figures whose personae he used (in all the speeches Moles
worked with).?® By naming, paraphrasing, quoting, and likening himself to the figures of the
past, Dio made the masks of the personae known to the audience. By dismissing the model in
his very act of speech, Dio peered from behind the mask. These are points of tension in the
performance, where the speaker and the personae are intentionally not aligned, when Dio
breaks away from his model philosophers and provides the audience with a model of his own.

Before we go into a more thorough analysis of the dynamics of affiliation with and
dismissal of past philosophers, it is perhaps not unwarranted to note that this manoeuvre of
establishing a model (to gain superiority over all contemporary intellectuals) and immediately
breaking away from it (to gain superiority over the very model), was harmonious with Dio’s
identity in general: Dio was a man who eluded definition (Philostr. V'S 487), whose philosophy
was eclectic,?! whose exile might not have been an exile at all (VS 488), a Greek and a Roman,

a political figure yet, mostly, in a private capacity,?? a citizen and an itinerant. Dio defies fitting

15 Whitmarsh does not address it in his discussion. However, see further down in this chapter on Oration 8, where
Whitmarsh does bring into his analysis the dynamics of dismissal.

16 Moles 1978, 99.

17 Moles 1978, 99.

18 Moles 1978, 97.

19 Moles 1978, 96.

20 In Or. 13, for example, the focal point of Moles’ paper, Dio explicitly mentioned Odysseus and Socrates (and
explicitly claimed to have used a Socratic Adyog in his travels).

2! Statements such as these can often be read about Dio (e.g., Berry 1983, 70). Famously, Dio mixed elements
from the Platonism, Stoicism, Cynicism, and even the Peripatetic school. This is exemplified well by several of
the contributions to Swain’s volume from 2000, see: Trapp 2000; Brancacci 2000; Brenk 2000; on Dio and
Aristotle, see: Jazdzewska 2015a.

2 E.g., in Or. 49, which will be discussed in Ch. 3, Dio declines an Archonship in Prusa.
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into one single mould and, perhaps most significantly, even in his literary production when he
seems to establish a model he breaks away from it.?* Such, then, is the case with the mould of
past philosophers: it is established since it allowed Dio to retain what he believed to be a better
intellectual stance and message — philosophy — and it is dismissed so that he could appear as

the better person to deliver this message.

2.2 From Dialogue to Speech: Philosophy €v peow
When we expand our analysis beyond Oration 4 and include the Dionic Socrates as well, what

emerges as the salient feature of Dio’s dynamic of affiliation and dismissal is, on the one hand,
his adoption of his models’ public nature of their philosophising and, on the other hand, his
rejection of their dialogic form of philosophising. Both Diogenes’ and Socrates’ manner of
philosophising in Dio’s speeches is emphatically popular as it is carried out in city centres,
gymnasia, and public gatherings such as the Greek Games. Socrates, of course, from the very
early records of his activity, was portrayed as performing his philosophy in such public spaces
in Athens. The same tradition, however, records Socrates performing philosophy in private as
well: whether in the house of a friend as in the Symposium or sitting under a tree with one single
interlocutor as in the Phaedrus. Whenever Socrates performs philosophy in the Dionic corpus,
however, it is always in public space, which indicates a choice made by Dio to focus on the
popular side of the Socratic tradition.?*

As for Diogenes, let us stay for a moment longer with the fourth Kingship where Dio’s
choice to insist on a public setting for his philosopher is rather less clear than other speeches
and so serves as an a fortiori argument. Like Plato’s Phaedrus, mentioned above, where
Socrates was in dialogue just with the eponymous interlocutor, Oration 4 presents a dialogue
conducted solely between Diogenes and Alexander. The difference with the Phaedrus,
however, is revealed through Dio’s choice of scene. We are indeed told that when Alexander
comes to meet Diogenes, he is found to be alone (Siatpifwv povog, Or. 4.14). But he is found
not in his private home (which he did not have), nor outside of the civic space (such as the
Phaedrus scene), but in the Craneion, a famous gymnasium in Corinth. His being alone does

not reflect some form of isolation from the public’s eye (as we have seen Dio criticise in

23 Cf. Hunter 2017, 260: ‘The pattern whereby textual imitation, including particularly marked forms such as
parody, begins with close verbal tracking of the model and then, having established the relationship, goes its own
way is a familiar one’. Establishing a model and breaking away from it is an important instrument in Dio’s literary
toolbox.

24 1f this results from Dio’s reading of Socrates through Antisthenes rather than through Plato (Brancacci 2000;
Brancacci 2001) then it is still a matter of choice made by Dio to select a specific tradition to work. Dio, after all,
was more than familiar with Plato and it was not a matter of the availability of an alternative tradition.
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Chapter 1) but, as it appears from the succeeding explanation clause, it is meant to set Diogenes
apart from other intellectuals around him:
0088 Yap podNTag TIVOG 0VSE TolodTOV SYAOV TEPL ADTOV ElYEV, HOTEP 01 GOPLGTOL Kai odANTOL
Kai o1 8104.6KaA0L TOV YOpHdV
For he did not have any students nor such a throng around him such as that around the sophists,

the flute players, and the teachers of choruses, 4.14.

We see then that the haunt of the ancient, paradigmatic philosopher in Dio, even when
he is about to embark on a private dialogue, was a public space. Whereas the mode of Diogenes’
philosophising, the dialogue, was dismissed by Dio, the element of publicity, evoked by
locating him in a public gymnasium, was kept. This is true for the rest of the places in the
corpus where we find Socrates and Diogenes performing philosophy and to which we shall
now turn.

In Oration 8, On Virtue, Dio made another addition of his own to the biographic
tradition of Diogenes. The speech opens in Athens, where the audience are told of Diogenes’
encounter with several of Socrates’ followers, creating a connection between the two.?> After
an interval of time spent with Antisthenes, Diogenes is said to move to Corinth and to the
Isthmus where the bulk of the Oration’s events take place. In this, Dio did not deviate from the
familiar biography of Diogenes.?® In Dio’s time, however, Corinth bore more than its historical
importance and pointing to the location in the speech, I believe, bears significance greater than
simple historical accuracy.

As a twice re-founded colony (once by Caesar in 44 BC and once after the earthquake
of 77 CE by Vespasian),?’ Corinth served as a prime location for presenting new models which
were based on past, respected heritages.?® The choice of Corinth, then, in addition to its being
a historical Hellenic centre, is in itself a marker of the dynamics of affiliation and dismissal in
Dio’s construction of his identity; an argument which gains more force if indeed this speech
belongs in Dio’s period of wandering,? as it reveals this to have been part of Dio’s construction

of identity already in process at an early stage.

25 Brancacci 2000; Jouan 1993.

26 Cf. Diog. Laért. 6.77.

27 Wiseman 1979, 497, 506.

28 Famously, Favorinus spoke in Corinth in attempt to re-establish his own heritage in it (Oration 37 in Dio’s
corpus). It appears that the city was, in life as in literature, a stage on which intellectuals negotiated their identity
with rivals and audiences and vied for their acceptance as a model. See: Gleason 1995, 8-20; Konig 2001;
Eshleman 2012, 82—83.

29 von Arnim 1898, 264; Desideri 1978, 204—5; Jones 1978, 49; Jouan 1993.
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Moreover, Corinth was a centre of activity for Paul in the middle of the first century
where he addressed the Jewish, Christian, and pagan communities.’® Gleason, as well as
Winter,?! mark the similarity of discourse between Paul and Favorinus who also spoke there:
the former pre-dated Dio whilst the latter succeeded him.>? Throughout the first century CE and
onwards, Corinth was a locus (historic and literary) of contention over a plethora of identities
— Hellenic and Roman identity, intellectual identity, and religious identity — and audiences were
exposed continually to various performances which vied for their attention, respect, and
recognition.

Whilst these are all reasons for the importance (and meaning) of Corinth for Dio as an
intellectual performer, there are also reasons for the setting that are internal to the narrative.
These reasons, as we have seen in our brief glimpse of Oration 4, focus on the public nature of
the philosopher’s place of activity:

Enpa yap OtL mAeloTol dvOpmmol kel cuViact dld TOLG AUEVAS Kol TG ETaipag, Kol 6Tl 1] TOAG
domep €v TpLodw thic EALGd0g Eketto
(For [Diogenes] saw that the greatest number of people gather there because of the harbours and

the hetaerae, and that the city was situated, as it were, at the triple-junction of Greece, Or. 8. 5).

Like its gymnasium, the Craneion we glimpsed in Oration 4, Corinth itself functions in
the Dionic narrative as a gathering place. The phrase €v 1p16d® appears in Dio once more where
it is used to explain the public nature of dramaturgical activity:

Bovpalopevol 0 VIO TAOV TOAADV EMEXEIPOVY AVTOL TEAETV TOV OYAOV, T® OVTL PaKyeiov TvVag
OKNVOG AKOADTTOVNG TNEAUEVOL EV TIOL TPAYIKATG TPLOSO1G
(Admired by the many the dramaturges tried to initiate the mass, in truth constructing open booths

for Bacchic rites at a sort of tragic crossroads, Or. 36. 35).%3

Dio, therefore, sets his model philosopher upon the metaphorical crossroads where he
can be approached by the many and speak to the masses.

Although the philosopher’s haunts where he conducts his activity are public — a notion
that is retained throughout the speeches — the mode of philosophising is quite the opposite. Dio

portrays it as a dialogue between the philosopher and other individuals. This becomes clear

30 Judge 1960; Winter 2002, 180-239.

31 See note above.

32 Gleason 1995, 16—17 compares Paul’ rhetoric in the Corinthian epistles with that of Favorinus in his Corinthian
Oration (treating both figures as sophists). Paul, of course, succeeded to create his own, Christian, community
there, but even that community was still contentious and fractious (Judge 1960, 132; Wiseman 1979, 504-5).

33 For ‘constructing...crossroads’, see: Russell 1992, 230 ad 35 tdt 6vTi...1p10801C.
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when we move along with Diogenes from Corinth itself to the Isthmus, where Diogenes
napéoye 0& kol avtov @ Poviopéve €vivyxdvew (‘made himself available to anyone who
wished to meet with him’, 8.7), and engaged in dialogue described in the form of an elenctic
exchange of words:

BV 8¢ Eévov foav ol TPoctdvies, Kol ToVTmv EKacTog PBpoyd TU €V i dkovcog GmneL,

(@oPovpevog TOV Eleyyov

(those who approached [Diogenes] were from among the strangers, and each of them took off

after saying or hearing something rather short, fearing from his scrutiny, 8.10)

In fact, even what might be called the ‘speech’ of Diogenes (§§14-35) is instigated by
a discussion with a particular person (rvBopévov 6¢ tvog €l kai avtdg, 8.11), consisting of a
question-and-answer dialogue.’* The ‘speech’, is simply a longer answer made by Diogenes.
Moreover, what brings Diogenes to cut short his long reply is the gathering of a crowd around
them, as what was supposed to be a dialogue has turned into a public performance (8.36). We
shall revisit this point in the final part of this chapter, to observe that this is where Dio took
back control, so to speak, over the speech and returns to his own voice. In doing that, he
specifically retains the public nature of Diogenes’ philosophy whilst giving up on its dialogue
form.

We have already pointed out that this dynamic of affiliation and dismissal is found in
the fourth Kingship and so it is with the third Kingship: a telling point not only about the
diachronic nature of this dynamic in Dio’s construction of identity,** but also in respect to the
model. If Orations 4 and 8 present Diogenes to the audience, Oration 3 introduces the figure
of Socrates who is made to appear (passim) in the exact same fashion in a dialogue with an
unknown interlocutor (rvBopévov tvog, 3.1; 0 €keivo 10 Epdtnua Epmtioag, 3.30). Here as
well, while Socrates is portrayed in conversation with a no-man, and hence any-man in Athens
(3.1), Dio himself breaks away from this model in the act of performance itself as he delivers
a public speech, or at least provides a text that is meant to be read as one.

Diogenes and Socrates, therefore, are on equal footing regarding Dio’s affiliation with
and dismissal of them. We have seen how Diogenes was said to be making himself available

to all who wished mapéoye 6¢ kai avtov 1@ Poviopéve, (8. 7). Just as so, when Socrates’

o

34 Note the verbal cues: fipeto [...] &ine [...] §peto [...] Epn [...] fi oU oier (Or. 8.11-4). Diogenes embarks on his
prolonged answer with the second-person, singular pronoun o0, which marks the single individual as an
interlocutor despite of Diogenes’ pontification that reads speech-like.

35 The 8" Oration is most likely from the wandering period (see n. 29) whereas the 3™ Oration is from the time
of Trajan: von Arnim 1898, 399; Jones 1978, 119; Desideri 1978, 279 suggested that the addressee is Nerva, but
see the response of Moles 1984, and Moles 1990, esp. 360-1. A Trajanic dating, of course, does not necessitate
Trajan as an addressee, see: Whitmarsh 2001b, 188 with n. 26 for bibliography on ‘narratee’; 325-7.
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philosophising method is described, Dio uses the exact same formations: mapgiyev avTOV TOig
Boviopévolg (Or. 54.3). This appears in a short piece (four chapters overall) in which Socrates’
life and activity are portrayed succinctly, mainly in comparison to that of the major sophists of
his time. This, as with the case of the sophists from Oration 4, was Dio’s way of creating that
hierarchy between sophists, philosophers, and himself to which we shall return.’® For the
moment, however, we shall keep our focus on the model’s nature of philosophical activity:

Tapelyev avTOV T0lG Povlopévolg mpociévar kol dlahéyectar, mepl T€ TV Ayopav T0 TOAAQ
dwtpifov kal g Tag modaioTpag eictdv Kai Tpog Taig tpomélong kabelopevog [...] €l Tic dpa
€0eAnoel mubéchan T1 kol dkodoat TAV VeOTEP®V T TOV TPESPLTEPWV.

([Socrates] made himself available to those who wished to approach and converse with him,
passing most of his time around the agora, going in the wrestling-schools, and sitting beside the
money-changers’ tables, if perchance it would be the case that someone of the young or the old
would wish to ask or to listen to something, Or. 54.3).

The same two features repeat themselves in Oration 72 where Dio speaks about (his)
personal appearance as a philosopher and yet again conflates Socrates and Diogenes. Why is
it, he asks, that some people approach those who look like philosophers. It is because:

movOavopevol Kol mepl TokpATove 8Tl Goedg Te MV Kol Stedéyeto Toic mpoctodol Adyoug
@povipovg, Kol Tepl Aloyévoug, 4Tt Kol adTo¢ TPOG AmavTo eDTOPEL AOYOL Kol ATOKPicEMG.
(they learned about Socrates that he was wise and used to exchange prudent words with those
who approached him, and also about Diogenes that he as well abounds in sense and answer in
regard to every topic, Or. 72. 11).37

Time and again, then, we see that Dio’s portrayal of his models’ manner of philosophy
is built around two features: engagement with the general public, by frequenting more popular
locations and by making themselves available to all, and dialogue. There is no special
designated place for philosophizing, nor is it a single place. The only principle, it seems, is that
it should be as public a place as possible. And, whoever wished so could come close to
wherever Socrates or Diogenes were making themselves available and hold a conversation with
them. Their ‘target audience’ was tantamount to the entire population of the city and the entire
city could serve as their place of activity.

I want to look now at Oration 13, perhaps the most important piece of evidence in
respect to Dio’s self-fashioning as a philosopher. As for the popular element of Socrates’
philosophy, it is emphasized to the utmost by the double use of moc- root words, and the

recalling of different places of activity:

36 Fornaro, Amato, and Nesselrath 2009, 110 n. 2.
37CE. Or. 9.6: 886xel yap ixovdg sivar Aodopfican kai toig Epmtioty dmokpivacOur tpog &mog (‘for he was known
to be prepared to jeer at and reply to those who interrogate him with a word”).

50



0VOETOTE EKETVOG EMADGOTO ALYV, TAVTOXOD TE Kal PO Gmavtag fodv Kol S1aTEWVOUEVOS €V
Taig modaiotpaig kol &v T® Avkeim Kai &mi TV Epyactnpiov kol kat’ dyopdv

([Socrates] never ceased talking, everywhere and towards all he used to cry out and hold forth
earnestly to everyone in the wrestling schools, in the Lyceum, at the workshops, and within the

agora, Or. 13.14).

Much has been said about the use of Socrates as a model in the speech.?® The visit to
the Pythia in Delphi, the Apollonian dictum which Dio received, and the speech, allegedly of
Socrates, which Dio embedded within his own, are all crucial and have rightly attracted
attention. Yet, regarding the way Dio constructed his own identity as a philosopher, there are
three comments which have been overlooked by scholars that are key for our understanding.

Throughout his corpus where Diogenes and Socrates are mentioned, Dio almost never
admits to being different from them. It is up for the audience to read beyond the words and to
note the differences between speaker and persona.’ It is in those three comments in Oration
13 that Dio does admit that he is different to his model, Socrates, although he was adopting his
words (i.e., wisdom) and mode of philosophy. Read together, these comments almost create a
narrative of their own which tells us what kind of a philosopher Dio wanted to appear to be and
what kind of a philosopher he ended up being (and, eventually, was forced to fashion himself
as such):

oUT® 01N TOPAKEAELGAUEVOG EUOVTG UNTE 0ediéval PNTe aioyvvesbal TO mpdyo, GTOAMV T€
TamEWNV avolafav kol TEAAC KOAGGOG EUOVTOV MA®UNY TOVTOXoD. Ol 08 EVILYXGVOVTEG
GvOpomTol OpBVTEG, Ol UEV AANTNV, 01 O€ TT®YOV EKAAOLV, Ol OE TIVEG KOl PIAOGOQOV. Evtebbey
guol cuvEPT Kot  OAlyov T Kol 00 Povievchpevov adTOV 00OE €0° 0VT@ UEYO PPOVICAVTO
TOUTOV TOD OVOUOTOG TUYEV. Ol UEV YAP TOAAOL TV KOAOVUEVOV QIAOGOPMOV OOTOVG
avaknpvTToVGty, Momep ol OAvUTiacL KNPLKES EYm 08 TV AAAWDV AeyOVTOV 00K Eduvauny del
Kol ot dSopdyesOoat.

(And so, after I encouraged myself not to fear and not be ashamed of the act, I donned a humble
cloak, chastised myself in all other respects, and wandered everywhere. And the people who
happened to see me, some of them called me a wanderer, some a beggar, and some a philosopher.
Hence it came about, little by little and neither of my own volition nor because I had acquired a
high opinion of myself, that I acquired this title. For indeed most of those who are so-called

philosophers self-proclaim themselves [as such], just as the heralds at the Olympic games. As for

38 yon Arnim 1898, 256-67; Moles 1978, 96-100; Déring 1979, 82-91; Gleason 1995, 153—54; Brancacci 2000,
251-52; Trapp 2000, 231; Verrengia 2000, 88—91; Whitmarsh 2001a, 288—90; Moles 2005; Hunter 2017.

39 A point that Moles 1978 (99) misunderstood or was, at least, contradictory about (claiming that the audience
were less likely to recognise the persona; see above in the text). Not so later scholarship, see: Hunter 2017, 264.
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me, | had no power always and in all cases to contend with others who were saying [viz. that |

was a philosopher], Or. 13.10-11).

This is what Dio wanted the audience to understand as his turning point towards
philosophy. Sent on a divine mission by Apollo (described in the preceding section), Dio set
out into the world and was given the title of ‘philosopher’ by others. Dio refrains from boasting
by claiming the title to himself, which would have been an unphilosophical act.*® There are
others who do that, and they are only so-called philosophers (t@v kaAovpévaov prhocoP®V), a
phrase which in Dio’s corpus is reserved for false or less adequate philosophers.*! However,
and this is the first comment I want to focus on, there is something off about the metaphor of
the Olympic heralds which Dio used to describe those self-proclaiming philosophers.

The heralds, after all, had the task of proclaiming others as winners in the Olympic
games, so it is an ill-fitting metaphor for those who self-proclaim as philosophers. The heralds
are not boastful about their own status but celebrate the achievements of another. This comment
(metaphor) was, therefore, either mistaken or, what I believe is more likely in a speaker of
Dio’s calibre, was meant to point towards something more. In the construction of his transition
into philosophy, Dio wished the audience to see that there are philosophers whose activity in
public is akin to the public nature of the Olympic heralds. Like them, they appear and proclaim
before the many. The audience, listening to a public speech (as well as the later reader) already
understand that Dio is in fact very much like these philosophers. But this is Dio’s 4pology
(conducted in tandem with his Platonic/Socratic model), his explanation of why his philosophy,
whilst carried out in public, is presented in the form of a speech instead of in dialogue. He
therefore begins his narrative of transition by trying to convince the audience that at first, he
was not a public speaker, and that he was true to his Socratic model of philosophy. In other

words, this is where Dio creates affiliation with the model.

As his short narrative of transition into philosophy continues, we are confronted with
the same notion. Our familiarity with Dio’s language of describing philosophical activity,
which takes place in dialogue, enables us to see that this is what Dio tried to do:

TOALOL YOp NPOTOV TPOCIOVIEG O, T MOl Qaivorto ayoBov 1| kakdv: Gdote Mvaykalopmv

@povtilew VEP TOVTOV, Tva Eyoyut drokpivesBot Tolg EpwTdoY.

40 Cf. Arr. Epict. Diss. 3.21.23: gihdcogov 8¢ pndémot” ginng oeavtov. Cf. Desideri 2007, 202; Lauwers 2015,
47.
41 See: Ch. 1.1: p. 36, n. 36.
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(For many approached me asking this: what appeared to me good or bad. I was obligated to think

about these concepts, so as to be able to answer my questioners, 13.12).

The language (pdToV TpocdvTES; dnokpivesBot Toig Epwtdotv) is that of philosophy
conducted through dialogue, as we have noticed in the examples of Socrates and Diogenes and
those who approached them in order to ask questions.

It is here that the speech assumes its strong apologetic force, and we move from
affiliation towards dismissal. This is the second comment I want to focus on: just as it was
others who called him a philosopher, it is now others who €xélevov Aéyewv katactévta gig TO
Kowov (‘bade me rise up and speak in public’, 12), to deliver a Adyoc. As far as the transition
narrative is constructed, Dio removes his own agency. First, he did not choose, but was unable
to deny, the title of philosopher (ovx édvvaunv), and then it is the demand of others (€kéhegvov)
that forms his action. At this point, Dio goes into his long ‘quotation’ of the alleged Socratic
speech. This echoes his loss of agency as Dio confesses to anopia (14), which was the reason
for his recourse to the words of another. When the part of the embedded speech is finished, the
narrative of transition into philosophy continues with a failed attempt to regain agency. This
is, of course, a mirror image of what takes place in actuality because Dio now returns to his
own voice, and he adduces the third comment I want to focus on in his apologetic narrative. In
his wanderings, he says, he came to Rome, where he wished to philosophise:

oUT® oM Kol &yw érepopunv daAéyectar Popaiols, nedn pe Ekdhecav kal Aéyewv n&iovv, ov
Kot §Y0 Koi Tpeic dmolapBévmv év TakaicTpaug Kol mepurdTolc: ob yop fv Suvatodv obtmg dv
gielvn 1] moAel ovyylyvesBar- moAloic d¢ kol aBpooig €ig TaVTO GuVIoDGLY ...

(So it was that I too tried to converse [make dialogue] with the Romans, when they summoned
me and required me to speak [with them], not taking them separately in twos or threes in
wrestling-schools and porticoes — it wasn’t possible to associate with people thus in that city —

but to many of them all assembled in the same place ..., 13.31).4?

The constructed image is that of a philosopher who was unable to do as he wished,
unable to follow the example of his model. He wanted, so he wished the audience to think, like
Socrates, to engage in dialogue with two or three people at a time, in the paradigmatic haunts
of philosophy such as the wrestling-schools. Instead, he was forced to speak in front of large
gatherings in public places upon request (or due to the conditions of intellectual activity in the

contemporary city).*’

42 For cuyylyvopo as ‘to converse’ see: LSJ s.v., II, especially 2: ‘of disciples of pupils, hold converse with a
master’.
43 This is noted by Trapp (2014a, 39-40) but not explored further.
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Set within the most important speech that we have by Dio about his identity as a
philosopher, this small narrative, from the imagery of the public Olympic heralds through the
bidding of others to speak in public, to his inability to perform dialogue with private groups, is
key to our understanding of this identity. It is an admission (as expected, a sophisticated and
elaborate one) of Dio’s dismissal of the past model. Like Diogenes and Socrates, for whom it
was the whole city that served as a public arena for philosophy, for Dio it is whole cities and
crowds that serve as the audience for philosophy. That philosophy should be carried out in
public is adopted, and the wisdom of the models is also adopted. Dio, however, (in so many
words) admitted that in his own time there was a necessity to have moved away from their
dialogue mode into the public speech.** He thus retains affiliation with the model whilst still
very much presenting himself as an original.*’

In his dismissal of the dialogue form Dio certainly wanted the audience to see him as
an original. I want to claim, however, that even more than that, Dio was a revolutionary. His
aim, in constructing his identity as a philosopher, was far higher than establishing himself as
the newest model in a long tradition. Dio wanted to establish himself as the best model in that
tradition. Oration 13 is a literary apology for his dismissal of his models’ mode of
philosophising. Yet we need not necessarily believe that there were real situations in which a
crowd demanded that Dio speak in public, forbidding him to conduct his philosophy in dialogue
form. This conclusion, I believe, Dio came to by himself. What we will see in the next section
is that Dio continuously constructed the image of Diogenes and Socrates in a way that made
clear that, whilst their wisdom was and still is true, the dialogue form never was, and hence
will never be, effective as a mode of philosophy. This construction leaves Dio as the ultimate

philosopher. Affiliated with the past whilst better suited for the needs of his time.

“ Those who investigate the issue of intellectual identity might find this dynamic between Dio and a demanding
audience illustrative of what Hahn called the Erwartungshorizont: the ‘horizon of expectation’ that an audience
harbours in relation to the intellectual whose performance they attend. Hahn claimed that an intellectual who
wished to be understood as a philosopher had to adapt, in appearance and demeanour, to what the audience had
thought a philosopher was, Hahn 1989, 12, 26. Hahn, however, did not stress enough the dynamic between Dio
and the audience, and that Dio as an intellectual had agency to try and assert a new, different model to whatever
was expected. Cf. Korhonen 1997, 35-36, which sees the process as far more reciprocal. See also: Gleason 1995,
132 who recognises a ‘remarkably stable set of social expectations’, yet in her review of Hahn criticised the
essentialist nature of his thesis. See: Gleason 1991. Zambrini 1994, offered an interesting and, to my view, a
correct analysis of Dio’s mode of philosophising by looking at Oration 35: he pinpointed external circumstance
as important (‘obbligato dalle circostanze’, 60). Like, Hahn, however, the focus is too much on the audience and
less on Dio.

45 Against Moles 1978, 98, who read Dio as trying to avoid admission of originality. Cf. Hunter’s points about
Dio’s updating of his Socrates model or (in respect to the embedded speech) about Dio’s integration of a criticism
against Socrates in this speech. Two forms of moving away from the classical model towards a more modern,
better-suited, one which Dio embodies: Hunter 2017, 256; 263.
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2.3 The ineffectiveness of past philosophers
The paradox of Dio’s relationship with past philosophers is his apparent belief that their

wisdom was true, which co-exists with his need to move away from them to embody a new
model better suited for the times. To do so, Dio insisted on the ineffectiveness of his models.
In presenting Socrates and Diogenes philosophising, especially as it is done in dialogue, Dio
consistently demonstrated that they were unable to educate their interlocutors. This insistence
allowed him to retain the wisdom itself (affiliation), whilst moving away from the model
(dismissal), by intimating that what this wisdom needs is simply the right kind of philosopher
for it to be successfully conveyed to others.

This must be understood as an authorial choice of Dio as to how to construct the past,
and not a result of received tradition. Let us look at Socrates. We may claim that his
ineffectiveness was a literary tradition or even the historical reality: historically, Socrates was
put to death by the people of Athens and Plato’s Apology shows Socrates as in conflict with his
fellow citizens. Similarly, if we think of the, so called, aporetic dialogues, where it is more the
method that comes out as important rather than any answers (since there are none) to which the
reader is led.*¢ In Plato and in real life, then, Socrates does not appear as effective at all times.
Yet the Socratic tradition is of course richer than this. Xenophon, an important source, well-
respected by Dio and familiar to him, famously offered an image of a Socrates who is far more
successful in his educational project.*’ Dio could have chosen to work around this model and
not to confine himself to the figure of the shunned Socrates. His choice, then, was deliberate.
Time and again Dio presented his audience with the failure of his models. This failure suggests
the ineffectiveness of the very model which, it appears, should be discarded in favour of what

Dio had to offer himself.

When we left Oration 8§ earlier, it was with what I suggested was Diogenes’ long reply
in a dialogue he was engaged in with one of the Isthmian Games’ spectators. Just as much as
Corinth itself was important, in the narrative and outside of it, so are the Isthmus and the games.
Dio provides the audience with a tableau of the scene:

kad 81 kai TdTe v TEPL TOV VeV T0D [T0E1dHVOG dicoVEY TOALGV HEV GOPIGTAV KAKOSOLLOVOV
Bodviov kol AoB0pOVHEVOY GAANAOLG, KOl TOV AeYOUEV@V HaONTGY GALOL GAAD LLOYOUEVDV,
TOADV O& CLYYPUPEDV AVAYLYVOOKOVTIOV GvaicOnta cuyypdppota, TOAADY 08 TomT®dV
TOMUOTO AOOVTIMV, Kol TOVTOLG EMOLVOUVI®V ETEPOV, TOAADY O¢ Bovpotomoidv OBavuota

46 Even more so, we could say that the model of the sage who goes unheeded by his peers, the people, or those in
power, is a very common one, perhaps even a universal trope. A famous example of this are the Biblical prophets.
47 Xenophon’s Memorabilia was, in fact, written to show exactly this: that Socrates was ever beneficial (Mem.
1.3.1). Cf. Morrison 2010.
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EMOEIKVOVI®V, TOAADV 0 TEPUTOCKOTMOV TEPATH KPVOVIOV, Hupiov 0 pntopov Oikog
OTPEPOVTOV, OVK OMY®V 6& KOTAW®V S0KOTNAELOVI®V OTL TOYOIEV EKAGTOG

(Moreover, at that time it was possible to hear around the Temple of Poseidon many wretched
sophists shouting and abusing each other, their so-called pupils bickering one with another,
many writers reading aloud their senseless compositions, many poets reciting their poems and
others who praise them, and so also many fairground performers presenting their marvels, many
soothsayers delivering their portents, myriads of orators pleading their contorted cases, and
plenty of petty-merchants offering for sale whatever each might, 8. 9).

This vivid description seem to reflect a real-time experience, perhaps even going on
during the very delivery of Dio’s speech; this would suggest, once again, the context in which
Dio was active and how he was attempting to situate himself against all forms of contemporary
intellectuals as a philosopher and educator.*® Indeed, we can compare this with the scene
described by Dio around him in the Olympic Games in Oration 12, to which we shall come
back at the end of the chapter. There as well, among the delightful spectacles, there are many
things to which one can listen, orators, writers of prose and verse, and, of course, many sophists
(moAhovc) and their pupils.*

Such then is the scene of intellectual public activity in which Dio locates Diogenes and
it is important to keep it in mind with all its shouting, bickering, declaiming, and reciting. What
I want to focus on, however, is the sense of Diogenes’ ineffectiveness and lack of success which
Dio builds as the speech moves forwards, and which is tied up with Diogenes’ method of
philosophising. The description of intellectual public activity around Diogenes is framed by
two such statements:

€mel 0¢ £ TAVGEWY TOVG TEIGOUEVOLG ODTG Ayvoiag Kol movnpiag kol dkolaciog, ovdeig oDt
TPOCETYEV 0VOE EkELgLEY 0G0t adTOV. ..

(When [Diogenes] said that he would bring to end the follies, wickedness, and licentiousness
of anyone who would listen to him, none paid attention to him nor asked to be healed be him,
8. 8).

Dio takes care to note Diogenes’ surprise (Bavudletv, 7) at people’s lack of attention
towards him. Diogenes, we have noted, came to Corinth and the Isthmus not by chance, but
because he saw in the great number of people (6) there an opportunity to be, as a philosopher,
a healer of souls. He is not an aloof sage, a hermit in the desert. The picture is that of the

philosopher who is removed from people only in his wisdom and customs of life but is still

48 Winter 2002, 123-24.

4 ¢ 62 Kol Vueic Tocadta pudv Osdpata Exovieg Tepmvd, Tocadta 8¢ dKkovouaTe, TODTO PEV PYTopog SEVoNC,
10070 8¢ EVyypopéag NdI6TOVG EUUETPOV KOl AUETPOV AOY®V, TODTO 8¢ TOAAOVC 60p1oThG, dO&N Kol pobnTaic
gmarpopévoug olov mrepoic (Or. 12.5).
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integrated in the life of the community as part of his philosophical mission. Being thus ignored
by the community points to a failure in the mission.>

After the first statement of Diogenes’ lack of success, Dio presents us with the scene
around Diogenes. This scene, with its strong emphasis on the public nature of other
intellectuals’ activity and on their great numbers, allows Dio to set in relief Diogenes’
singularity and the more private nature of his activity:

g00C oDV Kkai avtd Tiveg mpocijilov, TV pév Kopvbiov oddeic: o0dE yap dovio oddev
OeelOoecdat, 8t kad’ Huépay Ebpov avtdv &v Kopivlp: tdv 8& Eévav fioav ol TpoctovTec,
Kol TOVTOV EK0oTOG Ppayd TL lm®V | Akovoag AnTHEL, PORoOUEVOC TOV EAeyyOV

(Straightaway, then, a number of people came towards him; none, however, from among the
Corinthians for they thought him to be in no way helpful, because they were used to see him
every day in Corinth. Those who approached him were from among the strangers, and each one
of them fled away after making a brief remark or having one made to him, fearing his scrutiny,
10).

Like those gathered around the other performers, a number of people approach
Diogenes. We receive another indication of the philosopher’s inability to fulfil his educative,
iatric mission through the Corinthians’ avoidance of him, and we also learn that it is Diogenes’
method that stands in the way of this fulfilment: the elenctic dialogue (note, talking and
listening) is what puts his interlocutors to flight.

Finally, and naturally for the purpose of the Oration, one person enters a dialogue with
Diogenes which allows him, as Dio’s mouthpiece, to present his philosophical wisdom. There
is a marked shift between the beginning of their talk and the end of it, a shift which makes all
the difference in terms of Dio’s moving away from the manner in which his models
philosophised and towards his own method. For, as mentioned, Diogenes replies with a long
answer that takes up about 20 passages of Dio’s speech. The last passage, however, is reserved
by Dio for his own voice, as he narrates what took place:

TaDTO 6¢ AEyovtog Tod Al0yEVoug, TEPUGTAVTO TOAAOL Kol TAVL MOEMG NKPODVTO TMV AOY®V.
gvvorioac 8¢ oipon o Tod Hparxdéovg, Todg pév Adyoug aefike, yopoi 8& kabslopevog Emoist Tt
BV a56Emv. g0ODC obv oi moAlol kateppdvovy avtod kol poivesOou Epacoy, koi méAY
€0opvovv copiotai, kabamep &v TEAHOTL BATpayot TOV HOPOV 0VY OPDVTES

(As Diogenes said these things, many people stood around him and listened with much pleasure
to his words. Having just thought of the Heraclean deed [of cleaning the Augean stables], I
believe, he stopped his talk and, crouching on the ground, performed an indecent act. Then
immediately the crowds despised him and were saying that he was crazy, and the sophists raised
their clamour once more, just like frogs in a pond that do not see the water snake, 36).

50 On this see: Malherbe 1989, 16-23; Trapp 2007a, 214—15.
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What started as a dialogue, then, ended up as a speech and Dio engineered this shift to
be the reason for Diogenes quitting. When Diogenes realized, by looking around, that he’s just
another public performer among many rather than the philosopher he perceived himself to be,
he cuts his speech off, and in the most Cynic of ways, by defecating on the ground. The crowd
is repulsed and disperses, and if Diogenes had any success in passing on some philosophical
wisdom while speaking, their marked disgust seems to undo it. The sophists then take control
over the scene and Diogenes, we can say, has failed to transmit his message.

However, Dio’s speech — which was a public performance in the form of an oration to
begin with — does not end with Diogenes’ abrupt stop. Dio, after all, narrates this part, assuming
for the last passage his own voice, and thus, unlike Diogenes, is left to contend with the sophists
around him. This he himself does in a sophisticated way. Whitmarsh argued that the water-
snake remark contains within it no less than three allusions, two Platonic (Phd. 109b and Tht.
161d) and one Aesopic (92" Fable).”! Literary allusions, of course, are markers of paideia.
Dio then not only reclaims his own voice but signals how the end of the speech completes his
dismissal of Diogenes, his model, whose Cynicism renounced high education. Dio’s
philosophy is capable of offering more. He taps into Diogenes’ philosophical wisdom (virtue,
athletic versus ethic) but in a way that does not alienate the audience.

The allusions, moreover, carry over meaning from the text alluded, marking the failure
of Diogenes even more strongly. The Platonic allusions speak to the conflict between
philosophers and sophists and present the superiority of the former group over the latter.>? The
Aesopic allusion, however, goes one step further and reveals Dio’s belief in his own superiority
over Diogenes.> In the fable of Aesop, a viper kills a water-snake and the frogs, for whom the
water-snake is an enemy, encourage the viper. The viper then reproves the frogs for merely
encouraging by singing instead of actively helping him in the battle. Now, if the sophists are
the helpless frogs, unable really to confront the water-snake, Diogenes, then Dio is the viper
and the sole person to emerge victorious from this encounter (from his speech). Diogenes was
good for his time, yet he must be removed now and clear the space for a new kind of

philosopher who is more viper-like.

5! Whitmarsh 2018: ‘The Hair of the Dog: Reading Dio’s Diogenes Orations’, an unpublished paper presented in
a conference on Dio held at the Department of Classics, New York University in April 2018. I am thankful for
Prof. Whitmarsh for sharing with me the text of his paper.

52 In the Phaedo, the frogs and ants that sit around the ‘pond’ mark the people living around the Mediterranean,
that is they are small and insignificant and so are the sophists. In the Theaetetus, Socrates mocks Protagoras’ logic
as basically leading to the conclusion that people’s reasoning is as good as that of frogs.

53 1 am in debt, once more, to Whitmarsh’s paper.
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To be sure, this is not a single incident of a model’s ineffectiveness, and it also cannot
be explained by Diogenes’ decision to quit his philosophising (because he found out that the
crowd is enjoying his words). From the moment (in the speech) Diogenes leaves Athens, as we
have seen, Dio describes his entire philosophical enterprise as a failed one, even though
Diogenes, it is said, very much wanted to help people. Oration 8, then, was constructed so that
on the one hand it retains the wisdom of the Cynic philosopher as valuable and worthy of
transmission, and especially more valuable than whatever the sophists could produce, which is
mere frog-like croaking. On the other hand, the speech presents Dio as a different kind of
philosopher from his Cynic model. Not only have we moved away from the dialogue form into
public speech, but we have also moved away from the under-cultivated, simple, uneducated
philosophy of the Cynics. Dio’s philosophy is transmitted through rhetoric that was intricate
and highly literary, and, not less important, accessible and persuasive — an instrument for
success in the public sphere.

Oration 9, similar in premise to that of 8, strikes a similar note. Diogenes is portrayed
as mostly shunned or mocked by those who attended the games. The Corinthians, like those in
Or. 8, avoid him because they know him from his time there (4), and others who did come to
engage with him (if not for mocking him), run away immediately or talk with him with no
intention of benefitting from him.>* The penultimate section is a rare moment in which the
philosopher actually manages to influence others who are not philosophers themselves. In
speaking with one of the winners Diogenes belittles the importance of athletic achievement in
comparison to victory over fear, pleasure, and other vices.

Towodta 8€ TPOG TOV AVvOp@TOV S10AeYOUEVOG TOAALOVG EMOINGE TV TOPOVIMV KOTAPPOVI GOl

100 TPAYHATOG KAKEIVOV 0TOV AVTOVHEVOV ATEAOETV KOl TOAD TOMEWVOTEPOV. TODTO 3¢ OV

UIKPOV TTopETye Toig avOpdmolg, 6moTe 1001 TIVaL ATV EMOPOUEVOV Kol 010 TPAYIO 0VOEVOS

a&lov EEm tod @povelv, cvoteilog €ml Ppoyd Kol AQEA®V WKPOV TL ThG dvolag, domep ol Td

nepuonuéva kai oidodvta viEavteg fj oelcavreg.

(By saying such things to the man, he caused many of those present to look down on [athletic

achievement] and [he caused] the man himself to take off vexed and much humbled. And this

was not a small service that he provided to people, that whenever he saw someone elated for no

reason or out of his mind due to some worthless matter, he would humble [him] for a short time

4 16y 88 EAA®V ol pokpoOev PEAMOTA TPOSTIEGHY TPOC BTV, ..00TOL 81 Thvieg ideiv PovAdpevol pdAiov anTdv
Kad Bpayd T dkoboot Aéyovtog, g Exotev anayyéAdew £Tépoic | Peltiovg yevésBau (‘As for others, those from far,
far away approached him...in fact all of these wanted to see him and to listen to him say something short so that they
could tell others more than so they could become better men’, 9. 5).
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and take away something of his stupidity, just as those who puncture and shake puffed and
swollen things, 9. 21).

However, between the extensive description of those who mocked and shunned
Diogenes (4-10) and the following, last section, this moment of success is a fleeting one.

In the next paragraph Diogenes carries on his mocking of the athletic institution when
he crowns a horse as a winner in a kicking competition against another horse (22). This elicits
laughter from the crowd and their mockery of the athletes. This is where Dio’s speech ends. It
is unclear if Dio capped the speech in a manner akin to that of Oration 8.°° Yet although the
crowd approves of Diogenes’ action, this should not be taken as a mark of success. Firstly,
because Diogenes, as we already saw, is not supposed to entertain and trigger enjoyment in his
audience. Secondly, because it is in this speech itself that this kind of reaction on the side of
the crowd (gloating and rejoicing over the folly of another) is marked by Dio as a sign of
people’s inability to truly take to heart Diogenes’ words. They failed to understand that their
folly is the same, and at the moment Diogenes’ frank words were directed at them they fled
away (7).

We might say that this failure of the philosopher has to do specifically with Cynicism.
Why should people listen to a man who flouts social norms to such extremes? Yet in fact, as
we shall now see, this applies to Socrates as well and to how Dio depicts the philosophy of the
past in general.

On Socrates (Or. 54) is a short piece of unknown date in which Dio presents Socrates
in a nutshell and sets him and his sophia against the sophists. It is most likely that this speech
was an introduction to a longer oration presented by Dio in a public setting and most likely in
proximity to other public performers and intellectuals.’® We should bear in mind, therefore,
that Socrates serves as a model for Dio, although a contested one, whereas standing for the
contemporary sophists of Dio, we find Hippias, Gorgias, Polus, and Prodicus, with whom Dio
opens the speech.

‘Inniag 6 'HAelog kai Iopyiag 6 Agovtivog kai [IdAog kai [Ipddikog ol copiotal ypdvov Tva

fvOnoav €v i) EALGSL kai Oowpactiig ET0yxavov erung, ov Hovov &v toig dAlaig TOAECY, GAAL

Kol €v Tf] Zraptn kol wap” Abnvaiolg, kal yprjuoata ToAAL cuvéreEay, dnuocig Te mapd TV

TOAE®V KOl TOPA dUVOCTAV TVOV Kol PaciAémv Kol idwtdv, ®g EkacTog €0l dSVVAULE®DG.

55 In fact, Brancacci underlines the ample similarities between Orations 8 and 9 and there is no reason to believe
that they would differ specifically on the tone of the ending, see: Brancacci 1980, 119-22.
36 Fornaro 2009a, 6.
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Eleyov 88 moAoVG gV Adyoue, vodv 88 ovk Exovtag 00E Ppaydv: &g’ GV Ty, olpat, YpriuaTa
mopilew kol avOpmmovg NAbiovg dpéokery.

(Hippias of Elis, Gorgias of Leontini, Polus, and Prodicus the sophists flourished for a while in
Greece and had marvellous fame, not just in any cities but even in Sparta and among the
Athenians. They made great fortune, each according to his ability, from the public and from
cities, potentates, kings, and private people. But although they used to make many speeches,
these had no sense, not even a little. Rather, speeches of the kind, I think, by which they could

make money and please foolish people, 54. 1).

With such an opening, the question of intellectual success can almost be said to be
flagged as the topic of the speech, and it is measured by number and status of listeners as well
as by number of speeches, and their coherence, i.e., having vodg in one’s words. The sophists
were successful but lacked reason. Socrates, on the other hand:

NV 8¢ T8 @ TPOT® KOwdC Kol PMEVOpoTOC, Kai mapeiyev anTov TOic PovAopévorg

Tpootéval Kol dtaéyectat, mepi e v dyopav Ta ToALA dtoTpifov Kol €lg Tag TaAaioTpog

glolov kai Tpog toic tpomelong kabelopevog [...] €l 1ig dpa Eé0einoet mubéchar Tt Kai dkodoot

TAV VEOTEP®V T) TOV TPESPUTEPV.

(He was in general sociable and a lover of man, and he made himself available to those who

wished to come and converse with him, passing most of his time around the market-place, going

into the wrestling schools, or sitting by the tables of the money-changers [...] in case someone,

from among the young and the old, might wish to ask or listen to something, 3).

Socrates’ amiability, however, and his willingness to enter dialogue with whomever so
wished, serve only to mark the difference between his desire to help by philosophising and his
inability to do so: oi p&v odv moAAol T®V SuvaT@V Kol PNTOP®V TPOGETOIODVTO UNSE Opdv
avtov (‘Now, the majority of the potentates and orators were pretending not to see him’, 54.3).
When someone did approach, as with Diogenes, that person quickly backed off in pain, like
people who stumble upon something (6 6¢ mpoceAbmv, GomeP 01 TPOSTTAUIGAVTES, AAYNCOG
ToyL amnAAddrteto, ibid.). So, whereas the sophists garnered acclaim from whole cities and
kings, Socrates was either ignored or avoided as a nuisance.

Interestingly, when we compare Dio’s text to that of Plato’s Apology of Socrates, from
which, it appears, Dio had taken the description, we can see that Dio marked Socrates not only
as less successful than the sophists of his time, but as failing even in comparison with his

Platonic forerunner:
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gav S10L TV odTdY Adywv dkovnTé Lov dmoloyovpévon S’ dvrep elmBo Adysy kai &v dyopd
émi 1@V tpomeldv, tva U@V ool dxnkdaot, kol GAA0OL. ..

(“if you will hear me speaking in the same words in which I used to speak both in the agora
besides the money-dealers’ tables, where many of you heard me, and in other places’, Pl. Ap.

17¢7-9).

Where Plato chose to let Socrates be heard by many men (Ou@v toAroi dxnkdact), Dio
chose to mention Socrates’ failure to receive the attention of anyone of importance.

With Socrates thus set against the sophists, Dio returns to that group and to what seems
to be the second issue he flagged at the beginning: the intrinsic value of their speeches, or
actually their lack thereof. We recall that their speeches had no vodg and that they were meant
to entertain fools. Now Dio says that although they were successful, unlike the words of
Socrates, the sophists’ speeches have perished and all we have left of the sophists is their name
(54. 4). Similarly, Dio comments on the fortune of Socrates’ words:

o1 82 10D Zwkpdrovg 0vk 016’ dwG Slapévovst Kai Slopevodot TOV Bmavto xpovov, *TovTon 88

avTOd YPAYAvVTOg 1| KOTOMTOVTOG 0UTE oUYYypappo ovte dbnkag. &teAedTa yop O Avnp

ad160eTog TV TE Goglay Kol T ypRpoTe. GAAY ovciav P&V ovK eixev, Bdote dnuevdfval,
kafdmep elmbe yiyveshor <ént> 1OV KaTadKacOEVT®V: 0l Adyol 88 T® SvTi £ompevincay pua Al
oy, O’ &xOpdv, GALL VO TV PiAmv: 0DSEV péviol NTTOV Kol VIV QavepdV TE SVTOV Kol

TILOUEVOV OAiyol EUVIAGT KOl LETEXOLGLY.

(Somehow or other the words of Socrates survived and will survive to eternity, --- when he

himself wrote or left neither text nor will. In fact, the man died intestate in respect to both his

wisdom and his property. Yet property that could be declared public, as was the custom in the
case of the condemned, he did not have. His words, however, in truth were made public property
not by his enemies, but rather by his friends. And nevertheless, even though they are now well-

known now and even respected, few people understand them and have a share in them, 4).

But, what to do with the longevity of Socrates’ wisdom? Whereas the speeches of the
sophists appear to have been lost due to their vapidity, and the longevity of Socrates’ words
and wisdom seem then to laud him, in the long run, as more successful on both counts, this is
not the picture that Dio paints. First, we note Dio’s comment on how incredible it is that
Socrates’ wisdom even survived to his day (ovk 018’ 6mwg). What is more, should an audience
or a reader jump to the conclusion that they survived because unlike the Sophists’ speeches

they are sensible, Dio quickly qualifies this: 008&v pévtot fjrrov Kai vOv pavepdv te Svimv Kai
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TIHOUEVEOV OAlyol Euvidot kol petéyovotv (‘although [the words of Socrates] are now known
not to a few and are respected, only few understand them and share their wisdom’, 4).

These are the last words of this short speech. The last passage, then, advances a number
of arguments: while it is a good thing that we have Socrates’ wisdom, it is by mere chance that
we do (as he says, o0k 018’ dmmc), and that is not due to Socrates’ own activity but that of his
friends. Had it been left, however, solely to what Socrates’ friends transmitted, then the words
themselves may have lasted forever, but they would also have remained unintelligible to the
majority, just as in Socrates’ time. All his friends could do was to improve on his failure and
make his words available, famous, and respected. This respect, however, has nothing to do with
intelligibility, since only a few understand them. What could make them intelligible, it follows,
is an interpreter. Someone who does partake of their wisdom. Someone, clearly, like Dio who
is able to bring all this before an audience.

We can safely assume that the speech which followed this short piece was full of
philosophical content associated with Socrates, perhaps one of Dio’s speeches in which he
admonishes a community for ignoring life’s important values and virtues and reminds them of
the downfall such a lifestyle brought upon others, like the Athenians who did not listen to
Socrates. Read in this way, Oration 54 presents Dio as able to salvage the wisdom of Socrates,
something Socrates himself (and his followers) failed to do. It marks him out as a better
educator and guide than other intellectuals, such as the sophists, through demonstrating the
superiority of Socrates to them and associating himself with Socrates, yet it also positions Dio
as an intellectual better suited than Socrates to deliver Socratic wisdom. Importantly, Dio was
not unique in that. His near contemporary, Maximus of Tyre, suggests the same need of an
interpreter for the Platonic text.>” To suggest that he, Dio, is the right philosopher for the job is
to locate himself in the middle of the agon over intellectual superiority which, as we can see,

he entered time and again against all kinds of intellectuals (past and present).

Throughout his Orations, Diogenes and Socrates fail to fulfil their role as philosophers.
What I want to argue now, however, is that it was not simply these particular individual models
that Dio was leaving behind, but rather that he questioned the efficacy of the philosophy of the
classical past as a whole — to contrast it, of course, with his own mode of philosophy and his

own ability to be helpful.>®

57 Trapp 1997, xxii.
58 For more instances of failures in Dio’s corpus see: Or. 33. 9-10, both the comic poets and Socrates chastised
the Athenians, only the former were endured; Orr. 47.7 and 51. 7-8, where Socrates is unheeded by the Athenians.
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In Oration 72, which is concerned with the outward appearance of philosophers (and
its social role/impacts), Dio brings Socrates and Diogenes together as paradigmatic of all
philosophers.>® When someone, in Dio’s days, on account of his humble garb, is recognized as
a philosopher, people either harass him (1-10), or they come to him, approximating him to
Socrates or Diogenes, expecting to hear some words of wisdom:

TovOavOpEVOL Kol Tepl ToKPATOVS, &TL GoPAdg Te NV Kai Siedéysto T0ig Tpociodot Adyoug

@POVIOLS, Kol TePl A0YEVOLG, OTL Kol adTOC TPOG AmavVTo EDTOPEL AOYOL Kol ATOKPIGEMG.

([because] they learned about Socrates that he was wise and used to exchange wise words with

those who approached him, and about Diogenes that he as well was ready for everything with

a word or and an answer, 11).

This then leads Dio to say that people still remember the sayings of Diogenes (we
remember that familiarity is no sign of understanding), which brings to Dio’s mind the sayings
of the Seven Sages, and of Aesop who, finally, allows Dio to bring in the fable of the owl to
which we shall shortly return (12-13). By bringing in Aesop, Dio begins to touch upon the idea
of the philosopher’s efficacy:

giol 0¢ ol kol Tov Alowmov ofovtal To100TOV Tva YevEsHal, GOoEOV LEV Kal PPOVILOV, aitbAov

8¢ G g kai EuvBeival Adyoug ikavov, oiov <ot> dvBpwmol 71010t av dkovoley. Kai Tuyov <ov>

TOVTATOGL YeLvdi] olovtol Kol T@ 6vtl Alcwomog TodTov TOV TPOTOV EMEPiTO VOLOETETY TOVG

avOpomovg Kol EMAEKVOVAL aDTOlG GTTe AUOPTAVOVCLY, MG GV UAAGTO TVELXOVTO aOTOV,

noouevol &mi 1@ yeloi® kol toig pobolg domep T mondia toig titboig pvboroyovpévorg

TPocEYoLai Te Kol fidovtat.

(and there are some who also think that Aesop was such a man, wise and sensible, and in general

wily and suited to compose stories, of the kind people might particularly (fdiota) enjoy

listening to. And perhaps, their thought is not entirely erroneous and, in truth, Aesop did attempt
to admonish people in whatever way they were most likely to put up with him and to show them
whatsoever they were failing in, so that they will put up with him as much as possible, enjoying
the joke and the fables. Just as children too pay attention to their wet-nurses telling them fables

and enjoy it, 13).

When Dio explained why people harass philosophers, one reason he provided was that
upon seeing a philosopher, people immediately think that they are about to be reproved for
their faulty nature. Hence:

obKovV 6VvVavTaL OEME OpaV ADTOVG, AAAL TPOCKPOVOVGL Kol StapdyovTal, Aomep ovd’ ol

TA10Eg MOEMG OpAv duvavTal 0UG v I0WGC1 TANYWY®Y TYTL0 EXOVTOC. ..

59 Or at least of all philosophers whose personal appearance is the simple, ragged, and shaggy-haired one.
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(they are not capable of looking at [philosophers] with pleasure, but instead they collide and
fight [with them], just as children are incapable of looking with pleasure at people whom they

might see having the look of pedagogues..., 10).

We can see that Aesop succeeds where philosophers fail. He was able to admonish
people and to make them think of their faulty ways since people listened to him and to his
fables with pleasure (nd6pevot), which is exactly what they cannot do with philosophers (16€wg
Opav avtovg). It is the nature of philosophical activity, then and at the time of Dio (but not of
Dio’s activity), to be unpleasant to the audiences, and this is marked here as a reason for its
failure.®

We now come to the fable of the owl itself. The fable is introduced because it is akin to
Dio’s contemporary situation. Like the birds which come to the owl in order to hear some of
its wisdom, so do some people come to these men they associate with past philosophers on
account of their external appearance. The birds in the fable try to convince the owl to move
from its urban habitat to the trees like the rest of them (donep kai avtd, 14). The owl refuses
and moreover, warns the rest of the birds not to move their nests to the oak, on which they
planned to settle, because of its mistletoe which brings ruin to winged creatures (mtnvoig
OArebpov, 14). The birds, however, do not heed the owl and do the exact opposite (todvavtiov,
15), which is why they are so easily caught by men. Repenting their behaviour, the birds, still
today (xai vdv, 15), admire the wisdom of the owl and they come to it for advice. Yet this is
for naught:

1) HEV yop dpyaio YAoE Td dvTi ppoviun T N kai EvpfovAedety £50vato. oi 8& vOv pdvov T

nTePa Eyovotv €kelvng kol Tovg dQOUALLOVG Kol TO PAppoc, Td 6¢ dAAa AppovEsTEPl €l0L TOV

GAL®V OPVEDY. ODKODV 00O £0VTAG SVVAVTOL OVDOEV MPEAETV

(For whereas the ancient owl was indeed sensible and was capable of counselling, the owls of

today merely have the same feathers, eyes, and beaks as the former, and in all other respects

they are more mindless than the rest of the birds. That is why they are incapable of even helping

themselves, 15).

The lesson is, supposedly, clear, as Dio explicitly says: exactly like this, we today
resemble Socrates and Diogenes only in our appearances, but in our wisdom, we are far

removed from them. Yet explicit and implicit content are antithetical. The owl in the fable

%0 Epictetus is famous for his idea that the study of philosophy is a harsh exercise out of which one should come
out as if left the physician’s clinic (iatpeidv Eotv, Gvopeg, TO T0D PILOGOPOL GYOAETOV" 0V Ol oBévTtag EEeADETY,
aAr” ddynoavtag, “The lecture hall of the philosopher, men, is a clinic. People ought not walk out in pleasure, but
in suffering’, Arr. Epict. Diss. 3.23.30), see: Lauwers 2015, 61-63.
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plays a double role: it is both philosophers and philosophy of old and of Dio’s time.
Interestingly, it fails in both these roles. In its past, as a Socrates or Diogenes-like philosopher
who is unique,®! the wisdom of the owl is unheeded, and those who do not heed it pay a penalty.
In the present, the owl is simply unable to offer philosophical help (b@ereiv).

As often, Dio displays here both irony and self-deprecation. Yet the reason for
philosophy today being incapable of giving help reveals something more.

Supposedly philosophy today does not match the standard of past philosophy, just as
the owls today are in fact more mindless than the rest of the birds. Yet if for a moment we
assume that it did, would it change anything? The answer, it appears, is no. This is because, as
we have seen, already in the past it was ineffectual. The real reason why philosophy in Dio’s
time is ineffective is precisely because it tries to model itself on philosophers like Diogenes
and Socrates. Contemporary philosophers do not understand that this model is irrelevant for
the time. Dio marks this irrelevancy through adopting the method of Aesop, however (read,
because) he was not a philosopher,5? and by emphasizing time and again the failure of past
philosophers, leaves the audience to understand that there is need of something new.

Famously, in Or. 12 Dio makes use of the fable of the owl in a similar way. Here too
Dio turns to the fable as a foil for the inability of contemporary philosophy to be helpful. Three
times the owl warns the birds of different dangers and they do not heed it, and now, when its
wisdom is recognized, the owl can only wail (12. 7-8) — past philosophy has gone mute and it
is irrelevant to try and model ourselves after it, we can only appear like it. Instead, Dio provides
what past philosophers could not. Not merely conveying this specific (if only implicit) lesson
through the choice of Aesop and fables over a more old-fashioned philosophical way, but also
doing so in preparation for a speech about the conception of god, and about art and aesthetics.

Dio undermines the model of the past in order to embody a new model of a philosopher, who

%! The owl uniqueness is expressed through its unwillingness to move its habitat to the trees in general and only
specifically to the oak.

62 Note that in the narrative Aesop is removed by two degrees from Socrates and Diogenes. Once, in that he
follows the Seven Sages who come after these two in the narrative, and then because he is not even wholly equated
with them: ici ¢ ol kai TOov Alcwnov olovtat Toodtdv Tiva yevécBar (‘There are some who think that Aesop was
such aman’, 72.13).
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is more educated, more sophisticated, and more suitable for fighting over the hearts of his

contemporaries in the new intellectual climate he was living in.%

I have argued in this chapter that like other intellectuals of his time, Dio looked to the
past as a model for inspiration and intellectual authority. That in Socrates, Diogenes, and the
philosophy they represented Dio found a model for a public intellectual who understood his
role as situated in the middle of society, to which he is supposed to offer his wisdom. A wisdom
which Dio also borrows from his models. I have also argued, however, that in accord with the
same Zeitgeist, Dio was also constructing the past to suit his own needs and across his works
Dio dismissed the very same model. Dialogue was no longer suitable if one wanted to contend
successfully in the public sphere, where entertainment — some of it even making the claims for
being educative and enlightening as we saw in Chapter 1 — ruled firmly. Dio constructed an
image of ineffective, past philosophers, who failed to educate and whose wisdom has merit but
needs to be conveyed in a different way and newly interpreted for it to be understood by the
many and indeed to be of any help.

With this understanding of Dio and the cultural climate in which he was active, our next
chapters will look into the ways in which Dio utilised his identity as a philosopher in the civic,
public spaces where, by philosophical declamations, he sought to intervene in the lives of
Greek communities around him, attempting to locate himself at the top of the intellectual

pyramid as a prime educator.

*

Two further notes. First, on dialogue: readers familiar with Dio’s corpus will rightly ask about
the 16/7 Discourses of Dio that indeed are not set in the form of a speech but as a dialogue
between figures. It is undeniable that Dio dabbled in this literary genre, although it was not his
primary medium (they are much fewer than those Discourses the delivery of which we can

safely set in time and place — especially when we add to them texts that are presented in an

3 Cf. Lauwers 2015, 50 for the effect of the speech on the audience: ‘Therefore, even if Dio’s own discourse
seems to portray him as a humble figure surprised at his own success, young or older men in search of intellectual
instruction could glance at the intent faces of their fellow listeners and be persuaded to realize their socio-cultural
aspirations in the same fashion as the speaker in front of them demonstrates. The actual rhetorical situation thus
adds an extra element of persuasion that the owl’s ethos and paradigm is rather to be imitated than those of the
self-inflated peacocks’. Dio leads the audience to believe that his message can guide them towards success in
society. What Lauwers fails to notice, however, is that this is not only in contrast to the peacock-like sophists, but
also to the philosophers of old.
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oration form, even if we cannot now locate their performance).®* Certainly, Dio’s versatility
was and is part of his allure and charm for the modern reader. How, though, do those dialogues
fit with the arguments espoused in this chapter?

Von Arnim suggested that the dialogues stem from Dio’s time in exile.%® T would like
to suggest that they are a relic of Dio’s form of teaching at the time of wandering, which he
decided to set to writing. Unless by archaeological or archival miracle we obtain new texts by
Dio, securely assigned to a time prior to his wandering period that are in the form of public
speech, this theory cannot be corroborated or disproven. This, then, is a hypothesis: at first, as
we have seen Dio claim in the 13" Oration, Dio wanted to teach like his models, to conduct
dialogues in small groups of twos and threes. Only with time during his travels did this become
impossible due to demands and pressures, which we have discussed in Chapter 1, and which
Dio described in Oration 13 as a demand that he speak in public. Dio understood this need to
move away from dialogue if he wished to achieve more than the teaching of individuals and
make a larger impact on society.

Importantly, however, for the purposes of this thesis, it matters not whether this
hypothesis is valid, or whether this set of texts stemmed from the wandering years or after
them. Unless we imagine that these were somehow performed in public, in some kind of
theatrical form in which Dio and an interlocutor exchange words — rehearsed to a certain extent
— then these texts have little place in an analysis of Dio’s public activity and persona. I am not
familiar with any argument that these dialogues were performed. I can imagine Dio setting
students of his to read and in a way perform a Platonic dialogue, and perhaps even a dialogue
of his own. Yet this would take place away from the public’s eye and, again, would have had

no part in Dio’s fashioning of his identity as a public philosopher.

A few words on exemplarity. Recent years have seen a rise in the study of the subject,
especially in the Roman context. Recently, Roller (2018) provided a model for the formation
of exempla, understood — simply put — as an action from the past commemorated as a model

for behaviour to imitate or to avoid. Exempla, according to Roller, are formed in a cycle

%4 The majority of Dio works are presented in speech form. Other than those presented as dialogues (see note
below), we have several ‘odd’ Discourses which are neither and possibly 4 or 5 letters: Or. 18 is presumed to be
a letter; Or. 52, essentially a piece of literary criticism, might also be a letter (there is something personal in the
way Dio begins by describing his morning routine, cf. Pliny Ep. 36); and Or. 59 is a prose paraphrase of Euripides’
Philoctetes. There are five letters which traditionally were ascribed to Dio (as they appear now in the Loeb fifth
volume of Dio edited by H. Lamar Crosby, only the first two and the last one are thought to be authentic). The
manuscript contains the names of the addressees as the title of each letter, see: Jones 2015. The rest of the extant
corpus is constituted only of speeches.

%5 See: von Arnim notes (passim) on Orr. 14, 15, 21, 23, 25, 26, 30, 55, 56, 58, 60, 61, 67, 70, 74, and 77/8.
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consisting of action: an act embodying a value shared by its witness (such as martial virtue);
evaluation: a value judgment of the action’ significance to the community; commemoration:
the recording of the action and its evaluation via one or more monuments (e.g., text or plastic
art); and lastly, norm-setting: ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ audiences are invited to accept the
action as normative. This cycle, Roller states, is always contested as actors and witnesses
consistently look to past cycles and towards future ones, with actors always trying to surpass
past performances, aware of themselves as setting an example for future actors and the
witnesses aware of their role as judges and standard-makers.%

Whilst there can be parallels between this model (with its examples) and my analysis
of Dio’s use of his philosophical models, I have not analysed them in light of exempla theory.
This is because I believe that the case of Dio and the philosophers is not as straightforward as
the model suggests. First, we consider Roller’s cycle: Socrates and Diogenes performed
philosophy in public. This was not witnessed by a community of shared values and was
evaluated in two ways (I am using Socrates here for the sake of clarity but the same is true for
Diogenes): philosophy was evaluated both as beneficial to its students (e.g., by Plato and
Xenophon) or as harmful to them and to the community (e.g., by Aristophanes). The
commemoration of their action was, therefore twofold as well, varying between authors and in
the case of Socrates, between authors and community (and I take here Socrates’ trial and
execution sentence as a monument in Roller’s terms, ‘disseminating knowledge of the action
and its ascribed value’ to ‘“secondary” audiences’).%” Naturally, then, audiences were invited
to accept the actions of the philosophers as a standard of both positive and negative behaviour.
Thus, to begin with, the question of philosophical exempla proves problematic for analysis
because philosophy inherently differs in its values from those of the community in which it is
performed.®®

When we try to insert Dio into this model matters become complicated still. Certainly,
Dio was among those who sought themselves to adopt philosophical models. However,
although we can say that Dio evaluated the quality of his models’ behaviour as positive, that is
their moral chastisement of their peers he deemed beneficial to the community, the manner of
their action he evaluated as negative: it was ineffective. This, then, is not even a simple case of

negative exemplum, when an action is judged as a model of behaviour not to be copied because

% M. B. Roller 2018, 4-9.
7 Roller 2018, 7.
8 Morrison 2010, 208; Trapp 2014b, 53-54.

69



it is not beneficial to the community.® Rebecca Langlands (2018) had shown that Roman
authors, at least, were not baffled by an act of supposed ambiguous value and even highlighted
it.”% But the examples she provided prove that the case of Dio is different. First, because the
ambiguity of the Roman exempla always plays out within the context of a community of shared
values — which is not the case with philosophy. Second, because the ambiguity stems from a
supposed or actual conflict between two accepted values (such as the duty of a military officer
to punish insubordination by death and the duty of a father to spare the life of his son). The
values of the philosophical model are never set against other values by Dio. The conflict is not
ethical at all but revolves around modes of discourse. Dio, at least, never claims that
philosophising in dialogue or in public speech was an ethical choice.

In respect to that last point, Dio, as I claimed, certainly tried to surpass the models (a
part, as we have seen, of Roller’s model), but not in respect to their ethical lesson — trying to
show that he has an improved lesson to teach like a soldier trying to prove that he can commit
an even braver act than a predecessor. Dio’s attempt to surpass the model was in the field of
dissemination. In this regard, he competed with his models on the same field he competed with
contemporary philosophers, he agreed with their teachings but criticised their avoidance from
public activity.

Lastly, there is the question of purpose. Exempla are meant to be imitated and the focus
on a single action is therefore important. When we take philosophising, or in fact living the life
of a philosopher as that action, the possibility of emulation becomes greatly circumscribed. An
Epictetus could have encouraged students to imitate the Socratic way of life. Dio could have
imitated elements or all of it (if he so wished), but he could not encourage, and he never seems
to try to encourage an entire community to imitate this way of life. I argue in this thesis that
Dio made use of his identity as a philosopher in order to act in the civic, political space. We
will see in Chapter 4 that a part of this meant encouraging communities to adopt philosophical
guidelines in their lives and in Chapter 5 that Dio tried to encourage philosophers to be active,
like him, in civic space. Neither of these are tantamount to encouraging an audience to imitate

the life of Socrates.

 Roller 2018, 6, 95-133.
0 Langlands 2018, 291-335.
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Chapter 3 — A philosopher at home

3.1 Exile and authority in Dionic studies
Philostratus, famously, questioned the nature of Dio’s period of wandering, concluding that he

could not call it exile (VS, 488).! From the earliest critical examinations of Dio’s life, his period
as a wanderer has always been a matter for debate.> Since Dio himself, as discussed earlier,
tied his intellectual identity as a philosopher to this period of wandering, it is not surprising
that readers, ancient and modern, have often focused on, and structured their analysis of, Dio
in terms of the exilic question.? In the past four decades, with the growing emphasis on literary
readings and analysis of Dio’s rhetoric,* scholars have paid much less attention to the question
of the wandering period’s historicity and much more to Dio’s own constructed narrative of this
period as part of his intellectual identity, and to what he aimed to achieve with this narrative.’
This is the line of argument that this chapter will take: that by presenting himself as a
philosopher who had undergone exile (that is, by using the literary and philosophical trope of
the exile) there was something at stake for Dio. That something was political clout, a goal that
most readers of Dio’s exilic rhetoric ignore or, for those for whom Dio’s political career is the
main interest, is not tied to his identity as a philosopher. My aim in this chapter is to show
exactly this: the translation of philosophical authority into political power.

Richter, in a discussion of the idea of cosmopolitanism in early imperial Rome, pointed
out that exilic literature (tied in ancient philosophy with cosmopolitanism), can be roughly
divided into two categories: lament and consolation. Dio, who appears in Richter’s discussion
alongside Musonius Rufus, Plutarch, and Favorinus, is said to be a proponent of the latter.® A
similar yet more nuanced notion was already advanced by Whitmarsh, focusing on the

understanding of exilic narratives’ authors (Musonius, Dio, and Favorinus) that they operate

! Philostratus associated Dio’s choice to move away from the cultural centres of the world with a time in which
all of philosophy was attacked by tyrants (tupavvidov, D¢’ @v Hradvero @ihocogio mica, VS 488). But he
explicitly says that he cannot call Dio’s ndpodog an exile (puyn, ibid.).

2 Here is the place to note that throughout the thesis I may sometime use the term ‘exile’ without any qualification
as to its historicity. On its historicity, see: Ventrella 2009 (and more below). As for the term, I use ‘exile’ for
convenience, and it is always interchangeable with ‘wandering’. I believe that Dio travelled for a time but that the
extent to which this was voluntary or ordered remains unclear. What is clear, however, is that Dio certainly wanted
his audience to believe that this was an official exile and so is his rhetoric analysed here.

3 This is especially true for the three longer monographs (von Arnim 1898; Desideri 1978, Jones 1978), but also
for shorter studies: Moles 1978, Swain 1996, 188-92; Sidebottom 1996; Jackson 2017.

4 For this, see the discussion in the second section of the Introduction.

5 Here Moles (1978) is a turning point and Whitmarsh (2001a; 2001b, esp. 156-67) is perhaps most influential.
See also: Moles 2005; Hunter 2017. Bekker-Nielsen (2008), is somewhat of an outlier among recent scholarship
in his historicist approach to the issue: ‘Given [Dio’s] traumatic experience in Rome and during fifteen years of
exile, it is not surprising that he should have reached a different perception of the human condition, even if this
was not the fruit of a divinely inspired conversion’ 121.

6 Richter 2017, 94. Cf. Claassen 1999, 20, 25, 103.



within a literary and a philosophical tradition. Whitmarsh suggested that we should read those
texts as a dramatization of the consolatory process which the authors deliver to their readers
and audiences.” In Whitmarsh’s discussion, Dio stands somewhat apart since Dio’s discussion
of exile, specifically Oration 13, ‘amounts to “self-consolation™ instead of offering a
consolatory text to the random exile or student of philosophy.?

Certainly, in Oration 13 Dio taps into the philosophical discussion over the nature of
exile (arguing that it is not a bad thing). But the focus on Oration 13, prevalent in scholarly
discussion, leaves us with an imperfect picture, as it leaves out what can be learned from other
speeches in which Dio makes use of the exilic trope. Scholars who discuss Dio’s exile often
focus mostly, if not solely, on Oration 13 and scholars who discuss the other speeches (mainly
those delivered in Prusa) do not focus on the use of the exilic trope.” Focusing on these (and
some other) speeches shows that Dio’s use of the exilic trope gua philosopher was a consistent
element in his performative self-representation that operated as more than a dramatization of
consolation. In fact, I will argue, in most of the cases Dio did not seek to console either anyone
else or himself, nor did he (outside of Oration 13, as Whitmarsh showed) make a sustained
exploration of the literary genre of such texts. In most cases, Dio sought to use his image as an
exiled philosopher in order to garner political influence.

There is another element — alongside the focus on Oration 13 and on the exilic trope as
consolatory literature — which is shared between scholars’ of Dio: a growing understanding
that the exilic trope was part of the discourse of identity and that it served those who used it to
establish themselves within that discourse. Here Gleason and Whitmarsh constitute a watershed
in the scholarship.!® As discussed in the Introduction and in Chapter 1, our analysis of the

public, civic space in the ancient world has profited from the utilisation of Bourdieu’s theory

7 Whitmarsh 2001b, 139—40.

8 Whitmarsh 2001b, 139 n. 22.

9 Jones (1978) is a good example for both these ‘faults’. His discussion of Dio’s exile (pp. 45-51) is mostly based
on Oration 13 (and external sources), whilst the Prusan speeches barely come into discussion. When the Prusan
Orations are discussed, questions of exilic/philosophical identity are not taken into account. Desideri (2007) does
argue for a political cause behind Dio’s use of the exilic theme, but he is also focused on Oration 13 and he treats
only imperial (cosmic, even) politics whereas I focus on polis politics (cf. Whitmarsh 2001a, 293). Fuhrmann
2015, deals with the Prusan Orations and allows a very small space for Dio’s intellectual identity in his
‘reappraisal’ of the philosopher’s career. Hunter (2017) examines, mainly, Oration 13 and is not interested in
Dio’s intellectual and/or political career, but with literary history. Bekker-Nielsen (2008) is, yet again, somewhat
of an exception. His analysis of Dio’s trajectory ties the period of exile with Dio’s re-entry to the local political
scene. His explanation, however, still falls within the boundaries of consolation literature: He argues that Dio
simply understood his inability to achieve wealth and power in the magnitude Roman magnates of his time did,
and so he renounced what he could not attain and chose the persona of the wandering philosopher (120-2). In this
sense, philosophy was found to console Dio for the mismatch between his ambitions and objective capabilities. I
would like to give Dio a little bit more credit than this.

19 Gleason 1995; Whitmarsh 2001b; Cf. Gaertner 2007, 17.
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of symbolic capital. The successful assertion to oneself of an intellectual identity — amongst
one’s peers and vis-a-vis general audiences — confers honour, status, and an aura of authority,
which can then be used by the intellectuals in the performance of the social roles expected of
them, and hence further bolster their position. Once exile was tied to philosophy — by the
tradition of figures such as Diogenes, corroborated by contemporary historical examples — a
philosopher’s identity could be asserted by using exilic discourse. Put simply, one could claim
to be a philosopher on the grounds of having been exiled.!!

In the case of sophists and sophistic self-representation, studies (of varying veins and
methodologies) have always shown how intellectual/cultural authority was translated into more
than just a recognition of their status as pepaideumenoi.'? In 1982 Bowie argued that the reason
why sophists held prominent social and political roles was because they were already members
of the ruling elite, thus diminishing the importance of their status as pepaideumenoi on their
way to political prominence.!® But if one is simply ‘placed’ at the top of the political pyramid
by virtue of birth to the ‘right’ family, keeping that place was a different matter. The works of
Gleason and Eshleman show that losing in the arena of sophistic self-representation could lead
to loss of political power.!* By asserting to oneself a sophistic identity, one could either
maintain one’s status and power as a member of the ruling elite or (if one fails to convince
one’s peers) lose it. In this way the intellectual identity of sophists is understood by scholars to
have been translated into political power. The case with philosophers, as it is often presented
by scholars, was supposedly different.

Presumably, for a philosopher such as Epictetus for instance, authority is measured in
accordance with the number of students who frequented his classes (and sustained him?). For
a philosopher who wished to teach at the houses of the rich it could be measured by invitations
to do so. And for a philosopher of a more textual bent, like Plutarch, it corresponded to the
number of readers among the elite who were to be influenced by his thought. Philosophers,
therefore, did have a social role, and social authority, as educators.!> Dio, however, provides
us with a further, alternative model. Certainly, he saw himself as an educator, but with him

philosophical identity was used for achieving goals in the civic space as well. We will see that

"' Whitmarsh 2001b, 135f.

12 Bowersock 1969; E. L. Bowie 1982; Anderson 1989; Anderson 1993; Gleason 1995; Schmitz 1997; Sidebottom
2009; Lauwers 2013.

13 Bowie 1982. This is against Bowersock 1969, who argued that training and activity as a sophist can take on up
the political ladder.

14 Gleason 1995; Eshleman 2012.

15 See Chapter 1 for a full discussion.
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the focus on Oration 13 in the scholarship, as well as the focus on Dio’s exilic discourse as a
representative of consolatory literature, occlude this understanding.

What I aim to show in this chapter is that by looking into a larger number of speeches
in which Dio brings up the issue of his exile, and especially those speeches which he delivered
in his hometown, we can see how by speaking as a philosopher and establishing oneself within
the tradition of (exiled) philosophers, a public intellectual could translate this authority — this
symbolic capital — into actions and achieve influence in civic space. Moreover, we will also
begin to see how the alternative model that Dio offered for philosophical action in civic space
is tied with the notion of philosophy év péosm which he adopted (and adapted) from the
philosophers of old. Whereas the more secluded philosophers, and those more focused on
writing, translated their authority into influence over more specific audiences, for Dio the entire
city was the school of philosophy and the entire body of citizens was his potential ‘student
body’. What will become apparent from our study of Dio’s use of the rhetoric of exile is that
he did so because power — to enact decisions, to lead cities, to approach the imperial seat — was

vested in the citizen body.

3.2 oAU yap kpetttov duydda etvat
The Orations in which Dio addresses the topic of his exile can be grouped into two groups:

Orations 3, 4, 6, 8-10, and Orations 1, 13, 19, 40, 44-8. In the first group, it is the figure of
Diogenes who is in exile. In these speeches, exile operates on two levels: it is part of the
Diogenic tradition, and it is a foil for Dio the speaker (as we saw in the previous chapter). Our
focus in this chapter will be on those speeches in which Dio explicitly evokes his own personal
experience. Of these, Oration 1 and Oration 13 have both been treated extensively and are

somewhat of an exception and so I will discuss them at the end of this chapter and only in brief.

At some point under the short-lived rule of Nerva, Dio returned from his period of
wandering (Or. 45.2).'°® Bekker-Nielsen argues that at that time Dio no longer saw himself as
part of the municipal elite and did not enter the political agon.!” This is based on a limited,
institutionalist view of politics as having to do only with official magistracies.!® It is interesting
that Bekker-Nielsen makes this argument, especially as his exposition of Dio’s career, the most

recent elaborate treatment of it, presents the reader with an image of a very active political

16 Verrengia 2000, 67.
17 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 121.
18 See the discussion in section 2.2 of the Introduction.
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player. My focus in this section will be on how Dio used the trope of the exiled philosopher in
order to advance his political agenda in Prusa. My argument is synoptic, focusing on the
consistency in Dio’s rhetoric across several Prusan speeches. It focuses particularly on Or. 47
where the rhetoric of the exiled philosopher is the most sustained. For the purpose of discussing
the rhetoric, however, we should bear in mind what exactly Dio was trying to do in those
speeches; that is, what were his political goals. Therefore, we begin with a brief discussion of
Dio’s political activity in Prusa.'’

The speeches delivered in Prusa involve various issues across different levels of
politics: home, local (Bithynia), and empire. In respect to home politics, Dio faced opposition
to his major building project in the city (Orr. 40, 45, 47) and the formation of the boulé, the
city Council (Or. 45). The former was a pet project of Dio’s, which he believed would raise
the status of the city (Or. 47. 15). Such a project necessitated razing several of the city’s existing
buildings, which was a point of contention.?’ The formation of the Council appears to have
been a skirmish over its very nature, between democratic and oligarchic factions, with Dio’s
opponents believing him to be on the former side, since he wanted to introduce a hundred new
members into it.2! As Bekker-Nielsen puts it, both the building project and the attempts to
enlarge the Council were a ‘challenge [to] the traditional monopoly of municipal decision-
making held by the [dignitaries class], the “benefactors” and liturgists of Prusa’.??

Issues around the Council drove opposition against Dio on the local (Bithynian) level
of politics. Dio, who saw Prusa and other Bithynian cities in their imperial context as being
small and so in need of unity in order to thrive,?? became a proponent of an initiative to enact
synoecism. Such a step, uniting Prusa with its neighbouring city Apameia, would have forced
the members of the Council to welcome further new members, taking another bite from their
decision-making powers.?* Then, there was the matter of Dio’s embassy to Rome. Although he
succeeded in achieving concessions for Prusa, he was nonetheless accused of failing as the

leader of the delegation since other cities had received greater concessions.?” This specific

19 The Orations under discussion here are 40, 43-50. Exile does not feature in all of them, but they are all important
to understand Dio’s political goals.

20 Perhaps the most contentious issues arose around the removal of tombs and shrines to which Dio devoted
specific attention in his explanations (47. 16-7). See also: Fuhrmann 2015, 166-70.

2! Jones 1978, 96, 98; Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 126; Fuhrmann 2015, 167, n. 21.

22 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 126-7.

23 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 130. This is part of what I understand as Dio’s Hellenistic agenda (see Chapter 4).

24 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 127-8.

25 Jones 1978, 106-7. Another accusation may have been against Dio’s failed attempt to convince the emperor
grant Prusa the status of a Free city (109).
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accusation hit another important mark in Dio’s presentation as a public figure active in civic
space: his relationship with the emperor who, it was said, was not pleased to meet him.2°

Lastly, and partly connectedly, there was opposition in matters of imperial politics as
Dio found himself trying to curtail political polarisation in Prusa. Apparently, this was yet
another failed attempt on his side, as the Roman governor banned the Prusan Assembly from
meeting for some time. When the ban was lifted Dio thanked the governor on behalf of his
fellow citizens (Or. 48). This presented an opportunity for Dio to try to drive home some of his
other political causes such as concord (within the city) and the completion of the building
project.?” Dio’s overall relationship with Roman officials was another point of contention: he
was accused of colluding with hostile governors (Or. 43) and of threatening (implicitly) to
bring Roman powers into Prusa to intervene on his behalf (Orr. 40, 44, 46, 48).28

In all of these matters, it is true, Dio stands mostly against the municipal elite and as
Bekker-Nielsen argues, it is possible that he no longer identified with it.2” And yet we can see
that Dio was definitely an active participant in political agones. He might not have identified
with the causes of the elite, but he certainly saw himself as, just like his opponents, an agent in
civic space, with the power and duty to intervene in politics on all levels. We shall now turn to
show how unique Dio was in comparison both to the Prusan elite and to other philosophers, in
that in order to intervene in politics he spoke from the position of a(n exiled) philosopher,
basing his authority not solely on his benefactions to the city or his Roman connections but
also on his intellectual credentials.’® And if the picture hitherto tilts towards a less successful

Dio, it is important to remember that he also at times enjoyed great popularity and honours.3!

The most elaborate example for the use of the rhetoric of the exiled philosopher is found
in Oration 47, devoted to the building project. Dio begins by saying that the nature of his speech
is characterised by the petty (ocpikpd koai ddo&a) nature of the issues he is and was forced to
deal with from the time of his return (1). This downplaying of his opponents’ complaints and

accusations is a recurring element in Dio’s rhetoric,?? but it was certainly not the only one. Dio
) y y

26 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 125.

27 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 130-1.

28 Fuhrmann 2015, 164-5, 169, 171-2; Guerber 2016.

29 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 121.

30 This is against readings such as Hahn’s (1989) who, in respect to the Prusan speeches, claimed that Dio was
speaking not at all as a philosopher (157-8): Hahn says he finds it remarkable (bemerkenswert) that Dio, who was
so much inclined to present himself as a philosopher (sich...als Philosophen apostrophiert), does so in no place
(an keiner Stelle) in his speeches at home. Surely, it is remarkable because it is simply not true.

31 Fyhrmann 2015, 170.

32 Fyhrmann 2015, 164.
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immediately sets exile in relief by firing a salvo of big (exiled) names. First in line are the
founding fathers of Stoicism:

¢ &ym mpodTepOV HEV E0adpAloV T®V PIAOCOPMOV TOVG KATOAITOVTOG UEV TAG AVTMV TOTPIdNg
00devog avaykalovtog, map’ GAloig 6¢ (v €hopévoug [...]. Aéyw 6¢ 1OV Znvova, TOV
Xpooumov, tov Kiedvony, Gv oddeic oikot Epetve [...].

(As before I used to wonder at those among the philosophers who left behind their own
fatherlands, by no compulsion, and chose to live among other people [...]. I speak of Zeno,
Chrysippus, and Cleanthes, of whom no one remained at home, Or. 47. 2).

Heracles, an important figure in imperial philosophy to whom we shall soon return,
follows second. He is succeeded by Homer, not only a poet, as Dio says, but also a
philosopher:??

‘Ounpog, o pévov momg ayabog dv, GAAA Kol T® TPOT® PIAOGOPOG, TOV ATAVTH ATOONUETV
xpOvov, dhote Pundéva yvdvar Ty maTpida adtod, Kol pdriov, g Eotkev, aipeicbot mévte kal
€lkoat SpayLLag TPoouTAYV AOUPAVELY, Kol TADTO MG LOVOUEVOG, | OTKOL S1AYELV.

(Homer, who was not only an excellent poet, but a philosopher in his own way, spent all the
time abroad, so much so that no one knows his fatherland, and what is more, as it seems, he
preferred to scrounge as a beggar, and a mad-man at that, twenty-five drachmas than to pass
his life at home, 47. 5).

Then comes Pythagoras, who is said to have set out into exile when Samos was ruled
by a tyrant: [TvBayopog 6& €k Zapov pev Epuyev EK®V Tupavvovuévng (47. 5). In Pythagoras’
case (and in Homer’s as well, 5) the result of exile is the great fame that was bestowed upon
him to such a degree that among all men, especially the people of Italy, whereto he fled, he
was honoured as a god (47. 5).

This barrage of names and circumstances, I argue, is brought in by Dio for the purpose
of letting the audience know (from the beginning) that he speaks as a philosopher. A scripted
question from the audience reveals both the potency of this move and its purpose: immediately
after naming the figures Dio interjects: i oOv; méhon T1g N KéONTOL Aéywv, b Tpdg Ounpov
kot [TuBaydpav kai Znvova topafairels adtov; (““So what?”, someone who sits here has been
saying for a long time already, “you compare yourself with Homer, Pythagoras and Zeno?”’,
47. 6). Association with these figures, Dio knows, is meaningful to the audience who will not
allow just anyone to do so.

But what is interesting about Dio’s opening is not his presumed audacity in comparing

himself with those intellectual giants; the rhetorical question simply reveals that this is what he

33 Cf. Or. 55: Dio compares Socrates and Homer and claims that in an intellectual sense Socrates was a pupil of
Homer. This was not a unique view of Dio, cf. Fornaro 2009a, 10.
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set out to do.>* Rather, it is his choice to associate himself with figures who have all left their
home cities in a speech that was delivered in Prusa, attempting to integrate himself back into
its power hierarchy and justify his actions. These comparisons to past figures have been taken
by scholars as indications of Dio’s disappointment with the political situation, or even his loss
of faith in a philosopher’s intellectual ability to fulfil a political role.?* Dio may well have been
disappointed with what he failed to achieve, but without examining his rhetoric we cannot
understand how he sought to improve his situation on the basis of his philosopher’s identity.
Fuhrmann, whose view on Dio is, by his own admission, ‘less charitable’ — for him Dio was a
hypocritical ‘bully’3® — takes one step towards such an analysis by reminding us that Dio, ‘as a
famous speaker and philosopher’, could have chosen to live elsewhere.’” But he avoids actual
analysis of the rhetorical manoeuvre, which develops in two stages and aims for political clout:
first, an association and dismissal proving Dio’s identity and superiority as a philosopher; then,
using this identity as a rhetorical leverage to try and achieve his goals.

Dio’s insistence, through association with past philosophers, that he himself belongs in
their company is meant to trick the audience: the wondrous (¢0avpalov, Dio describes himself
in §2) thing in the action of all the philosophers is that they not only loved their fatherland (47.
6) but also claimed that it is the wise man’s duty to serve it (47. 2-3). If so, how could they
leave it behind? The answer lies in the (in)abilities of the wise to face political conflicts. The
three Stoics, Heracles, and Pythagoras have all left their homes due to political hardships either
on the general level of civic life or the particular issue of tyranny (47. 3-5). Overall, Dio claims
that ot 10l PLAOGOPO1G E60EE yalemog &v Th) matpidt O Piog (‘life in the fatherland seemed
hard to all the philosophers’, 47.6). The implication of this argument is that since Dio is a
philosopher like all of these examples, his exilic status is not a proof of disloyalty to his
fatherland, but rather a proof of his devotion to it.

This was noticed by Desideri. But whereas Desideri saw in this a genuine comment on
the inability of the wise man to govern,*® I argue that it is exactly the opposite. This transpires

through Dio’s use of the story of Heracles: Dio claims that the wise man cannot bear difficulties

34 Contrary to Desideri’s argument that Dio was attempting the opposite: to show that he was not at the level of
these philosophers, (1978, 381).

35 The latter was argued by Desideri 1978, 380. Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 130 found Dio ‘disappointed’ (Cf. Jones
1978, 113 who comments on Dio’s disappointment in the speech without mentioning the philosophers).

36 Fuhrmann 2015, 162: ‘a less charitable approach will better advance our understanding. Contrary to the
sympathy he has typically received, a more critical reading of the evidence suggests that as a local politician, Dio
Chrysostom was a corrupt, manipulative, and sometimes hypocritical bully’.

37 Fuhrmann 2015, 167.

38 Desideri 1978, 380.
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at home and must leave unless he is of the strength and ability of Heracles himself.*
Philosophers, Dio says, thought that achieving this level of capability, to be a Heracles, is
impossible (todto 6¢ ddvvatov nyodvto, 47. 3). In fact, even in the case of Heracles himself,
his strength and ability were to no avail: after performing many deeds and exploits all around
the world, and even becoming king of Ilium, he was shunned and abandoned when he needed
the help of the people of Thebes (4). The audience, with the group of philosophers in mind and
with the comments on the philosophers’ inability to face political difficulties, should now
notice the superiority of Dio as well as his intention. Desideri argued that Dio meant to show
that even a devotion to benefitting people as strong as Heracles’ was not good enough and that
his devotion was not any more or less than that of Heracles. This is not the case. Dio spoke as
someone who returned from exile into the political hot pan. By this very action, he clearly
marked himself as far more able than all of those figures he mentioned.*® The opening of the
speech shows that the entire speech is proof of what Dio was trying, and appearing to be able
to do: to face political conflicts at home. He is not only a philosopher in the calibre of those
great figures, but also a philosopher active in civic, political space, and he has the power and
ability (ioyvv xai Svvapv) to succeed where both the philosophers and Heracles failed.*!

The rhetorical trickery of Dio (via affiliation to and dismissal of figures in the past)
continues and develops as the speech progresses. To insinuate that he is better than eminent
past figures is one thing. To accomplish the goal of the speech, however, requires Dio to
winning the audience over to his side and overcoming his opponents. He thus moves to use the
trope of the exiled philosopher as a rhetorical leverage, a threat which is meant to give him the

upper hand over any listening opponent. This threat is built around the idea at which Fuhrmann

39 &l ) Tig copog MV Gpa duvarto TV tod Hpoaxiéoug Exetv ioydv kai Suvouy (‘unless some wise man is also of
the strength and prowess of Heracles’).

40 Cf. Or. 45.12: &AAG mepi todTo pev iomg ovy SLotog £TEPOIS Yéyova, Aéym 88 0D TV iS10TdY Hovov, GAAY
TOAAGY Kol PIA0GOPMY KOAOLHEVOY coppovéstepog (‘but, in respect to [enduring exile’s harshness], perhaps 1
was unlike others, I mean that I was not only wiser than laymen, but more than many so-called philosophers as
well’). This comes after Dio, as he does in Oration 13, equates himself with Odysseus, an archetype in imperial
literature of the wandering wise, see: Whitmarsh 2001a, 281 and passim. Dio’s ability to suffer the toils of exile
better than others is not a consolatory argument. Instead, as the next set of examples reveals (Epaminondas and
Theseus, 13), Dio’s aim is to push through his political agenda of synoecism.

4! [n Chapter 2 we saw the dynamics of affiliation and dismissal in Dio’s relationship with past philosophers. The
rhetoric in Or. 47 does not come as a surprise: Dio insists on his association with those figures and then moves to
show that he is better than they were.
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hinted, that as a philosopher Dio is not disturbed by exile, and hence he can always leave. We
now turn to the development of the threat.*

I noted above that in mentioning Pythagoras and Homer, Dio claims that the result of
the philosophers’ exile is fame and good fortune. As he continues, he develops the argument:
not only that a philosopher is better off in exile than at home, but also that it may prove ruinous
for both the philosopher and his city if he chooses to remain at home. Socrates’ famous
attachment to Athens and his choice not to leave it are now evoked:

0¢g 8¢ mavta TOV Ypovov Euevev &v Ti| moTpidl, TPaTTOV O, TL doKOoiNn TOIG TOAITAIG KOl TOTG
vopo1g, €l pév T puéya dvnoe toug Abnvaiovg, ook Exm eimelv: v 6¢ PAAPNV EmicTapon TV
YEVOUEVTV aOTOTG. ETL YOp VOV dvedilovial mepl ZmkpaTovg, Mg obTe dikaimg obte 0GImg T@
avopl mpooeveyBiviee, kKol MAVI®V aVTOlG TAOV DOTEPOV YEVOUEVOV KOK®V TOOTNV Qocl
cLpPTvon TV aitiav.

(And the man [i.e. Socrates] who remained the entire time in his fatherland, doing whatever his
fellow citizens and the laws decided, I am unable to say if this man greatly benefited the
Athenians. Yet I know of the harm that was caused to them. For even today they are still
reproached because of Socrates, that they behaved towards the man neither justly nor piously,
and people say that this is the reason for all the wrongs that befell them afterwards, 47. 7).

Presented in this way, Socrates’ insistence on remaining in Athens goes against the
idea, attributed to the philosophers, that one has to aid and serve his fatherland. Whereas the
philosopher in exile can achieve a godlike status (ITvBayopag [...] étipdrto mg Bedg, 47. 5), the
benefit of the philosopher who remains in his homeland is questioned, and what is more, this
may even be harmful to the state.

With much less rhetorical flourish, yet to the same rhetorical end, Dio makes this point
in other civic orations. In Oration 40, he proclaims that the malice and malintent which he
encountered upon his return almost made him condemn himself to exile (dote dAlyov euynv
guowtod kotayneicacHot, 40. 12).4 Interestingly, in Or. 46, possibly the sole speech from
Prusa which predates the wandering years, when Dio attempts to thwart a lawsuit against him
he cries “outrage” and exclaims: ToAV yap kpsittov PLYAda eivar kKai mapokeiv &mi Eévng 1§y
towdto maoyev (‘indeed it is far better to be an exile and to live away in a foreign land than

to suffer such actions’, 46.12).** If the dating is indeed pre-exile, this exclamation is a hint

42 It is in such instances that readers might be tempted to read Dio’s remarks as conciliatory; that exile is not a bad
thing (see discussion in section 1 above). As Whitmarsh (2001a, 293) remarked about Oration 13, however, it
makes all the difference that Dio speaks not from the position of an exiled philosopher needing to console himself,
and neither from the position of a philosopher who consoles others, nor from the position of a teacher who
discusses exile as a non-evil in the context of a classroom lecture. The audience of Dio need no such thing and
what Dio attempts is to make a fact about himself for the purpose of the rhetorical threat.

43 A hint of this rhetoric is found as well in Or. 48. 6 where Dio questions the benefit of his presence in Prusa: ti
yop Qv gin tiic NueTépag Emdnpiag deerog;

44 Jones 1978, 134 dated this speech to ca. 70-80, with some other scholars following him (Sheppard 1984, 166;
Salmeri 2000, 63—64); recently Bekker-Nielsen confirmed this dating (2008, 177).
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towards Dio’s use of exile as a rhetorical threat, which he develops later on by connecting it
with philosophy.
As the argument of Oration 47 advances, Dio brings in another philosopher:
TOv Aplototény éviote guakapilov, 6otig Xtayepitng dv (to 8¢ Xthysipa KoUn TG
‘OlovBiog 1v) dhovong 8¢ ‘OMOVOoL cuyyevouevog AheEavdpo kol Pinno Senphéoto
oikieOfivor TdAy 10 Yopiov, kol HOVOV adTOV EPOCKOV EVTVYTCOL TIV EDTLYIOY TOVTNV, HOTE
Ti|g ToTpidog oikioTnV yevécHan
(At time I used to deem Aristotle blessed, because he was from Stageira — which was a
village in Olynthus — and after Olynthus was captured and he became acquainted with
Alexander and Philip, Aristotle brought it about that the area was settled again, and they say
that he alone had the fortune of this good luck, namely that he became the ‘founder’ of his
fatherland, 47. 9).

The reason, of course, for deeming Aristotle blessed is because Dio himself, occupied
with a building project in Prusa, would have also liked to be deemed the ‘founder’ of his
fatherland, turning it from a small town into a beautifully embellished city. Telling his audience
that he wants to be counted alongside Aristotle, however, cannot help him with his opponents.*’
Instead, Dio claims to have come upon a letter, the content of which — ‘too long to be read’
before the audience! (47. 13) — reveals that notwithstanding this blessedness of Aristotle, his
titles, and his connections with the Macedonian court, the people of Stagira did not go along

with the plan, and Stagira remained nothing more than a little village (47. 9-11).

The final brick in Dio’s rhetorical threat begins with a rhetorical question: i obv
BovAecBe; (‘What do you want?’, 47.14) he asks the audience, and insists that it is not for his
own sake that he set out upon this project, but for the good of the city (47.15). Fuhrmann reads
this as a manifestation of Dio’s ‘pernicious rhetorical habits’.*® Yet again, the rhetoric is not a
simple “I can leave if I want” claim. It is based on Dio’s claim for a philosopher’s identity.
Bekker-Nielsen suggests that Dio’s aim was to build in Prusa a main-street stoa.*’ It is apparent
from Dio’s words that he was accused of building it for his own sake, since he goes out of his

way to explain why this is not the case:

4 Indeed, if Jones (1978) is correct (‘this suggests that Dio’s opponents had gone to the proconsuls and the
emperor’, as Aristotle opponents went to governors of the time, 113), this hint would only antagonise them.

46 Fuhrmann 2015, 162; 163, where he lists, under §§3 and 4, Dio’s insistence that he is always acting selflessly
and that his building project should be praised.

47 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 126. This is in line with the apparently large-scale destruction, and the vast amount of
money (47.19) and time that the project demanded (48.11).
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Ti yap €uol thg €vBade otodc; domep ovK Eyovtd pe dmot BovAopat mepumateiv, v [owiiny
ABMvnot, v Hepokny év Aaxedaipovt, Tag €v ti] Poun tag ypuods, &v Toig Tdv AvioxEmv,
v Tapoéwv, petd mieiovog Tipfc, fj povov ELOVTA pe Kol mepuraticovia, TV 8¢ dAlwv
000&va TOMT®V. AAL" 0UTE YOUVAGIOV €V TOAEL LOVOG 0VJELG ExEl YOUVALOUEVOG OVTE GTOMV
olte Poraveiov oUTe GALO TAV ONUOGI®V 0VOEV.

(For what is there for me in a colonnade here? As if I cannot walk up and down wherever I
wish, in the Painted Colonnade in Athens, in the Persian one in Lacedaemon, in the Golden
ones in Rome, in those of Antioch, and of Tarsus with more respect, or as if | were going to
go out and walk around on my own, with no one else of the citizens. But no one in a city has

a gymnasium to himself when he exercises, nor a colonnade, nor a bath, nor any other public

building, 47.17).

The explicit argument is that the well-travelled Dio has no need of a stoa in Prusa when
he can simply visit any stoa across the world. But in a speech which started by associating
himself with Zeno, Chrysippus and Cleanthes, the founders of Stoicism, the mention of the
Stoa Poikile, where Stoicism was founded, as a possible haunt for himself is more than a
random example of a civic building. Likewise, when just a few passages before Aristotle, the
Peripatetic, was discussed, the choice of the infinitive meputotelv and the participle
nepimatnoovta resonates with philosophical connotation. And finally, with Socrates in mind
as well, a mention of a city’s gymnasium may also be significant. All, I argue, are deliberate
choices to tie the argument to the philosophical world (real, and metaphorical). The world is
not just open for Dio; it is open for him specifically as a philosopher.

The threat is laid out so: philosophers, being constantly at odds with their fellow-
citizens, may be better off in exile and if they choose to stay in their hometowns, both parties
might suffer repercussions. Dio, a philosopher, like all the other famous figures he cited, can,
if he so wishes, simply leave Prusa for his philosophical activities and he would be, so the
audience is now prone to think, no worse off. And so, at this point with the threat laid out, Dio
is able to expose the fact that he wishes to stay in Prusa and bring his building project to
conclusion:

OG £Y® POVAOLEVOG VYTV APECKELY TAVTA TPOTOV ATOP®. VOV Yap E0V ATTOOL TOD TPAYUOTOG
Kol omovdalw yiyvesHar 0 £pyov, TUPOVVETV IE PAGT TIVEG KO KOTAGKATTEWY TNV TOAMV Kol
10 ieph mhvTo

(For, though I want to please you in every way possible, [ am at a loss. Since, as things are, if
ever | assume the project and hasten the build to completion, some people say that I am a

tyrant since I raze the city and all the shrines, 47. 18).
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This statement makes clear the real purpose of the speech. If Dio really wanted to move
away from the political game, he could easily have done so.

Dio (of course?) could not finish his speech when the last word is truly left with the
audience or with his threat so unveiled. There is a man in the city, Dio claims, who in his good
intentions towards Dio suggested that Dio should leave Prusa behind and live abroad since he
enjoys it (47.20, 22).*8 Dio, as if contemplating whether to follow this suggestion, states what
it would mean not to follow it: un [...] ™v 0& wyuynv tocodtov ypovVov £av
<@yevotov> Prlocopiag kol T®V Tovtov patnudatov (‘that I allow my soul <to go without
the taste of> philosophy and such other learnings for such a long time’, i.e. the time needed for
the project, 47.23). And in his very final words, Dio calls attention to his long beard and hair
(25): the external markers of the philosopher.

Dio, therefore, whose very soul is in need of philosophy, from beginning to end, insists
on his identity as a philosopher. Yet this insistence serves a goal that lies not in the realm of
philosophy, but in that of civic space. For those contemporary philosophers of Dio who formed
a part of the tradition of exilic literature, to be an exiled philosopher was a goal which they
retained. Exile would make one a philosopher and in exile one would remain to teach or write.
Favorinus, Epictetus, Musonius and Plutarch, all contributed to this idea.** For Dio, to be
understood as an exiled philosopher was /ess a matter of ethics (is it a bad or a good thing). For
him it was less a philosophical lesson on which to muse or with which to console anyone.*° To
be understood as an exiled philosopher for Dio was, rather, a source of authority which he

could exploit as a political agent.

To end this section, I turn now to two examples which might seem to stand apart from
those discussed above: Orr. 44 and 43, delivered in Prusa in 97 and 106-7 respectively.’! Each
in its own way buttresses my argument that the trope of the exiled philosopher was used by
Dio as authority to be active in civic space.

Oration 44 is the earlier of the two and might be the second speech delivered by Dio In

Prusa.’?> We remember that at this point, Dio was called to Rome to see Nerva, the newly

48 £ 8¢ Gpo. dmodnuav fidopat, Tag peyictog mokelg émévart. .. (‘[he says that] if indeed 1 enjoy being away from
home, I should go the great cities..., 47.22).

4 Dio was surely reacting to Musonius, his teacher. But it is very much possible that he also knew (of) Epictetus
who taught in Rome until his own exile in 89 CE (as part of the general banishment of philosophers by Domitian,
Suet. Domitian 10). Epictetus then moved to Nicopolis, where he taught in his school until his death.

50 Certainly, these themes are developed in Oration 13 (see below), but it is a sole place in the corpus where the
theme of exile is used for this purpose.

31 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 177-8.

52 That is, if indeed Or. 46 precedes it, see: Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 177.
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crowned emperor, which he failed to do only because of illness (45. 2). Dio did however, as
we also recall, lead an embassy to Trajan and at the end of the speech even said that he will
read a letter from the emperor (missing, of course, from the extant text). Although opposition
was beginning to form at this time, Dio was at the height of his popularity.>* Indeed, the speech
is focused on the honours the city wished to bestow on Dio, which he refused by saying that
the true honour is being a citizen (44. 2). Moreover, the differences between success at home
and abroad are not yet part of the rhetoric: Prusa, Dio says, has many illustrious citizens; some
became successful through their sojourns abroad, and some through performance of their civic
duties at home (9). To be sure, he still speaks as a philosopher. The character with which Prusa
instils its citizens is an assurance of this:

Op®d 0 00 povov Amd Adywv, GAAL Kol Gmd @lhocogiag avopag ayabovg kai a&loAdyoug

YLYVOUEVOLC €V TH| TOAEL

(And I see that men become good and worthy of mention and in this city not merely through

their speech making but also through philosophy, 45.10).

Dio speaks with the authority of the philosopher, being able to comment on the quality
of philosophical pursuits in the city. However, with his position still secure (and more so), there
is no need to use the identity of the philosopher to fight over political power. As things will get
worse, the same philosophical authority, we have seen, will be used exactly for this purpose.

Oration 43, from the end of Dio’s career, is a form of apologia. Dio defends himself
against the accusation of cooperating with a wicked governor (f1yepmv movnpog) who acts like
a tyrant (11).5° In line with his apologetic aims, Dio associates himself with Socrates and his
refusal to obey the bidding of the Thirty, tyrants of Athens (8-9). We have seen above how
Socrates, within the discourse of the exiled philosopher, was brought to support the idea that a
philosopher is better off leaving his hometown if he is to benefit it. This evocation of Socrates
seems to run contrary to that idea. However, whilst Dio was very much embroiled in political
turmoil and in a need of defence, the speech was given at a moment before Dio actually had to
leave the city (8). In such circumstances, the threat — based on the philosopher’s ability to

withstand exile — to leave the city would lose it potency. Thus, we see how, across his Prusan

53 Jones 1978, 54, 104-5.
54 Jones 1978, 140 placed it as the last of Dio’s speeches. Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 178 as the penultimate.
33 On the accusations, see: Fuhrmann 2015, 171f.
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political career, it was according to the political situation in which he found himself that Dio

used his philosophical identity and authority to be an active political figure in the civic space.>®

3.3 The exilic corpus: two exceptions
Two speeches of Dio that are to do with his own personal experience as an exile — and so merit

a discussion alongside the other speeches in this chapter — are the first Kingship and On Exile
(Orr. 1 and 13, respectively). They are different and they have been discussed thoroughly by
others. On the background of the previous section, I will try, briefly, to set in relief some
elements of these speeches that hitherto were missed or ignored by scholars in respect to Dio’s
use of the discourse of exile.

The First Kingship is exceptional because of its internal addressee. It has received
substantial treatment in the scholarship, and so a few words will suffice for us here.’ Like the
rest of the Kingship Orations, it serves the purpose discussed by Whitmarsh of situating Dio
as a Greek philosopher within the hierarchy of the Roman political system, and of exploring
the relationship of power between Greek and Roman.>® This situating, however, is not merely
(perhaps, not even especially) done with a Roman but rather with a Greek audience in mind,
possibly Dio’s fellow citizens of Prusa.>® Therefore, although it is exceptional, Oration 1 is
indeed akin to several of the speeches that were delivered in Prusa (Orr. 40-51) in which Dio
attempted to present himself to his local community as someone who could procure benefits
for the city due to his sway at the imperial court or with the Roman governors.®

Concluding the speech (1. 50f.) is the well-known story Dio tells of his encounter, in
exile, with the prophetess who foretells his encounter with a powerful man (&vdpi kaptep®d,
56) and tells Dio the story of Heracles at the crossroads which, she instructs, he should himself
tell that man. Much as the narrative of the exile itself begins with Dio thanking the gods for the

opportunity to visit many lands and peoples instead of witnessing the many injustices that took

56 Oration 42 was left outside of this discussion. It is a very short piece, most likely an introductory one to another
speech. It, therefore, develops no theme other than the establishment of Dio’s intellectual authority to perform in
public. Already von Arnim (1898) set it in Dio’s ‘philosophical’ period (173), and this dating is confirmed by
later scholarship (Jones 1978, 136; Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 177). I will only point out that the stance taken by Dio
is a classic ‘philosophical’ ignorance/irony, claiming to have no wisdom nor the ability to speak (ovdémote yap
000Vl Eywye ToUTO VIEGYOUNV, OG IKOVOG OV AEYELY T} PPOVELV 1| TAEOV TL YIyvdoKew TV ToAAGV, 2; cf. Pernot
1993, 548). This stance is, of course, reminiscent of Socrates and so, whatever the point of the following speech
was, we see how Dio built his authority to be active in the civic space on the basis of his identity as a philosopher.
57 Moles 1990; Sidebottom 1991; Whitmarsh 2001b, 186-216; Sidebottom 2006.

38 Whitmarsh 2001b, 181-246.

% Whitmarsh 2001b, 325-7.

60 Kokkinia 2004 esp. 495-500.
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place at the time (moAA®V Kol adikwv Tpaypdtov, 50), so it ends with an emphasis on what Dio
came to learn through his experiences. So, the exilic narrative is not so much consolatory as an
aetiological tale of Dio’s wisdom. And this assumed persona of the wise man, as mentioned
above, was Dio’s way to try to make a political point (of situating Dio within the hierarchy of
the Roman political system and exploring Graeco-Roman power dynamics)®' more than a
philosophical lesson about how exile is not a bad thing. In that way, this text operates as other
Discourses in which Dio mentioned his exile.

Oration 13 is exceptional as well. This is because unlike the rest of the orations
discussed in this chapter, whilst it was delivered in a civic context, it was Athens rather than
Prusa (if we can trust the title, which was probably inserted later and not by Dio himself).®? As
mentioned, Oration 13 has been widely discussed in the scholarship and a sole focus on it
occludes our understanding of Dio. Discussing it in the context of the other civic speeches will
bring important new aspects to light.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the primary philosophical model of Oration 13
is Socrates. How does this model operate in respect to the question of exile, however, which is
the basis for the speech? Famously, Socrates opted against leaving Athens, even at the cost of
his life.®® This did not stop imperial philosophers who wrote about exile (and its relation to a
cosmopolitan worldview) from evoking the figure of Socrates as a model, and so utilising him
as a model for the exilic life.** T argue that Dio’s evocation of Socrates in respect to exile,
however, is overall different from that of his predecessors, and results from Dio’s attempt to
move away from making a mainly consolatory point to making a political one.

This is observable through two (at first sight) minor points. We can start from the issue
of exile itself. If the provenance of the Socratic /ogos embedded in the speech is still a matter
of controversy among scholars,% then at least the narrative of the consultation of Apollo at the
Delphi oracle is a clear allusion to Plato’s Apology of Socrates.®® There, Plato describes the
beginning of Socrates’ philosophical quest as a result of the consultation of Apollo by Socrates’
friend Chaerephon, who is presented as follows:

Xapepdvo yop {6Te TOV. 00TOC £UAG TE £TaTpOg TV 8K VEOL Kol VU@V T¢) TAN0eL £T0ipog T€ Kol

GUVEQLYE TNV LYV TAVTNV Kol ped’ HUdV KathAbe

61 See: n. 58, above.

2 Desideri 2007, 199.

83 As depicted by Plato in the Crito.

4 Richter 2017, 86, 95.

% Verrengia 2000, 86-91; Moles 2005, 115-20 (with further bibliography).

% yon Arnim 1898, 227; Moles 1978, 99; Jones 1978, 47; Verrengia 2000, 137.
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(For certainly you all know Chaerephon. He used to be a friend of mine from young age and a
friend to many of you as well. He also shared that period of exile and came back with you all,

Pl Ap. 21al-2).

Clearly, alluding to the Apology marks Socrates to the audience as @ model for Dio.
However, out of Socrates and Chaerephon, only the latter shares with Dio a period in exile
(ovvépuye Vv evynv), which means that (at least for the more attentive audience) it is
Chaerephon rather than Socrates who is mapped onto Dio. Once again, then, Dio creates an
intricate intertextual dialogue, in which he associates himself with a model only to depart from
it.*” Moreover, the exile of Chaerephon was experienced under the Tyranny of Thirty in Athens
in 404. This, an exile caused by tyranny, is precisely the context in which Dio describes the
nature of his exile.%® Thus political exile and intellectual identity are connected, and any words
of Dio spoken in exile (based on his own musings on good and evil, 13. 12) are implicitly
spoken from that mixed vantage point. The civic persona and the intellectual one is enmeshed.

The second point I would like to consider in Oration 13 also relates to the Apology.
Chaerephon was comparable to Dio with respect to exile. He is not so anymore when it comes
to the quest narrative — Socrates’ search to prove that he cannot be the wisest man of all as
proclaimed by Apollo. Socrates now becomes the only model. Even now, however, there is a
discernible difference between Dio and Socrates. First, we can mark what Doring noted in his
discussion of the Socratic exemplum: whereas in the period of his exile Dio turned into a
P1vocoeog (13. 11), Socrates, following Chaerephon’s inquiry at Delphi, turned into a copdg.%’
Perhaps this difference between the two categories should not be pushed too hard,” but the
exact manner of their transformation reveals much of the difference Dio emphasises between
himself and his model.

Firstly, in Socrates’ case we have no actual transformation. Indeed, as Apollo says,
Socrates was already the wisest man alive; the oracle offers merely a prompt to come to terms

with this.”! Secondly, in the case of Socrates the search is marked by a move not out of the

7 Compare the discussion in section 2 and in Chapter 2.

8 tantng dveydeiong én Eue Thg aitiog, Mg 81 Tavdpi @ilov dvta kai cdpBovrov: E0og Yap Tt ToDTO 0Tl TMV
tupavvev (‘this was the charge which was brought against me, that I was a friend and counsel of that man; for
this is a custom among tyrants...’, 13.1).

% Déring 1979, 85. PL. Ap. 20d ff., esp. 23a3 (Svopa 8¢ todt0 Aéyecbau, Gopdc eivar).

0 It is debatable to what degree copog and @iAdco@og were exchangeable at the time of Socrates and Plato and if
they were not, to what extent one may assume that Dio himself in fact read these terms as disparate. Note in this
speech, for example, Dio’s comments on the notion of ‘philosophising’: 00 pévtot moALiKIg oVTmg dVvOopaley [i.e.
TO EILOGOPETV], AALG povoy (el Exéevey dnmg avdpeg dyaboi Ecovtar (However, [Socrates] didn’t often called
it so, but only bade [people] to seek to be good men, 13.28). Possibly, Dio shows here an awareness that, back
then, fo philosophise was only starting to be used in a more abstract manner. On this, see: Hadot 2002, 9-51.

71 Cf. Brancacci 2000, 249.
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polis, into exile, but within it. His quest ({ftoic; Pl. Ap. 21b) — which is hardly a physical
journey — is markedly associated with civic life: he begins with the politicians (21¢), continues
with the tragedians and dithyramb poets (22b), and ends with the handicraftsmen (22d). All of
these are civic professions, and the first two groups are, in fact, predicated on the existence of
a city.

Dio, by contrast, says that Apollo bade him go to the ends of the earth (Or. 13.9), and
he equates himself with Odysseus, whose punishment was to continue his wanderings carrying
an oar until he reaches a place where the people do not recognise it as such (13.10): in other
words, to go as far away from civilisation as possible. To this we should add the fact that,
whereas Socrates sets out on an active investigation ({jtno1c) in order to understand the answer
of Apollo, and whereas he is active in questioning those aforementioned figures, Dio’s
transformation comes about passively. Others approach him, others call him philosopher, and
others ask him questions. It is only by consequence of all of this that Dio becomes an active
philosopher, and even then, not a wholly proactive one since, as he says, his talks were made
at the bidding of others (ékéAevov [pe] Aéyew, 13.11-2).

All of this, I argue, is another illustration of Dio’s dynamic of affiliation and dismissal.
While wisdom (philosophy) has been acquired by Dio outside of the city, its application is
within it. The political exile is not a hermit, whose voluntarily sustained exclusion from society
instils him with wisdom (more below), but a person connected to the polis in spite of his leaving
it. Once allowed to return, the polis is also the place where his philosophy is to be used. Unlike
in the Prusan Orations, Oration 13 does not constitute a clear attempt to garner political
influence. It is also, however, an exploration of the connection between the philosopher and
the polis’ civic life. In the Prusan Orations the line of argument was that philosophers find it
hard to face political difficulties at their home city. Oration 13 describes Dio first as a political
exile (13. 1), associated with Chaerephon, and then as a philosopher coming back into the city
to engage in the civic discourse.’”? It is upon the moment of assuming the identity of the

philosopher — in and by exile, unlike Socrates — that Dio marks his return to civic activity.

2 In the next chapter we will compare this to figures like Epictetus and Musonius and their approach to the ‘return’
to society. We will see that Dio, once more, comes out as different to his contemporaries.
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I will finish this chapter with a short excursus and argue that this move away from
Socrates in respect to exile should be read against the employment of his figure which was
made by contemporaries of Dio. As mentioned, Socrates was often evoked to espouse the idea
of cosmopolitanism and hence arguing against the view that exile is a bad (kakon) experience
from a philosophical standpoint. In Dio’s corpus, however, the idea of cosmopolitanism is
detached from Socrates. To begin with, Dio never explicitly evokes Socrates alongside the idea
of cosmopolitanism. He gets rather close in Oration 20, On Retirement, a speech espousing
common philosophical tropes.”® The speech opens with two questions: ti yép mote 10 Tfig
AvayopNnoeds €0t kol Tivag yp1n Ti0évar Tovg dvaywpodvrog; (‘What, then, is “retirement” and
whom should be called “retired people?””’, 20. 1), to which Dio then offers a set of possible
answers, including the notion of moving away from one’s native city or sojourning between
cities (§3) which, like all the other answers, is refuted. In fact, Dio claims:

00 TOMOG £€0TIV O MOPEXWOV 0VOE TO ATOOMUTcOL TO U] QODA’ ATTO TPATTEWV 0VOE <TO> €ig

Kopwoov 1 OnPog dvoxeympniévar to 88 Tov BovAdpevoy mpog adTd eivat

(it is not the place where you are, nor the being away from home which allows you not to do

foolish things, nor is it the fact having retired to Corinth or to Thebes, but rather the ability of

he who wishes to concentrate on his own self, 20. 7).

The best and most profitable retirement of all, Dio carries on to state, is: 1 €i¢ avTOV
Avay®pNols kol TO mpocEyxew Toig avtod mpdyuacty (‘the retirement towards oneself and
giving attention to the matters of one’s own’, 20. 8). This is reminiscent of what may be termed
Socrates’ exile of the soul or the mind, when he is detaching himself from this world for long
periods of deep contemplation, such as we witness at the beginning of the Symposium.”

However, Dio avoids making an explicit reference to Socrates (again, detaching himself
from this tradition of ancient authors who consistently refer to Socrates as a model of
cosmopolitanism). Even if we read dvaydpnoig as an allusion to the Symposium (Zokpdng
obtog Avaympnoac, 175a6-7), there is a difference between Dio’s mpocéyewv toig ohtod
npdypacty and Socrates’ mpocéyovia tOv vodv: whereas Socrates is described as turning

towards his own mind, Dio speaks of turning towards one’s own business/actions/matters. Dio

simply does not talk of himself in the Socratic/Platonic language of the exile of the mind. In

3 E.g.: A\ 10016 €0y, (g Eotke, moAAOD GOV TO naONua kai Sidorypo O THV yoynv €0iletv EneoBon T Ady®
(“Yet, this is, as it seems, a much worthier lesson and moral, namely that it should be the custom of the soul to
follow after reason’, Or. 20.13).

4 10v 0DV Zokpdtn £00Td TOg TPociyovTo OV vodv, and Tokpdtng 00Toc Gvaympicog &V 6 TBV YEITOVMV
mpoBupw €otnie (“Socrates directed his mind towards himself’; ‘Socrates is withdrawn here, and he is stands at
the porch of the neighbours’ Pl. Symp. 174d4-5; 175a6-7).
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fact, even when Dio speaks of himself as detached from societal norms and conventions, he
does not associate himself, like Musonius does, with Socrates;’” he does, in fact, not at all speak
in philosophical terms but rather in political or civic terms, even when the topic of the speech
itself is philosophical (On freedom): Povievtiplo p&v kol B€atpa kol cLAALOGYOLS dTndoag,
gkkAnodlov 6¢ povog avtodg ([the man, like Dio, who values true freedom] ‘thinks that the
councils, theatres, and meetings are of little worth, whereas he himself alone holds a popular
assembly’, Or. 80. 2). If Socrates is purely a mind, Dio is a political entity.

As noted by Richter, foisting on Socrates the idea of cosmopolitanism was as common
in imperial times as it was historically inaccurate.”® Dio seems to have understood this, or at
least to have understood that the model of Socrates used by his contemporaries does not fit
him. In this, Dio once again provided his audiences with a different possible paradigm of

philosopher.

75 Through the idea that the philosopher is identified with the cosmos and, hence, with Socratic cosmopolitanism,
see: Whitmarsh 2001a, 279-80.
76 Richter 2017, 86, 95.
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Chapter 4 — A philosopher abroad

We have focused on Dio’s political engagement in Prusa. Civic space, however, is not limited
to the Assembly and the Council halls. As we have seen in Chapter 2, from Socrates and
Diogenes Dio adopted an impromptu, popular manner of philosophising, which was not
attached to one specific locale. Around Dio, the contemporary modes of performing philosophy
led to misconceptions about past philosophers:

YoKkpdtng yobv ovte Pabpa Beig 0Bt gig Bpdvov kabicag o’ dpav dwatpiPiic 1j mepurdton

TOIG YVOPILOIG TETAYUEVIV PUAATTOV

(Certainly, Socrates did not set out seats nor sat himself on a chair, nor observed a prescribed

hour for passing time or ambling with his friends, Plu. Mor. An seni 796d1-11).

This statement of Plutarch’s is meant to comment on the complete nature of political
life and how the politician, like the philosopher, is a politician in all situations and at all times.
Some, it appears, believe that philosophers are philosophers solely when they wear their
teacher’s hats, so to speak: when they appear in a class-room in front of their students, and not
at all times. Trapp writes that to the minds of Dio, Maximus of Tyre, Plutarch, and Seneca,
philosophia was what society needed in place of its other forms of (debilitating) entertainment.!
For Plutarch, the aim was to transform the political man into a more philosophically-minded
character who will lead society ‘by precept and example’.? For Seneca, the essayist and
‘philosophical letter-writer’, this aim had been fulfilled in private.’ Thus both, as Dio would
have had it, had abandoned civic space.* Dio, as this chapter will show, aimed to broaden the
scope and treat the whole of civic space as a school of philosophy and turn whole communities
into a philosophically-minded ones.’

The argument is divided into two sections. The first one explores Dio’s notion of the
civic space as a school of philosophy. Starting from Oration 20, which has been seldom
discussed by scholars,® we explore Dio’s view of civic space as the philosophers’ realm of

activity. If in Chapter 2 we have seen this notion adopted from past models, here the focus will

! Trapp 2007a, 213-14.

2 Trapp 2007a, 214. This agrees with our understanding of Plutarch’s intended readership: the elite, see: van Hoof
2010, 19-40.

* Trapp 2007a, 214.

4 Reydams-Schils 2017, 535.

5 In this sense, Dio was also different to Maximus of Tyre who, whilst philosophising in a public lecture form,
was targeting mainly the youth of the city rather than the entire community, see: Trapp 1997, xxi.

¢ It makes no appearance in any of the articles in either Swain 2000 or Amato et al. 2016; Jones (1978) does not
treat it. Desideri (1978) devotes only a page length discussion to it (almost half of it is a quotation) and although
his reading is similar to mine (see text below on philosophy in the city’s humdrum), he offers no exploration of
the ideas (377-8). Von Arnim mentions it once only to remark on its dating (1898, 267).



be on the positive manner in which Dio envisions his place as a philosopher in the community
— as someone who is capable of turning the entire community into a philosophically-minded
one. The section concludes with two examples which show that Dio, unlike other philosophers,
was not only thinking of the community as a whole but was less interested in the individual
unless as a part of the community.

The second section is comprised of four case studies of civic interventions Dio made
outside of Prusa. With Dio’s view of civic space as a school of philosophy and the community
as a collection of students in mind, we continue to explore Dio’s appearances in front of
audiences as a philosopher. In each case, we will see, Dio identifies as a philosopher — his
source of authority — in order to advance a political agenda that could only be achieved once
the community understands that it should conduct itself on the basis of philosophical precepts.
The proper functioning of a community is predicated, according to Dio’s argument, on its
turning to a philosophically-minded community.

Lastly, there is a larger argument that stems from the entire chapter. By speaking as a
philosopher, using the same language of philosophy and paideia in front of different
communities, Dio not only fostered a sense of Hellenic identity and cohesion in individual
communities, but rather through his actions, he unified as Hellenes different communities of
the Greek east. In her exploration of Dio’s use of myth, Anne Gangloff has shown Dio’s
Hellenic educational project as evident across his works.” Especially in her emphasis on Dio’s
preference for Panhellenic myths over local ones, Gangloff argues for Dio’s deliberate creation
of a Hellenic vision.® In a similar vein, the language of philosophy (appearance, past heritage,
and content) which is as much a part of Greek paideia as myths are,” gathers the audiences of
different Greek communities under the same banner. Here is a sense of mission greater than

Dio himself and greater than a single city’s life.

A final note before we move to our discussion. As mentioned, we begin our discussion
from Oration 20 which is devoted to the question of ‘retiring’ (&vaydpnoig) and is almost never
discussed in scholarship.!? Although its date and place of delivery are unknown, we can at least
make out from the content that it was delivered in a city centre. We will see, as well, that Dio

insisted on this civic space, with all its hubbub, as the locale where philosophy can be taught,

7 Gangloff 2006. See also: Said 2000 for the connection between Dio’s philosophical identity, project, and use of
myth.

8 Gangloff 2006, 2821f.

° Trzaskoma 2017, 469.

19 See: n. 6, above.
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learned, and practiced by the entire community, which by this activity will be improved.
Improving the life of the community brings this discussion into a larger context that scholars
portrayed as Dio’s notion of a ‘good’ or ‘ideal’ community. Our focus on Oration 20, therefore,
furthers our understanding of Dio in this respect as well: in discussing the idea of ‘ideal’
communities, scholars have often focused on Orr. 7 and 36 as two examples that transport the
audience outside of the civic space into peripheral locations construed by Dio to explore the
idea of the good community.!! These speeches supposedly look outside civic space through
this ‘transportation’ of the audience but, in fact, they reflect back into the civic space in their
content.'? Oration 20 provides a look into how Dio approached the notion without providing a
comparandum for his audiences but rather being direct about their own ability to improve as a
Greek community. It is in this sense that Oration 20 serves as an important foundation for our
readings of the other speeches where Dio is dealing with concrete problems and he is less

interested in developing the idea of the good city, or community, in a theoretical manner.

4.1 The city as a philosophical community
The quotation from Plutarch above applies to the philosophers’ mode of conduct, or how should

they instruct. What about the students? If there should be no school, no designated time and
place, where should one go in order to become a philosopher? We have already discussed,
moreover, how Dio wanted people to think that he himself turned to philosophy in his
wanderings. Was his city-dwelling audience expected to go tour the world or indeed seek those
cloistered schools of philosophy? The answer, of course, is in the negative and it is here where
Dio differentiated between himself as a philosopher and the community as a potential
philosophically-minded entity. We have already seen how, in Oration 44, upon his return to
Prusa, Dio commented that the community is improved by philosophy inside the city (év tfj
moAet; 10).1° At least as a community, therefore, there is no need to leave the city. This idea is
explored in Oration 20, where the question of dvaymdpnoig (retiring) is raised, leading the
audience to the conclusion that not only is it not necessary to remove oneself from the civic

space, it is also the civic, public space that will serve as the locale for philosophising.

1 Jones 1978, 56ff.; Schofield 1999, 57-64; Bertrand 1992; Russell 1992, 8—13, 19-23; Brenk 2000, 270-75;
Desideri 2000, 99—100; Ma 2000; Salmeri 2000, 85-86; Trapp 2007a, 185-91. Some of these scholars focus more
on the tension between city and country, or agricultural life versus city life, but in one way or another the
discussion is focused, mostly, on the essence of the ideal community in Dio’s Orr. 7 and 36.

12 See n. 11 for scholarship.

13 6pd 8¢ 00 pdvov amd Adywv, GAAY Kai Gmd eilocopiog dvdpog dryadodg kol dE0AdYoVC Yryvouévoug & Ti
TOAEL
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At first it would seem that the moral to which Dio leads his audience is that philosophy and
nowdeio require that a person experience a great degree of seclusion and retirement (ToAAfg
gpnuiag te Kol dvaympnoemc) in a very literal sense (11). Yet as Dio develops the argument, a
different meaning is unveiled:
AM &ymye 0p® Kol TOLG TANGIoV Tig BaAhdttng ovdev maoyovTag, GAAL Kol dtovogicOot
duvapévoug a Poviovtar dtavogiohon kol Aéyovtag Kol dkovovtog Kai kabghdovtag OmoTaY
adToic | Kapde, &TL 0DSEV 0ToVTaL TPOGTKELY ADTOIS TOD YOPOL TOVTOV 0VSE PPoVTIoVGLY.
&l 8¢ ye éBovAovio Tpocéyely 6moTe peilov fi EMdttv yiyvorro Nyog §j Stoptdusiv Té kdpoTo
T4 TPOOTITTOVTA 1| TOVG AAPOLG TE Kol TG dALa dpven Opdv, OTMG EMTETOVTOL £MTL TA KOULOTO
Kol vijovton pading &n” oadTdv, oK dv v odToic oAt A0 Tt TOIETV.
(Yet I, at least, see that those who are close to the sea suffer no ill effects [from its noise], but
are able to think about what they want to think, and they speak, listen, and sleep whenever it
is appropriate for them, because they think that nothing of this noise is relevant to them and
they do not think of it. Certainly, if they wanted to pay attention whenever the sound of the
sea grows louder or quieter or to count the crashing waves or to watch the seagulls and the
rest of the birds, how they fly over the waves and swim easily on them, they would not have

the leisure to do anything else, Or. 20.12).

It follows from this that people are (or rather should become) accustomed to the
environmental noises of their vicinity if they wish to accomplish anything and not to be wholly
distracted by their environment. And if those who live near the sea ought not to be troubled by
its sounds, it follows that the town dweller ought not to be troubled by the city’s commotion
(avBpodT®V Kol Tod BopvPov, 13). Those, then, who wish to study pirocopia and wodeio (11)
need not seek study-spaces outside the city but instead they should, and can, cultivate this state
of reflection in their minds, a state untroubled by urban commotion (13-4). The audience of
this speech, the city-dwellers, are exhorted towards philosophy as a goal they can each achieve
within the city.

That this is not a general exhortation to the audience to seek a school of philosophy is
clear from the argument that begins to develop earlier in the speech. It is civic space itself that
becomes a school. Arguing for the need to ignore external disturbances, Dio comments on what
he sees around him: teachers of all sorts who maintain their concentration even amidst great
urban clamour:

0 t& ADV 1| S10ACK®OV OVAETY TODTO TOLET, TOALAKIG €’ aOTHG THiG 600D TO d1d0CKAAETOV
Exmv, Kai 00d&v avtov é&iotnot To AT 00 000€ 6 BOpLPoC TV TapOVIOVY, 6 TE dpYOoVLUEVOS
opoimg N OpyNOTOdOACKAAOC TPOG TOVT® £0Tiv, AUEANCOS TAV HOYOUEVOV TE Kol
amoddopévav kol GAlo mpartdéviev, 6 te Kbapotig O 18 (oyphpog O d& maviwv
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o(POJPOTUTOV 0TIV Ol YAP TAOV YPOUUATOV O1000KAAOL UETA TOV Toid®V €V TAig 000i¢
KaOnvTaL, Kol 00dEV aTOlG EUTOdMV £0TIV £V TOGOVT® TAN 0L TOD S18a0KEY TE KOl LavOdvery.
(a person who plays the flute or rather teaches to play does exactly that [i.e. he is not
disturbed], he holds his school on the very street, and not at all does the crowd distract him
nor the uproar of those passing by, and likewise the dancer or the dance teacher is engaged in
his own activity, neglectful of those arguing, selling, or doing other things, and so is the lute-
player and so the painter. And this is the most extreme case of all: for the elementary teachers
sit with their pupils in the streets, and even amidst such a great crowd nothing hampers them

from teaching and learning, 9).

Proper teaching occurs on the streets, and one should not seek a closed and removed
space for it. Philosophy and paideia, then, just like all other subjects, need only a teacher who
can locate his metaphorical didackalelov on the street. We have discussed above (chapter 2.3)
how Dio presented the context of his speeches, delivered amidst other performers and
educators. These occasions (Orr. 8 and 12) were the Pan-Hellenic Games.'* Oration 20, like
Oration 32 we discussed in Chapter 1, reveals the same performative context, only within the
city’s confines:

0N 8¢ mote £ldov &yd d18 Tod immodpopov Padilwv moAlodg &v @ avTd dvOpdTovg BALOV
Ao TL TPATTOVTAG, TOV HEV ADAODVTA, TOV O OpYOLUEVOV, TOV 08 Badua amodidduevoy, TOV
0¢ moinua Avaytyvockovta, Tov 8¢ ddovta, TOv 0 iotopiav Tva 1| pdbov dimyoduevov: kol
0082 glc TOVTMV 0V3EVEL EKOAVGE TPOGEYELY OTH KOL TO TPOKEIUEVOV TPATTELY.

(once I saw as I was walking through the hippodrome many people who in the same place
were doing different things; one was playing the flute, the other was dancing, this one was
performing a trick, and another was reciting a poem, whereas someone was singing and some
other was telling some story or myth. None of them hindered any other from concentrating on

himself and performing the task in front of him, 20.10).

There is no reason to think that the narration of this past event was not also set in exactly
the same context. Dio depicts himself as part and parcel of the city’s public life, a kind of

ddaokarog, philosophising amidst the din of other speakers, performers, and merchants.

14 The, possibly, Isthmian or Corinthian context of Or. 8, where Diogenes visits the Isthmian Games, and the
context of Or. 12, where Dio comments on the situation around him at the Olympic Games.
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This sets Dio apart from his contemporaries. For his teacher, Musonius, philosophy is
best taught in the countryside, away from the city’s commotion.!® In addition, for Musonius,
much like what we see in other contemporary philosophers, countryside philosophical lives are
best for teaching since the students are able to see their teacher in the context of his own life
and work and so learn by example (Muson. 11. 43ff).!¢ If Dio managed to present an example
to his audience, it was embodied in his activity as a philosopher within their own open civic
space. The students, moreover, are not only those who attend the school, but the community as
a whole owing to the nature of public speech, which is most unlike contemporary philosophers
and much like the sophists, whose public performances were seen as tantamount to their class-
room teachings.!’

Indeed, Dio was different from others who called themselves teachers as well. Aelius
Aristides, a generation or two later, will straightforwardly describe himself as a 61ddcxarog
(Or. 31.7). However, unlike Dio, Aristides was interested in his literary production more as a
text than as a speech: ‘a pure lover of speeches, concerned with his literary afterlife and devoted
to the production of exemplary speeches for future generations’.'® Dio, on the other hand, was
far more concerned with the act of delivering a speech as an educational act (educating the
audience in front of him) rather than with the fortune of his literary production, as is revealed
by his awareness of, and indifference to, the (mis)use of his speeches (see more below).!”

To return to Dio and to his metaphorical dibackaleiov, Oration 20 offers us more than
an image of the philosopher-teacher in his civic context. In discussing Or. 8 (in Chapter 2), we
noted how Dio separated himself from Diogenes when his speech narrated the abrupt ending
of Diogenes’ philosophising. Diogenes was useful for the intellectual battles of the time as Dio
both affiliated himself with him and dismissed him according to his needs. In Or. 20, where

Dio speaks in propria persona throughout, he positively situates himself among those other

15 Reydams-Schils 2017, 528. Dio’s 7" Oration, Euboicus, is his own example of an idyllic countryside life.
Indeed, it might not be a mere rhetorical exercise but a genuine rendition of Dio’s thoughts about the qualities and
benefits of this bucolic and poor life (Jones 1978, 56, 60). The speech, however, was presented in a civic context,
and as John Ma has shown, it is just as much an exploration of political ideas proper to polis life (Ma 2000).
Moreover, as Desideri writes, upon returning to the city, that is in post wandering-years whence the major bulk
of our corpus comes from, Dio saw the city as the important centre for his activity — not least, perhaps, because
the common opinion that it was inferior to the countryside and so there was a need to educate it, (Desideri 2000
esp. 103ff.). Thus, even if the teaching of a philosopher like Musonius were only set in the countryside as an ideal
whereas in practice they were given in some form of a civic context (e.g., a classroom within the city), Dio still
stands apart from him.

16 Cf. Sen. Ep. 6.6.

17 Anderson 1989, 90; Winter 2002, 30-31. An important difference between Dio and the sophists was that Dio
made no distinction among the audience: they were all taken as students.

18 Sanchez Hern4andez 2016, 228.

19 Or. 42.4-5. Dio’s tone is very indifferent to the fortune of his speeches.
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public performers almost as one of them. This image of day-to-day activity in the city, not
taking place in relation to any festival or special occasion, should indicate for us the context of
many of Dio’s speeches.?’ Oration 19, although it is incomplete, is a case in point:

In this Oration, Dio creates a hierarchy between orators (pritopeg), sophists, and
musicians (KiBapmdot), whose performances Dio admits enjoying (3). The hierarchy is created
by a straightforward comparison between the qualities of each (4-5) and sets Dio on top by the
factitious claim of having no public speaking abilities himself (10 otog ddOvatog eivar Aéyety,
4). The irony is revealed by the metaphor Dio uses to describe his enjoyment of sophists’
declamations: xafBdmep ol mrwyol kol TOLG HETPi®S €VTOPOLS pakapilovot Ol THV aVTOV
amopiav (‘just as beggars think that those who are moderately well-off are blessed because of
their own lack of means’, 4). Thus, the sophists’ abilities are, in fact, displayed only petpimg,
allowing Dio, the feigned ntwydg, to enjoy them.?!

This is an additional hierarchy to those we have seen Dio construct in Alexandria
(Chapter 1) and in the various Orations discussed in Chapter 2. Whereas philosophers are not
mentioned we find other forms of performers: be it the kiBapwdoi or the comic and tragic poets
who are brought in before the speech abruptly ends. These, similarly to what we have seen in
Orr. 8 and 20, belong in the group of general civic performers. Dio, therefore, situates himself
as offering more than these performers, just as he does with other categories of performers and
intellectuals. The description of the musician’s performance at Cyzicus (to where Dio came in
his wandering period so that his friends could meet him) is very telling regarding the context
of public performances in which Dio locates himself. The musician is described as having
attracted no fewer than three thousand people (3). We do not know if Dio ever amassed such
an audience and to what extent this number was an exaggeration to begin with. But this is the
performative contest and context into which Dio inserted himself. A broad setting, in which he
performs as a guide not only for policy making in a city’s Assembly or Council, but to vast
collections of audiences. This is Dio’s idea of the civic space as the school of philosophy.

The content of Dio’s teachings (his focus on philosophy and paideia) is, naturally,
another way for him to make it clear that, as a philosopher, he is at the top of the performative
hierarchy. Returning to Oration 20, we find Dio insisting on indicating himself as a performer-

teacher whose subject matter is of a higher value than the content performed by the rest of the

20 Orr. 16, 52-4, 57, 62-6, 68-9, 71-2, 75-6, and 79-80 are, almost all, speeches concerned with philosophical
issues. All of them were delivered in a time and place unknown to us. Orations 20 and Oration 19 are revealing,
however, of the civic context in which these were delivered.

2L Ct. Orr. 9.8, 9 for ntwydcg in the persona of Diogenes and 13.11 (about Dio himself).
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performers. Dio’s teachings, although general and aimed at big audiences, concentrate and
settle the soul, and allow it to disregard all other matters (cuvayet v yoynv Koi Kabictnot kol
KATAQPOVELV ol TV dAl®V andvtwv). No other performance achieves this (Or. 20. 11). But
this phrasing can tell us more than simply what philosophy is able to achieve. We shall now
leave Oration 20 and look at two other speeches which will serve as more concrete examples
of how Dio spoke to his audiences not as individuals capable of turning to philosophy, but as
individuals who are part of a community who can become philosophically-minded. In this,
again, Dio takes an alternate course to traditional philosophy. From at least the days of Plato,
philosophy always had the soul in its crosshairs. And Dio here speaks in a vaguely Platonic
fashion of concentrating the soul.?> But philosophy was more often than not interested in the
individual soul,>® whereas Dio, I would like to argue, did not share this interest when he spoke
in front of public gatherings.?* Speaking &v pécw in civic context, individuals seem to be of
importance to Dio only as members of the community. His philosophy was geared towards
encouraging the community as a whole to operate philosophically, rather than to succeed with

just one or a handful of individuals within it.

4.2 The soul of the community
We begin with Oration 33 which was delivered at Tarsus upon request in front of the city’s

Assembly (1). Unlike the following speech in the corpus which was delivered at Tarsus as well
and was meant to deal with a political issue,? the First Tarsic, as it is called, is concerned with
a problem of morals.?® Dio focuses on a phenomenon, notoriously ambiguous for the modern
reader, which he calls péyxew, literally meaning ‘to snort’ or ‘to snore’, but in the context of
this speech this verb covers a greater spectrum of meanings and has been accorded a wide range
of interpretations.?” What interests us, however, is not the specific meaning of the action, but
rather Dio’s connection between individual and community.

To be sure, Tarsus’ problem and its consequence are discussed from a philosophical
point of view. They cannot be fixed by the city’s splendours, luxury, and material success but

only by Dio’s refashioning of the audience as a philosophically-minded community: tpver, an

22 Cf. Hadot 2002, 67.

23 Hadot 2002, 104; Trapp 2007a, 28-9.

24 Cf. Reydams-Schils 2017, esp. 535.

25 See section 4.3.2.

26 Jones 1978, 73-74.

27 Cohoon and Crosby 1940, 273; Kim 2013, 40-42 argues, rather persuasively, that Dio, in fact, avoided defining
the phenomenon on purpose. For the different meanings suggested in the literature, see: 33-4, nn. 5-13.
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anti-philosophical characteristic,?® crops up a number of times in the speech as ruinous,?® we
learn that gvdaipovia is what should be sought, and we hear that co@pocivn kai vode €ott Td
o®lovta (‘prudence and reason are the saviours’, 33. 28) of the city. At the end of the speech,
in describing the stages of the city’s moral descent, Dio points to a choice of some people to
conduct themselves at variance with nature: trimming their long hair (and then shaving
themselves completely, §63ff.), which from the point of view of an imperial philosopher is a
double offence since living katd ¢uciv and the growing of one’s hair were considered to be
philosophical indicators.>® With this in mind we can proceed to see how Dio unifies the
community under its problem and its proposed solution.
Accusing his audience of this vice of péyketv, Dio raises a possible objection from the
audience:
Koitol woALdKLg dxodoal Tivev €0t un| Yop TMUElG povol petoPefAnKapey, aAld oxedov
dmovtec. €ott 0& ToUTO KaBAmep €l TIg &v Aod O TO WAVTOG T TOVG TAEIGTOVS VOGETY
undepiov €0éhol moieicOor mpovowav, dote ovtog Vywivewy, §i vl Ala &v BoAdrn
eWalopevog, Emeito mhvtog Opdv ToLS &V Ti VNi KivduvevovTag GpeAol Thg cmtnplog. Ti 6¢;
v dLoc koTadimton 6TOAoC, S1d TodTo HTToV 0Tty dTomoV 1O EvuPoivov;
(Indeed, it is often possible to hear people say: ‘May it be that it isn’t just we alone who
have changed [for the worse], but more or less everyone’. Well, this thing is just the same if
someone, at the time of a plague, because all or the majority are ill, would not want to give
any thought as to making himself healthy. Or, by Zeus, when someone is tossed by storm at
sea, when he sees that everyone on board is at peril, will have no care for his own safety.

What? If a whole fleet sinks under, is the calamity less harmful? 33. 30)

It is very unlikely that the entire community was afflicted by this vice. Indeed, we will
soon see that Dio singles out those who were. Posing this rhetorical question allows Dio to
claim that whereas each individual must take care of their own person, it is in fact the case that
the vice of one is the vice of all and the common imagery of a ship in a storm is evoked here
to remind the audience that even if some of them have no part in the shameful action, they are
nonetheless affected by it as a whole, unified community.

If, then, one will say that it is indeed a matter only for those who commit the odious act
to cease from it, then Dio disagrees explicitly:

€Yd 0 enUL TODTO TO EPYOV aUoypaV TNV TOAWV TOLETV Kol ONUOGIQ KATUIoYOVELY, Kol THV

peyiotv VPpwv gig v matpida HPPIlew ToLg Hed’ MuUEpav TOVTOVG KOUOUEVOLS

28 Lucian, Dial. mort. 20.6-8.
2 Or.33.15, 22-3, 25, 26, 27, 28.
30 Branham and Goulet-Cazé 1996, 26.
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(But I say that this action shames the city, and brings dishonour to the public, and that these

daytime-snorers [lit. sleepers] inflict the greatest harm upon the city, Or. 33. 34).3!

Although it is only a group of people that share in the affliction actively, the result of it

is to do with the entire community: the city (moA1g), the people (6fjnoc), the fatherland (watpic).

A final remark about the First Tarsic as a testimony for Dio’s view of the community

as a unified body stems from his assertion of authority. I have mentioned above that Dio speaks

as a philosopher. At whatever date the speech was delivered,*? Dio’s claim to authority was

based on his identity as a philosopher: he looks like one and he operates like one, which is to

say he is bearded and unkempt, and he will tell harsh truths unlike other intellectuals around

him (1-7).3 Yet there is more to it than that: as part of an initial recusatio, while claiming that

it is often best for the philosopher to keep silent (8), Dio makes a comparison between the
philosopher, here Socrates, and the comic poets of Athens:

oKOTEITE 88 TO MPdypa oldv oTiv. AOnvoiot Yip elmBoTeC dcovey KokdS, Kod Vi Afo &n°

a0TO TODTO GLUVIOVTEG €ig TO Béatpov g AowdopnBnodevol, kal Tpotedencoteg aydvo Kol

viknv Ttoig AGuelvov adTO TPATTOLGLY, OVK aVTOlL TODTO €VUPOVTEG, GAAX TOD OgoD

ouppovievcavoc, Apictopdvoug pev fikovov kol Kpativov kol [MAdtovog, kol tobtovg

000&V KOokOV €moincav. €mel 08 TwkpAtng Avev oknviig kol ikpiov émoiel 10 T0D Oeod

TPOGTOY LA, OV KOpdakilmv 000E tepetilmv, ovy dTEUEVAY. EKETVOL PEV YA DOOPDUEVOL KOl

5ed10TEG TOV OOV G decTOTNV E0DTEVOV, NPEUA dAKVOVTEG Kol LETH YEAMTOG, OTEP Ol

TitBon Toig Todiolg, Htav OEn TL T®V ANOECTEP®V TIEWV ADTA, TPOSPEPOVTL UEAITL YpicacL

TV KOAKO. Totyapodv EBAamtov ovy fTToV Hrep GEELOVY, AyEPOYIOG Kol CKOUUATOVY Koi

Bouokoyiag davoamumiavieg TV mWOAWV. 0 08 @EIAOG0QOG TAeyye kol €vovbitel.

(See of what nature the issue is: the Athenians were accustomed to hear themselves abused,

and, by Zeus, they used to convene at the theatre for this purpose so as to be berated, and

they set up competitions establishing victory for those who were better at berating, not

coming up with the idea themselves, but because a god so suggested. They listened to

Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Plato and did nothing injurious to these men. But when Socrates,

without the apparatus of the stage, did the bidding of the god, not dancing or humming tunes

[as on the comic stage] the Athenians did not suffer him. For the comic poets, suspicious

and afraid, flattered the people as they would a despot, biting but gently and with humour,

just as the wet-nurses, whenever there is a need for the children to drink something

31 See also §29. Cf. Kim 2013, 45.

32 There is a disagreement among scholars. Some set the speech in the time of Vespasian and some in that of
Trajan. For a recent discussion (with bibliography) see: Bost-Pouderon 2006, II: 11-40.

3 Brav 62 adyunpdv Tiva kol cvvestodpévov 1dnte kol povov PadiCova (‘whenever you see someone who is
unkempt, tucked under his cloak, and strolls alone’, 33.14).
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disagreeable, they smear the edges of the cup with honey. The comedians, therefore, harmed
no less than they benefitted the people, filling up the city with arrogance, gibes, and
buffoonery. The philosopher, on the other hand, accused and admonished, 33. 9-10).

As is often the case, Dio is a little bit of both in this anecdote. Like Socrates, he is a
philosopher who chides his audience. Unlike him (in this example), and like the comedians,
his speech is often humorous. Unlike Socrates, he was invited to speak and hence, like the
comic poets speaks from a position of safety. We are already familiar with this Dionic strategy,
which situates him as a better intellectual than all the rest, past and present. But the comparison
with poets such as Aristophanes adds something more. On the surface, of course, Dio maintains
that he is more like Socrates than a comic poet. But in fact, as mentioned, he spoke from the
same position of safety as they did: the safety to criticise that the stage of the festival allowed
to the comic poets is the same safety allowed to Dio by the invitation to speak in the city’s
Assembly. And here is the rub: the public stage of the city’s festival was an ‘invitation’ by the
community to the comic poets to address to the community, not as individuals but as a unified
polis.

Whereas Dio’s criticism is better than that of the comic poets (as a philosopher) making
him, as usual, a better educator, like the poets he aims his arrows at the city as a whole and not
towards individuals, in an attempt to transform it into a community led by philosophical

reasoning and precepts.

To round up our discussion we return now to the end of Oration 13 and to the
completion of Dio’s narrative of transition into a philosopher. Perhaps it is worth mentioning
again that the veracity of this narrative is not our concern at all. This end point is what Dio
describes as his activity in Rome. Earlier we addressed Dio’s comment on his inability to
perform philosophy like Socrates in dialogue (katd 000 kai Tpeic) since he was requested to
present in public speech form in front of large gatherings (moALoic 1 kai 4Bpdoig €ig TaHTO
ovviodoty, Or. 13. 31). As he does this, Dio establishes himself as the philosopher educator of
cities:

déovtan Tondeiog kpeittovog Kol Empuehestépag, el pEALovoy gudaipoveg Eéoecbot Td SVt
Kot aAnOeav, GAAG pn) 60&N TV TOAAGY AvOpdTmV
([T told them that] they are in need of a better and careful education if they want to be in fact

truly happy, and not [simply] according to the opinion of the majority of people, 13. 31).
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The city, he said, is in need of a teacher — any teacher at first,>* but as he made clear, it
is he that performed as such — to rid it from its moral problems: a physician of the soul (iGc8at
10 TS Wuyfic voooug, ‘to heal the maladies of the soul’, 32).3° This educator should be placed
on the acropolis and he should, by law (vouwm) be visited by the youth and the old together, with
the view to making them philosophically-minded as a whole:

TPOOYOPEDGOL TOVG VEOUC GmavTag POty mop’ avTdV Koi GuVEIval, Koi und&v fTTov Tovg
npeoPutépovg, €mg GV GmAVTEG GOPOL  YEVOUEVOL Kol OKOOGUVNG  €pucOéviec,
KOTAPPOVICOVTEG YPLCOD Kol APYDpoL Koi EAEQPOVTOC Kol Oyov On Kol popov Kol
APpodicimv, eVdAioVEG OIKDOL Kol APYOVTEG LAAIOTO KOl TPOTOV QVTAV, EXELTA Kol TOV
A oV avOpdTTOV.

(I told them] to instruct all of the youth to pay the teacher regular visits and to associate
with him [on the acropolis], and not less so to instruct the old as well, until all of them
becoming wise, lovers of justice, despisers of gold, silver, ivory, and also of food, perfume,
sexual desires, live happily and will be masters first and foremost of themselves, and then

of other people, 33).

It is not only, then, the targeting of the Romans in the plural (Popaiowg) or his
emphasising that he speaks to the city (31) from the most highly raised stage a city could offer
—the acropolis — that confirms to us Dio’s understanding of himself as speaking to communities
as a whole instead of to individuals. We see that Dio, unlike other intellectuals who focused
more on youths as their audiences and students,*® takes care to mention that his audience ought
to comprise both young and old, covering the full spectrum of the community.

Finally, the maladies of each individual’s soul are important to Dio only in so far as
each individual is a member of the community as we learn from the metaphor of the ship of
state:*” 1 Edunaca TOMG, Bomep vadg koveiodeica, dvakdyel Te Kol ToAd Eotol Shagpotépa
kol dopaieotépa (‘the entire city, just like a lightened ship, it will rise, and will be much more

nimble and strong’, 35). At the peak of his philosophical activity, as it is envisioned at the end

34 Dio claims that he told the Romans that they should not care whether the teacher is Greek, Roman, Scythian,
Indian or anyone else. As long as this teacher instructs them correctly on the right issues (13. 32).

35 The language is different, but the idea is reminiscent of Aristophanes’ Frogs, where poets are described as the
educators of adults as teachers are of children (1. 1055). We have noted above how Dio imagines his role as a
philosopher to be like that of the poets, active in the public’s eye and aiming at the entire city.

36 Aristides campaign for a liturgical ‘immunity’ as a teacher was for an ‘appointment he deemed appropriate to
his literary and intellectual accomplishments: teacher of the young’, Sanchez Hernandez 2016, 229. See also, in
respect to Dio and Aristides specifically: Sidebottom 2009, 72. For philosophers in general, see: Trapp 2007b, 9;
Trapp 2007a, 18. And Trapp 1997, xxi on Maximus of Tyre.

37 Cf. Trapp 2007a, 193: ‘Outer disorder and disunity is depicted as the reflection and the effect of a disordered
inner state; good civic order follows from the recovery of inner poise on the part of each individual citizen’, and
195-9.
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of his transition narrative, Dio stands on top of the acropolis, speaking to the city, in order to
lift the entire community up and make it stronger. With this idea in mind, we can now turn to
inspect some of Dio’s interventions as a philosopher in the civic lives of different communities

in the Greek east.

4.3 Civic interventions
Bearing in mind Dio’s vision of the civic community as capable of becoming philosophical

and of the civic space as a school of philosophy, we can now turn to further civic Orations in
his corpus in addition to the Alexandrian Oration (discussed in Chapter 1 and will be further
analysed here). Previous readers of these speeches (see notes in each section) have not failed
to note either Dio’s political goals or his offer of philosophical wisdom to the audiences. These
two elements, however, are not sufficiently connected by scholars. My discussion aims to show
how it was not only philosophical wisdom that Dio meant to allay civic issues but that it was
precisely Dio’s philosophical identity that granted him the authority to speak in front of
different communities on specific civic matters. This discussion will complete our image of
Dio as a philosopher active in civic space.

Except for the discussion of the Rhodian, which is somewhat of an exception in the
context of Dio’s self-fashioning, my main concern is with the opening sections of the speeches.
It is in those sections where Dio establishes his identity as a philosopher, that he predicates any
advice he has to offer on civic issues on the audiences’ acceptance of this identity. All public
intellectuals could have turned to philosophical wisdom in their performances basing their
authority to speak on a number of different sources (from intellectual credentials to citizen
status). Dio, regardless of his status in the various communities in which he speaks (as we have
seen even in his hometown), always emphasised that his philosophical wisdom emanates from

his identification specifically as a philosopher.

4.3.1— Alexandria: Home and foreign politics
In Chapter 1 we saw how Dio, appearing in Alexandria in the ragged cloak of the philosophers,

established an intellectual hierarchy between himself and other philosophers and intellectuals.
This hierarchy was not, however, a goal in itself and Dio had rather a different aim: an
intervention in home and foreign civic affairs. [ believe this intervention (see more below) was

made of Dio’s own volition and not, as others have argued, with Dio operating as an imperial
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emissary of sorts.>® Whether it was made from a position of conformity of the Greek elite, to
which Dio belonged, with the imperial regime,*® seems, as I will argue, less likely to me.
Rather, Dio’s appearance before the Alexandrians is based on his vision that the people of
Alexandria should live up to the lofty heritage of their city and (cultural) ancestry as Greeks.*°
In other words, Dio appears in Alexandria as a Greek intellectual who argues for the capacity
of the community to improve its political life by conducting their affairs in a more philosophical
manner.

This is clear from the outset, as even before Dio launches his invective against the
philosophers of Alexandria for shying away from their public duty (and the rest of the
intellectuals for leading the people astray, see Chapter 1) much like in what we saw from the
First Tarsic, he compares himself to the comic poets of Classical Athens:

GAAQ TODTO yE EKETVOL KO TTAVY KOADG Em0iovV, OTL TOTG TOUTOIC EXETPETOV 1] LOVOV TOVG
Kot Gvopa EAEYYEWV, AAAG Kol KOWT] TNV TOAW, €1 Tt U KoAdg EnpotTov”
(Yet, indeed, the Athenians did absolutely well, because they allowed their poets to chastise

people not only personally, but even the city altogether if they did something unseemly, 32.
6)

Two quotations immediately follow, one from Aristophanes and one from Eupolis; the
former targeting the people of Athens as a collective gathered on the Pnyx (dfjpog mokvitng,
32. 6), the latter addressing the Athenians as a whole (i 8" &ot’ Abnvoioiot).*! If anyone
therefore, seeing Dio in the garb of the Cynic, thought that what was about to follow is a
philosophical questioning of an individual (kat’ &vopa éréyyxerv), Dio immediately makes it
clear that it is the community as whole, the polis as a collective of people, that he targets. He
appears before the Alexandrian demos, as the chorus, or poet, or any other form of critic that

they lack as a political entity (32. 7).%?

38 Desideri 1978 and 2000 (681f.; 95-99, respectively); Jones 1978 (44); Winter 2002 (42).

3 Desideri 1978, 91-92. The accepted wisdom is that the Greek elite had stakes in a state of quiet and stability in
their cities because it lessened interference from Roman officials (von Arnim 1898, 435-38; Bowersock 1969,
111).

40 For example, Or. 32. 3, or in §40, Dio’s concern with what other nations will say about the Alexandrians,
making them representatives of the Greeks. Trapp (1995) shows how Dio subverts the encomiastic genre in order
to chastise the Alexandrians. The result is an argument which, among other issues, points to the current
Alexandrians’ failure to live up to their city’s reputation and history.

4! Quoted from Knights, 42, and Eupolis (fr. 217, Kock 1880).

42 Yuiv 3¢ obte xopdg €oTt ToloDTOg 0bTE TOMTHC 0DTE dANOG 0VdEG, Og VUiV Oveldiel pet’ edvoiag Kol @avepd
momoel 10 TG ToAewg appmotipata (‘But for you, there is no such [critical] chorus, nor poet, or anyone else,
who will chastise you with goodwill and will make clear the moral infirmities of the city’, 32.7. For dppootipa
as a moral infirmity, see: LSJ A2).
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The establishment of his identity as a philosopher then takes its place (see Chapter 1),
and once the identity is affirmed, Dio turns to count the problems which arise from the
philosophers of Alexandria neglecting of their public duty; their seclusion and silence (6w v
gkelvav [sc. pocopmv] avaydpnoty Kol cionryv, 32. 19).* This list of problems, again, is a
testimony to how Dio cares not for the individual and how to improve his life but rather the
déemos as a political community:

€pidmv VUiV eveTal AT 00g Kol Sik®dv Kai Bor Tpoyeia Kol yYAdTTton fAaPepal kKol dKOA0oTOL
KOTHYOPOl, GUKOQOVINUATO, YPAPal, pntop@v dyAog
(a multitude of strife and lawsuits arises in you, harsh cry and harmful tongues, licentious

accusers, calumnies, indictments, and a mob of orators, 32.19).

Dio appears as a philosopher, and speaks about Adyog and mawdeia as the solutions to
the problems (§§3, 16, 60),* but the problems themselves are of a political nature not only in
the broad sense of taking place in the polis, but in the sense that they cannot take place without
a polis and have to do with civic life. Dio’s philosophical identity, and the authority which
emanates from it, are put to use to directly tackle political issues.

We shall return to this argument in a moment. For now, we continue with Dio’s own
trajectory, which further develops his authority to speak and strengthens my reading of his
appearance as a voluntary act, stemming from a belief in a shared Hellenic heritage between
him and his audiences. Philosophy, as a public performance in front of the community, now
supersedes place of other performances. We can see that in the first problem Dio marks out in
the nature of the Alexandrians and their love of musical performances. It is impossible, Dio
claims, to address the multitudes (poprdov avBpdnmv) in Alexandria without a song or a lyre
(xopic ®Of¢ kai kiBdpag). As a public speaker, Dio of course lacks these:

gya yodv, el v ®31KOC, ok av Sedpo eiciillov Siya pélovg Tvog ff dopatog. viv 8& Todtov
pev aropd tod gapuiakov: 0eog &, dmep Epnyv, Bappiicai pot Tapéoyey,

(I, however, if I were musical, I wouldn’t come here without a tune or a song. As of yet, I
lack this cure. However, as I said, a god provided me with confidence to make myself

available [to you], 32.21).4

43 We recall from the first section of this chapter that true dvaydpnoig for Dio, in terms of philosophical activity,
is not at all a removal of oneself from the city or shying away from the public space, but rather the exact opposite.
4 Cf. von Arnim, 436 on §60: Denn noudeia steht hier im Sinne ethischer Bildung, wie oft bei Dio [...], und Aoyog
ist der iAdG0QOC Adyoc. See also: Jones 1978, 44; Moles 1978, 88, and Trapp 1995, 167-68.

4 Note the use of mapéyw, which was part of Dio’s vocabulary for describing the activity of the philosopher
(Chapter 2.2).
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This is a classic piece of philosophical self-deprecating irony. The irony, i.e., Dio’s
concealed knowledge of himself as in fact @dwog, is short-lived however, and once it has
served its rhetorical purpose of a claim to no professional knowledge it is immediately exposed
when three Homeric quotations are weaved into the speech (§§21-23). Aside from revealing,
again, Dio’s highly cultivated version of philosophy, which is a mix of genres and sources,
these quotations also swap the musical performance of a bard (which the Alexandrians admire)
with the performance of the philosopher. Like the Homeric voice, Dio invokes his divine
inspiration (0e6g) and (surely in the performance itself) recites the hexameters. Although not
accompanied by an instrument, this was yet a recital of an gopa, which Dio claims to lack and
that without which, he would not dare to come in front of the audience. Thus, rather cunningly,
Dio’s philosophy takes the place of song as an authority to appear before the Alexandrians.*®

As a side note, that the inspiration is divine and that the quotations are Homeric seem
to me more important as sources of authority than any suggestion by scholars for any imperial
power behind Dio.*” A divine mission, as is clear from Dio’s own use of the tradition, was a
familiar philosophical trope and the turn to Homer is a turn to the most common Hellenic
denominator. Appearing in Alexandria is therefore some form of a Hellenic mission for Dio
himself.

To return to Dio’s conquest of the civic sphere over the musicians, like with the public
performers Dio equates himself with in Oration 20, here as well he claims that he has more to
offer. Listening to him will make the Alexandrians o0 pévov kpovpdtov Eumeipot kol
opynuatwv, dALd Koi Aoywv epovipmy (‘experienced not only with tunes and dances, but with
thoughtful words’, 32. 24).*® The Alexandrian theatre, therefore, is turned into a philosophical
school. But this is not enough. Dio must further establish himself as a specific kind of
philosopher. It is not sufficient to appear in the garb of a philosopher, nor to claim to be better
than all other intellectuals (philosophers or not) or even to cunningly prove to be a

philosophical bard of sagacious words. If the audience now sees him as a philosopher, Dio

46 On this as well as on Dio’s views on music and musical performance, see: Kasprzyk and Vendries 2012, 89—
92. Especially interesting are the comments on the connection Dio makes between the harmony of the city and
the audience, and harmony in music. In the first Kingship Dio compares his philosophy to musical performance
and its ability to induce good action. He does so by opening with the anecdote about Timotheus the flute-player
inciting Alexander the Great.

47 yon Arnim (1898) suggested that Dio was a representative of Trajan (435-8); Desideri (1978) argued that Dio
acted as a voice of the imperial regime, aiming of relieving social tensions that were aggravated by Cynic ‘street
philosophers’ (91-93); Winter (2002) read 8edg as standing for Vespasian, 42.

48 Mind that Dio did not contrast the contribution of his performance to that of a musician, but marked it as having
an added value (00 povov...aAAG...).
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must make sure he is not mistaken for other philosophers and that his speech does not only
address the démos as a political community but that its content is in fact political:
caQEoTEPOV O VUiV, €1 PfovAlece, dieleboopat Tepl SNUOL PUGE®S, TODVT E0TL TEPL DUADY
aOTOV. Kol yap €v TL TV ypnoipmv €0t Kol HaAlov v DUAG PEANCEIEY 1| TEPL OVLPAVOD
Kol yAg €l Aéyoyu
(If you wish, I will explain to you more clearly the nature of the démos, that is the nature of
you yourselves. For this thing belongs with beneficial matters and [in speaking of which] I

will offer you more help than if I were to speak about the sky and the earth, 32. 25).

That an audience could have expected specific topics to be discussed by specific
intellectuals is well known. Having established himself as a philosopher it would not have been
a farfetched assumption on the side of the audience that he will speak about the sky and the
earth. That these are the issues that philosophers speak about was a running joke since, at least,
the first performance of Aristophanes’ Clouds, where Socrates and his ‘Thoughtery’ students
are thoroughly engaged with their study. More relevantly, a cosmological discussion of this
sort is where Dio ends his Borystheniticus. This is not so much a moment of inconsistency in
Dio’s thought as an example of how different aims require different means. The
Borystheniticus, as discussed above, was a theoretical exploration of ideas about the polis and
its nature which was delivered in Prusa. As Trapp has shown, the cosmological myth narrated
at the end of it did not move away from this theme but rather raised more questions about it.*’
Speaking in the midst of public performances in Alexandria, tackling concrete issues, Dio must
set himself apart from any such discussion. The only nature (pVo1g) he can talk about is that of
the people of Alexandria as a démos, that is as a political entity.

With this explanation of the nature of the demos (concluding in section 29), Dio wraps
up the exposition and moves to discuss the actual problems he finds in the Alexandrian people.
We have already noted some of them (general ones, resulting from the withdrawal of
philosophers from the civic space) and noted their relation to the fabric of the civic life of the
polis (lawsuits, sycophancy, and the like). Yet as the speech now progresses, we come to learn
that the Alexandrians are mainly rebuked for their behaviour in the theatre or in the races. The
question, which Dio rhetorically puts in the mouth of his audience, is why the unruly conduct
of the Alexandrians should, in what is essentially entertainment, be so harmful (32. 33). And
we can ask whether it is really the case that moralistic reproval of behaviour in the games can

affect civic life. The answer reveals how this was, to Dio’s mind, exactly so: that poor moral

4 Trapp 2007a, 188.
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conduct in entertainment can harm civic life and that a philosophical reproach thus not only
rectifies this behaviour but improves the life of the people, as a political unit, in the polis.

Dio’s reasonings spans over 40-odd passages (beginning with behaviour in the theatre
before he moves to the issues at the races). In counting the problems which stem from the
Alexandrian behaviour he moves between general, mythological, and historical examples. It is
on the last set that we will focus, specifically the set of historical examples that relate to the
Alexandrians themselves since this shows exactly why for Dio, his moral reproval equals a
political intervention.

Dio starts by emphasising the fact that the Alexandrians act as they do in public places
for all the world to see (§35).°° This is a matter of Hellenic pride.>! The second element is the
(morally, which can lead to physically) destructive nature of infatuation with entertainment
(§47f.). Then comes the morally depraved character of the spectacles themselves (aioypd kol
peotd mdong VPpewe, §50). A comparison between how those of sound mind (tovg coepovag)
conduct themselves in all aspects of life versus the conduct of all others follows (§53). This
leads Dio to narrate several (mythological and historical) examples of good and bad behaviour
(Nero, the Spartans, and a tale of Orpheus appear among other anecdotes, §§60-7). Finally,
through these examples, Dio reaches the Alexandrians themselves. He recounts two incidents.
The first has to do with King Ptolemy XII Auletes, ‘The Piper’.

&te yap kad’ adTodg NTE, 00y O HEV PaAGIAEDS VUMY Tepi aBANGIY OYOAETTO Kail HOVE® TOVTE
TPOGET eV, DUETS O TPOG EkEvoV HEV aneyBDC, TPOG AAAAOLS € OTACIOOTIKMG O1EKEIHE,
xopic Ekactot Kai kaf’ adtovg dapbeipovteg Ta Tpdypota, Ziudpiotol Kol Toond’ Etepa
ETOPEIDV OVOUATA DOTE PLYETV ODTOV NVAYKACATE Kol PETO TADTO KOTIEVOL TOAEU® Kol
010 Popaiov; kol TEA0G EKEIVOG eV ADADVY, DUETC O& dPYOVUEVOL TIV TOAY ATWOAECATE.

(Because when you were independent: did your king not pass his time in pipe-playing and
engage himself solely with this, and you, while hostile towards him, were amongst
yourselves in a state of civic discord, each group — Simaristes and other such names of

factions — separately and independently ruining the state, so that you forced your king to flee

50 6pd yop Eyawye o0 pévov "EAAnvac wap’ Opiv o0d” Trakovdg 008 dmd 1év mAnciov Tvpiac, Aping, Kikuiog,
000¢& T0VG VTEP keivoug Aibiomag 0vdE Apafag dAAa kai Baktpiovg kol Xx00ag kai ITépoag kai Tvddv Tvag, ol
ovvBedvtor kol Thpetowv Exdotote vuilv (‘For I, indeed, see not only Hellenes and Italians among you, and not
only people from the more nearby places such as Syria, Libya, or Cilicia. [I see] not only the Ethiopians who live
further away from those, nor the Arabs, but even some people from Bactria, Scythia, Persia, and India’, 32.41).
5! In §41 Dio challenges the audience to think what do those people say about the Alexandrians when they go
back to their homelands. In §44 Dio tells the story of Anacharsis, the Scythian sage who is told to have reproved
all of the Greeks (1@v ‘EAAMvev) for their behaviour (the story is found in several sources: Herodotus 4.76-7;
Lucian’s Scytha, Anacharsis; Diog. Laért. 1.104; and in several places in Plutarch).
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and after that he returned by warfare and through the aid of the Romans? Eventually, he, on

the one hand, by piping and you, on the other hand, by dancing destroyed the polis, 32. 70).

Entertainment, we learn from the anecdote, was the cause of Ptolemy’s own decline.
But more importantly, it was the cause of stasis, a state of civic discord in the city, with the
Alexandrians fighting among themselves and bringing to ruin the city’s affairs (t& Tpaypato).>?
The destruction of the city, Dio says, was brought about through Ptolemy’s flute-playing and
the Alexandrians’ dancing. It transpires that, the wisdom of the philosopher on matters that
seem non-political is highly important for civic life.

Modern historians have mined Dio’s text for information about the incident. Their
analysis sheds light on Dio’s take on it. Fraser, in his seminal history of Alexandria, describes
Ptolemy’s leaving of Alexandria as strongly connected to his relations with Rome. The king’s
unpopularity, he writes, derived largely from his ‘dependence on Roman favour’. Fraser also
detects in Alexandria, for the first time, ‘a common movement against the [Roman] intruder’,
which he sees as manifested in Dio’s “political groups’ (étaupeidv).> First, then, we note that
for Dio, the Romans are almost completely left out of the narrative, the Etarpeion are mentioned
only in respect to intra-city discord, and the emphasis is laid on Ptolemy’s love of flute-playing.

Siani-Davies, in an article that aims to re-evaluate the rule of Auletes as far less
dependent on Roman favour, is in accord with Fraser regarding the fact that it was the actions
of the Alexandrians themselves (essentially, their riots) that drove Auletes out. The final
sentence in the above quoted passage is adduced as a proof that Auletes’ fleeing was the result
of his bad relations with his Alexandrine subjects instead of with the Romans.>* As an historical
analysis, this is a valid reading (indeed, Dio himself testifies for the Alexandrians’ dislike of
the king). Yet again, we note that in that last sentence Dio describes the destruction of the city
(and not the exile of the king) as a result of the two participles avA®v and 0pyovuevor, revealing
his point of emphasis to be the relation between cultural debauchery and political decline.

The second incident follows directly from the last one but is altogether different as it
moves from internal to foreign affairs:

Kol VOV o0T®g EMEKETS EYOVTeG NYEUOVAG €ig boyioy avTovg Kab  DU®V adT®dv NyayeTs,
Oote gmperectépag xpfivar eulaxils ondnocav §| mpdtepov: kol todto eipyocHe o

ayepwyiov, ovk EmPBovAedovTtes. VUES Yap GV dmootainté Tvog; ToAEUoULTE O OV DUEIG

52 Stasis was a common theme in Greek political philosophy (Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 14). It was ‘abhorred’ by Dio
(Jones 1978, 95) who, as we will see more below, strived to eliminate it, and achieve omonoia (concord) in both
intra- as well as inter-polis politics.

33 Fraser 1972, 1: 90.

54 Siani-Davies 1997, esp. 317-8.
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piov fuéEpav; ovk &v i) YEVOUEVT TapayT] LEXPL OKOUUATOV €0pacvovTo ol ToAAOL, TIVEG
0¢ OMiyou PaAlovteg 6, T €tuyov dmog 1 dic, domep ol kaTHYEOVIEC TOV TAPIOVIMYV,
KOTEKEVTO €0DOVC (1doVTEG, 01 &™ €Ml Tovg dppovg fieoav, domep &v £0pTi| TOVUEVOL;

(But now, even though you have such tolerant rulers, you led them towards suspecting you
so that they came to think that you are more in need of careful watching than earlier. This
you brought about through arrogance, and not through plotting against them. Could you
revolt against anybody? Would you fight a single day? Is it not that in the disorder that took
place the majority had the courage only to jeer, and only a few hurled whatever projectiles
came to hand, only one or twice, like people drenching passers-by with slops, and then
immediately lay down and begun singing, and others went to get the garlands, like those

drinking in a festival?, 32. 71).%

There is not only a switch here between home and foreign politics, Dio also turns his
argument on its head: if rowdy behaviour was the source of the problem before, now we can
almost say that it is the lack thereof which is rebuked. The Alexandrians are so excessively
fond of music, singing, and dancing, that when there comes a time that necessitates their
making a violent action, they cannot bring themselves to do so. The arrogance, Dio seems to
suggest, is that their over devotion to theatrical performances and other ludic activities led them
away from proper care of their affairs. If they had proper care for them, perhaps they would
have noticed that there was a need for plotting against or shaking off of foreign rule. In Dio’s
argument, the Romans are suspicious of a people who accepts their rule over itself.

This is not to say either that Dio encouraged a revolt against Rome or that he himself
had any hostility towards the empire.® The aim of the paragraph is to answer the rhetorical
question of why it is so wrong of the Alexandrians to be so much devoted to performances and
to act as they do when attending these.’” The answer is because it leads to further consolidation
of the foreign Roman presence in the city and further restraints on its liberty. Accepting what
Dio has to offer will lead the Alexandrians towards greater self-control and autonomy which
are, of course, political consequences.

Speaking in Alexandria, Dio tackles the political implications of the démos’ behaviour

in their public gatherings. Instead of focusing on a moral reprimand, he expands to matters of

55 For 8ppog as ‘dance’, see: LSJ s.v., A 3.

56 In general, Dio’s attitude towards wars, violence, and civil unrest were similar to those of other contemporary
philosophers who objected to these (even if they spoke approvingly on ancient wars or wars fought for the sake
of freedom), see: Sidebottom 1993. For Dio’s in/hostility towards Rome: Jones 1978, 124-32; Swain 1996, 192-
225.

57 11 57 kai tovTwV Enepviodny; dmog £idfite Td pudneva &k tfig mepi TOV Blov todng dratiag (‘Why, then, did 1
recall these events? So that you would know the outcomes of this disorder in your lives’, 32.73).
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relations with Rome and internal strife. By beginning his speech with establishing his identity
as a philosopher Dio reveals to us both what he believed to be the place and role of the
philosopher in civic space, extending beyond the moral adviser, and what kind of cultural
milieu he was active in. If it was the norm for philosophers to intervene in political matters,
Dio could have done without a strong insistence on the fact that he is one; his garb or a simple
verbal reminder would have been enough. His lengthy exposition shows that the audience came
to expect something else from those who identified as philosophers and that Dio attempted to
carve out an influential space for himself as a philosopher and for philosophy itself in the civic,

political space.

4.3.2 —Tarsus: Civic discord and the philosopher
That Dio’s appearance in Tarsus was a political intervention, and that in doing so Dio set

himself head-to-head with the political elite of the city, is clear enough from the speech itself
and has been analysed thoroughly by scholars.® What scholars have found to be at stake for
Dio’s appearance is the legitimacy of his speech: his source of authority. As with the
Alexandrian Oration (and as always), Desideri saw Dio as an imperial agent. This has been
contested by Salmeri who sees no proof for this assumption.>® To Salmeri’s mind, it is more
likely that Dio spoke in Tarsus as a fellow citizen, one who had been given an honorary
citizenship, even though Dio makes no mention of it. My focus in this section will be on his
sources of authority, contending that it was Dio’s identity as a philosopher instead of some
other form of more straightforward political authority (i.e., support from the imperial regime
or citizen status) and that nonetheless Dio’s aim was still a political one: intervention in, and
alleviating of, civic discord.

First, there is Dio’s deliberate choice to indicate his non-citizen status in the first words
of the speech: ok dyvod pév, & 8vdpec Toposic, dti vouileton kol map” VUiV Kol mopd Toig
dAlolc Tovg moAitag mapiéval kail cupPfovAevey (‘I am aware, people of Tarsus, that it is
customary both here and in other places for citizens to come forth and give counsel’, 34. 1).
This is an apologetic admittance of his lack of citizen status. A custom only needs to be
explained where there is a divergence from it. If Dio was a citizen, he would not have to defend
his appearance in Tarsus. This is buttressed by his next apologetic remark, which we will soon
come to deal with, in relation to his philosophical (indeed, Cynic) guise; Dio had to defend

himself against the ill-repute that philosophers and Cynics had in Tarsus (§§2-3). Moreover,

38 Desideri 1978, 423-30; Jones 1978, 76-82.
9 Salmeri 2000, 79.
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we have evidence that when Dio wanted to mention his citizenship, he did s0.%° In fact, as the
opening remarks advance, Dio explicitly says that he has no relation to the people of Tarsus:
dvopa 8¢ aprypévov odtmg kol undapoddev vuiv mpoonkovta (‘[I], a man who came like this
[dressed in the philosopher’s garb] and not related to you in any respect, 34.5). Lastly, one
argument Dio makes during the speech bears directly on the issue of citizenship — when he
advises the Tarsians to enfranchise the linen-workers (§21). Arguing for enfranchisement from
‘inside’, that is as a citizen, would be far more effective. Dio makes no mention of citizenship
and this silence speaks volumes since we can expect him to have tried to bolster his argument
by any means.%!

Dio, therefore, was an autonomous agent rather than an imperial one, and the authority
on which he relied to allow him to appear before the city was not of a fellow-citizen (honorary
or not). Further to the arguments above, this, to my mind, makes more sense if we understand
Dio as someone who wished to appear a cosmopolite. Only a different form of authority, one
not tied to a city, would have allowed him to speak in cities where he was not a citizen. This
authority was that of a philosopher.

To a certain extent my argument here is also at odds with the way Dio was seen by
Jones (1978). In a sense, Jones described Dio as a free agent who travelled between the different
cities, not all of which he was a citizen and not on behalf of an emperor. Dio is instead portrayed
by Jones as speaking on behalf of an ideology, or the idea of (mainly) ‘concord’, 6uoévora.?
Jones sees in Dio a ‘spokesman for a class and time’. That is, for a class who at the time of
imperial rule, when Greek cities were quarrelling over petty issues, benefitted from quenching
of these rivalries. There is no reason to detach Dio from his ‘class’ (in Jones’ word). Dio was
certainly part of the elite and that the elite profited from harmony is a valid point. Jones,
however, in portraying Dio as such, detaches him from his intellectual ‘class’ — his intellectual
identity as a philosopher.®?

The linourgoi (the linen-workers mentioned above) are a case in point. Dio raises three
issues overall in the speech: discord with the Roman governor, discord between Tarsus and
neighbouring cities, and discord between different groups and official bodies in Tarsus itself.

Under the latter falls, among other issues, the case of the linen-workers who were a

60 Speaking in Nicomedia, Or. 38, differently to the Second Tarsic, Dio highlighted his citizen status in the first
sentence of the speech: dtav éxhoyicmpon Tag aitiag, dvopeg Nikoundeic, o1 dg émomoacté pe molitnv. See more
below.

6L ¢f. Jones 1978, 76, who sees Dio as a ‘stranger’ in Tarsus.

2 Jones 1978, 76-94.

83 Cf. Desideri 1978, 116: Dio was able, in order to advance his own agenda, not to defend the privileged class
(‘difendere a oltranza i ceti privilegiati’).
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disenfranchised collective, some of them born in Tarsus and some having lived there for several
generations already.%* Dio encourages the people of Tarsus to grant citizenship to this group
(34. 21-3). As Salmeri notes, Dio’s rationale seems to be that once this group feels less
marginalized, they will cease from their ‘riotous behaviour’.®> Both Jones and Salmeri think
that Dio was guided to suggest the enfranchisement of this group not by a philosophical
sentiment but rather by a Realpolitik understanding of the situation.® This view, however,
ignores Dio’s performance: it ignores, first, the opening of the speech, and second Dio’s
physical appearance (we will return to both these issues soon). These elements, we will see,
indicate his attempt to speak as a philosopher.

We can agree that the idea, insofar as we think of it as the promotion of intra-city
harmony, was aligned with elite ideology. Yet, it is possible to press this notion when we
remember that the reason why the linen-workers did not, to begin with, qualify for citizenship
was that they were poor and did not have the required 500 drachmas to become citizens (§23).
If it was in the interest of the Tarsic citizen elite to include this group in their citizen body,
there would not have been an issue to begin with. Dio, then, was in line here with the elite
agenda only to a certain extent. Moreover, and this is the crucial point for our understanding
of Dio’s performative political philosophy, in appearing in front of the Assembly in Cynic garb
(§2), Dio must have looked to the outsider like one of the poor (mévng) linen-workers. To speak
as a poor-looking foreigner about the enfranchisement of the poor ties the argument and the
performance together. Since, as we shall soon see, the Cynic appearance was related to Dio’s
philosophical identity, on which he banked in order to appear in Tarsus, then we can say that
at least in part, what gave weight to the argument was Dio’s philosophical identity. In other
words, the establishment of a philosophical identity at the beginning of the speech, and the
(obviously) ongoing appearance as a poor man while delivering it, constantly remind the
audience (and us) that Dio appeared in Tarsus not only as a member of the elite but also, and
perhaps even more so, as a member of the intellectual group of philosophers. Thus, the
sentiment Dio evoked, as Jones writes, perhaps stemmed less from Stoic humanitarianism as
from the duties of a politician,’ yet it was grounded in his identity as a public intellectual, and

as a philosopher who understood his mission as political.

64 Jones 1978, 80.

%5 Salmeri 2000, 75, n. 112. This follows from Dio’s statement that the citizens of Tarsus say that the linen-workers
are dylov eivon mepocdv kai tod Bopdfov kai thic draéiac oitov (‘a useless mass and the cause for the
commission and disorder’ in the city, 34.21).

% Jones 1978, 81.

67 Jones 1978, 81.
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The case of the linen-workers exemplifies, as well as the notion raised above, that Dio
spoke from a more cosmopolitan position and could not count on citizenship alone to provide
him with the authority to speak and intervene in city-politics. In devaluing census as a qualifier
for citizenship, Dio remarks:

€l 0€ T1g 1 TEVNG DV T| TOATOYPAPODVTOG TIVOG OV LETEIANQE TOD OVOUATOG, 0D LOVOV aTOG
map” VUV yeyovdS, GALY Kai ToD matpdc anTod Kol TdY TPoyOVmV, oUy 010C £6TLV dyamdy
TNV TOAY 000’ 1)yelcOon TaTpida

(and if someone, because he is poor or because when someone was drawing up the
citizen register he did not qualify for the title, even though not only he himself was born

amongst you but his father as well and even his ancestors, it is not possible that he can love

the city and think of it as his fatherland, 34. 23).

This is almost exactly the position from which Dio spoke: that of a poor (in demeanour)
non-citizen, who harbours great care for the city: tfig Opuetépac dpeleiog Eveka Eéomovdaia (‘1
am eager for your benefit’, 34. 4). It is hard not to read in the comment on the linen-workers a
comment about Dio’s place in the city as an outside counsel.

Finally, we can go back to the beginning of the speech and to examine Dio’s remarks
on himself. As mentioned, Dio begins apologetically. Not only citizens or the wealthy and
respectable are invited to present in Tarsus, he says. Cithara players and pipe players are invited
as well, and that is on the basis of their knowledge and skill (¢émctapévovg kai dvvapévoug) of
their profession (§1). Dio, then, had to show what were his knowledge and skill, yet he was
facing a problem: he looked like a Cynic (a choice that is telling of Dio’s conviction to speak
as a philosopher, since we can imagine he could have avoided this by simply appearing
otherwise).

00 U1V 000¢€ &keivo AavBavet e, 6T TOLG &V TOVT® TG SYNUATL cOVNOEC LEV £0T1 TOTC TOALOTG
Kuvikodg kodelv: o0 povov 8¢ ovdev ofovtar dtapépety odtdv o0d” ikavodg eivon mepi
TPAYUATOV, GALL TNV ApYIV 0VOE COPPOVETV 1YODVTAL, HOVOUEVODG O TVaG AvOpOTOVG
Kol TOAOUTMPOVE €lvol. oKOTTEWV 08 Kol Katayeddv £viol Todtmv £toiumg &xovct Kai
TOALAKIG UNdE O1YDOV EMTPENEY, OVY, OTT®G AeYOVT®mV AvExesbar.

(Nor does it escape me, that most people call Cynics those who customarily appear in this
garb. Moreover, not only do people think that Cynics are not one bit better than they are,
they also don’t think them fit for practical matters but, don’t think they are in their right
minds at all, and even crazy and wretched people. Some, therefore, readily mock and scorn
the Cynics and often they won’t even trust them when they are silent, let alone put up with

them when they speak, 34. 2).
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As in other places, Dio is aware of the fact that his external appearance regularly invites
disregard (at best), from an audience. The captatio benevolentiae must, therefore, be strong
enough to convince the audience that even though he looks like a Cynic he still has the
gmotun, and the dvvapug to offer it, in respect to td mpdypata in Tarsus.

Dio could have fallen back on his identification as a philosopher in general, as he did
in Alexandria where the Cynics — as we have seen — were also marked as a problematic element
in the city’s intellectual life. Yet, Tarsus presented him with a difficulty in this as well:

£T16¢€ paotv VUAS &V T@ TapovTL KoL Mav Tapm&ovial Tpog TovS locdeovg Kol Katapdoal
Y€, 00 TAGY, GAAG, €violg avT®V, TAVL PEV gVAUPDG Kal HETPIE TODTO TOODVTOC, OTL Un
KOWwf] katd miviov ERAacenueite, €1 Tt ol €vBade Nudptavov, Ekeivo 8¢ iomg dyvoodvtag,
o1, ginep katnpdcbe, 0O TOIC PIAOGOPOLS.

(Moreover, it is said that at current time you are very much provoked against the
philosophers and even curse, not all, but some of them and you thus show great caution and
moderation, in not abusing all philosophers in common, simply because the ones here made
some mistake, but are perhaps unaware that that although you cursed, it was not the

philosophers you cursed, 34. 3)

The people of Tarsus are at variance with philosophers. To address this, Dio used some
flattery — mwévo pév edAofdc Kai petpimg todto moodvrag — soothing the audience. He suggests
that the people of Tarsus are in fact at odds only with some philosophers (this could be a
rhetorical trick whereas in fact the Tarsians cursed philosophers kowij katd mwévtmv). He then
points toward a better (indeed, real) philosopher:

00 YOp €otv 0BOEIC PIAOGOPOG TOV AdIK®V Kol TovNp@dv, 00d &V TAV AVOPLAVTOV
mepin youvotepog. ot 8¢ o1 TNV moTpido PAATTOVTIEG KOl GUVIGTAUEVOL KOTO TGV TOMTAV
TOPPO IOV S0KODGIV Eivai ot TovTov TOD dVOUOTOC.

(For no one is a philosopher who belongs to the unjust and the evil men, not even if he were
to go about more naked than statues. Certainly, those who hinder their fatherland and
conspire against their fellow citizens do not at all seem to me to come under the title of

philosopher, ibid.)

Jones believes (‘Dio seems to be thinking’) that in this passage Dio was still talking
about the Cynics because of the reference to nudity.%® I believe we deal here with philosophers

in general, Cynics or otherwise. When speaking in Apamea,® Dio addressed a similar issue.

%8 Jones 1978, 76.
% Jones 1978, 65.
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His long hair and general appearance might have caused some people to form a specific opinion
about him which he had to rebut:
viv yap Towg Hrovoodoty glvai e TBY coeadY AvOpoOTHV Kol Tava id6Tmv, yeloim Kai
aTomm TEKUNPI YPDOUEVOL, T) Kopdv [...]. 6AL" éye 8édowka ur ovdev 7 Toig dvoriTolc
6pelog ToD KOUAV, 00d” GV TNV KOPSiay adTIV YEVOVTOL dO0GETS
(Now, perhaps, people surmise that I am one of the wise men and those who know
everything, since they employ a ridiculous and irrelevant sign, namely, my [long] hair [...].
Yet I am afraid that there is no benefit for the fools in having long hair, not even if they were

to be shaggy in their very heart, 35. 2-3).

The public sphere, being rife with intellectuals whose external appearance could have
been recognised and marked by the audiences,”® forced Dio — in places where intellectual
activity might have been more of a nuisance — to insist on the little meaning of trappings and
demeanour which he himself also bore.”! In saying to the Tarsians that nudity counts for naught,
Dio rendered his appearance as less important like he did with his long, shaggy hair when
speaking in Apamea. It appears that in Tarsus, both the Cynics and philosophers of others kinds
were a nuisance, and Dio had to distance himself from them. The Cynics and the philosophers
he marked out are different groups in the city, and the argument about the Tarsians’ problem
with philosophers is a separate one (&t1 6€) to that of the Cynics. Dio, in order to maintain
authority as a philosopher, had to disassociate himself from both groups. He does so by
devaluing appearances as an indication for philosophical identity and by questioning morals,
so he could be seen as a better kind of philosopher.

We do not know what the nature of the problem was. It is especially interesting because
Tarsus, by the second century BCE, was already a famous centre of higher learning.”? Strabo’s
description, written about a century before Dio’s speech, is illuminating:

TOGOTN 0¢ TOlG €vOAde AvOp®OTOIG 6TTOVdT| TPOG T PLAOGOPiaY Kol TV dAANV mandeiov
€ykokMov drocav yéyovev, do’ dmepPEPAnvror kKol AOMvog kol AleEavdpeloy Kal €l Tva
dAhov TémoV duvatov sinelv, &v @ oyohai kai SwtpiBoi PocoemY yeyovaot. Stopépet 8¢
T0G0UTOV, OT1 EvTadBa PEV ol prhopabodvieg Enydpiol Tavteg €ioi, EEVO1d’ ovk Emdnpovot

pudiog ovd’ ovtol ovTol pévousty avTodl, GAAG Kol Telclodvion ékdmpnoavteg, Kol

70 Hahn 1986, 12 and passim; read with Gleason 1991.

"L On Oration 35 and on Dio’s choice how to present himself in front of a new audience, see: Zambrini 1994. We
do not have the full Oration and hence do not know the specific aim or agenda of Dio. Yet, as Zambrini’s analysis
shows clearly, like in other speeches, Dio was setting himself against other intellectuals who were active in
Apamea, distinguished himself as better, and — at least in the prolalia (which is what we have of the speech) —
delivers un messaggio etico-politico (57).

2D. W. Roller 2018, 836.
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TerelmBévteg Eevitenonaty NOEmC, KaTéPYovTal & OAiyol. Taig O’ dAlog mOAESLY, OG APTimG
gimov, Ty Aleavdpeiac, ocvpPaivel tavaviiaw @ortdol yap eic avtag modlol Kai
Sdwtpifovoty adtdbL dopevol, TV 8 Emywpiov ov ToAAOVG 00T v EEm @ortdvTog 1d01g
Katd erlopdadeiay, o0t adTdOL TEP TODTO GTOVAALOVTOC

(The people there are so eager about philosophy and everything else in terms of general
education that they have surpassed Athens and Alexandria or any other place that can be
named where there have been schools or discourses of philosophers. But it is different, for
those who study there are all natives, as foreigners do not readily stay. Moreover, the former
do not remain there, but finish abroad, and having finished they are pleased to live abroad,
although a few return. With the other cities that I have just mentioned — except Alexandria
— it is the opposite, for many frequent them and are pleased to pass time there, but you would
not see many natives frequenting foreign parts in pursuit of their love of learning or

eager about learning at home, Str. 14. 5. 13, Trans. D. W. Roller 2014, 634)

It seems that Tarsus had an ambivalent relationship with philosophy (or intellectuals in

general) where on the one hand the city counted among the best cities of the ancient world for

higher education, and on the other hand, it was not the most welcoming for either foreign

philosophers (/intellectuals) to come in or natives to stay. This appears to be the situation in

the times of Dio, as we can learn from Philostratus’ account of Dio’s contemporary, Apollonius

of Tyana:

yYeyovota ¢ avtov &t teccapaxaidexa dyel &g Tapoovg 6 matnp map  EvOOGINUOV TOV €k
dowikng. 6 8¢ Evovdnuog ptop te &yaddc MV kai émaideve todtov, 6 88 ToD psv
S18ackéhov glyeTo, 10 88 THC TOLewC ROOG BTOTIV TE MYETTO Kai 0 XpnoTOV EUPIAoGoQFcaL,
TPLOTG T€ Yap 000D HAAAOV GrToVTal, CKMTTOANL TE KOl DPPLoTOl TAVTES, Kol 0£0DKUGT
] 006vn paArov 1j T copig Abnvaiot [...].

(When [Apollonius] was fourteen years old, his father took him to Tarsus to study with
Euthydemus of Phoenicia. Euthydemus was an excellent orator and he educated him.
[Apollonius], however, whereas he stuck to his teacher, thought the nature of the city to be
foul and that it was not beneficial for the study of philosophy. He thought that nowhere were
people more given to luxury, mockers and offenders all, and that they are dedicated to

fashion more than the Athenians to wisdom, V4 1. 7. 1).

Whilst this reveals the Tarsians as non-philosophical rather than anti-philosophers, later

on in the

biography the Tarsians come up again as the target of Apollonius’ philosophical

rebukes, at which point they are revealed as properly hateful towards him (fjyBovto 1®

Amorlovio, 6. 34. 1). This is the kind of event that Dio must have referred to when he told the

people of Tarsus that he was aware of their problems with philosophers. (Again, the issue with
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the Cynics addressed the general, and not specific to Tarsus, opinion about Cynics being
madmen).”

Indeed, we know of one instance in which a philosopher was welcomed (back) in
Tarsus. Athenodorus, who left Tarsus for Rome and became the teacher of Octavian, went back
to Tarsus (on behalf of, by then, Augustus) to remove Boethus from his rule. Boethus was in
power by the favour of Marcus Antonius and, as Strabo writes, was a bad citizen (kKakod 6¢&
noAitov). Athenodorus was eventually successful and instituted a better regime (Str. 14. 5. 14).
However, in the First Tarsic Oration, Dio uses Athenodorus to show how far removed the
morally depraved Tarsians (see discussion above, 4.2) are from appropriate conduct:

GAAL ABNVOSmpog O mpdNV yevouevoc, dv fdeito 6 Zefactdg, dpo oiecls, simep Eyvo
o100V 0DGOY THY TOAY, TPovKpvey v Thic et ékeivov StotpiPiic TV &vOade; mpdtepov
pgv odv €’ evtaéig Koi ceEPocHvy S1aBONTog [V VUGV 1) TOMG Kai TO0VTOVG AvVEPEPEY
Gvopog viv 8¢ &ym dédotka un v Evavtiov AdPn tew [...]

(Do you think, that Athenodorus who lived just now, whom Augustus revered, if he were to
know the nature of your city now, would prefer living here than with Augustus? Formerly,
indeed, your city was famous for good discipline, prudence, and it brought up such men.

Now, however, I am afraid that it has taken up the opposite position, 33. 48).

We do not know if, on his return to the city, Athenodorus’ identity as a philosopher was
what lent him in part the authority to affect a political change. The important element,
according to Strabo, was the backing of Augustus (&ypricato 11 dobeion Vo Tod Kaicapog
govoiq, Str. 14. 5. 14). Even if it did, however, Athenodorus was not rebuking the people of
Tarsus — like Apollonius, Dio, or the other unnamed philosophers’ Dio mentioned — but tried
to remove a tyrant.”* The question of the degree of the Tarsians’ acceptance of Athenodorus,
therefore, turns on these two elements: his identification as a philosopher (which we cannot be
sure of) and the aim of his critique being Boethus and not the people.

Like Athenodorus’, Dio’s appearance before the people of Tarsus was a clear
intervention in inner and foreign city politics. The tensions between the Council and the
Assembly, between the young and the old, between citizens and non-citizens, and between the
city’s relations with the Roman governor and Tarsus’ neighbouring cities were the order of the
day. Unlike Athenodorus’, Dio’s target was the people as a whole and not one sole person in

power. Tarsus, as we learn from Philostratus, was hostile towards philosophers who rebuked

3 Note how in addressing that Dio used impersonal language: éott Toic moAloic Kvvikodg kakeiv; fyodvrat, and
&viol To0ToV toipmg &yovot. Contrary to that, when he spoke of the issue with philosophers he moved from the
impersonal to the specific: paowv vpdg (‘they say that you’), 34.2-3.

"4 D. W. Roller 2018, 836.
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its ethos. Why would Dio — aware of the general feelings towards Cynics, and of Tarsus’
specific and historical issue with philosophers — risk the loss of his audience, a failure of his
cause, and perhaps a loss of reputation by appearing as a philosopher and speaking from a
philosophical stand point? Could he not play down his association with philosophy and
philosophical appearance had he wanted to and thought it wise? To my mind, Dio’s decision
to appear as a philosopher in the face of such a hostile climate towards philosophy makes clear
how strongly he associated this identity with his political message and activity, to the degree
that he could not see how one can go without the other. In order to intervene in politics, Dio

believed, he had to insist on his philosophical credentials.

4.3.3 —Rhodes: ¢pthdcodoc fj oupBoulog;
Unlike in the Alexandrian or Tarsic Orations, where Dio made clear his assertion of a

philosophical identity from the beginning of the speech, it is not entirely clear how Dio
presented himself in front of the Rhodians. Or at least, what was the source of legitimacy upon
which to base his critique and advice. This was what led to von Arnim’s analysis of the
Rhodian, which began with his claim (deserted by later authors)’> that this speech is different
to other (non-Bithynian) civic speeches in relation to Dio’s identity as a philosopher. The latter
group is of a philosophical nature, or somewhere between philosophical and sophistic to von
Arnim’s mind.”® Based on the Rhodian speech’s introductory passages, von Arnim claimed
that in Rhodes Dio employed a sophistic rhetorical technique of establishing himself before the
audience as a person with the right to speak in public. In §1 Dio claims that some of the
audience might think that he came to speak about a private matter and adds the assumption that
they might be annoyed when they find out he is in fact there to address a public issue (the
custom of the Rhodians to reuse statues of old honorands in order to honour new people). The
assumed vexation would arise from the fact that Dio is not a citizen of Rhodes nor was he
invited by them to speak (unte moAitng dv pnte kinbeig Ve  VU®V). This premise, von Arnim
asserts, is a fiction and Dio must have been granted permission to address the people’s
Assembly.”” A philosopher, von Arnim continues, has no need to accommodate himself to

these civic norms according to which, if uninvited, his topic of discussion must be legitimate

5 E.g., Desideri 1978, 110.

76 yvon Arnim 1898, 210: the Rhodian in all of its characteristics is different ‘von den gennanten philosophischen
Vortrégen, der iiberhaupt zwischen sophistischen und philosophischen Vortrdgen stattfindet’.

"7 von Arnim 1898, 210-11. Cf. Jones 1978, 28: ‘Presumably the magistrates or leading citizens had requested
him, as a visitor of note, to address the people on a subject of his choice’. Salmeri 2000, 82, n. 140 still hedged:
‘This might also mean that the request to address a speech to the people of Rhodes was made to Dio
extemporaneously during a visit to the island’.
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or approved. Unlike the sophist or the orator, the philosopher stands aloof from his audience
on a higher moral ground which allows him to address any subject matter, private or public.”®
This reading is partly wrong.

In the eyes of philosophers, the veracity of their words was, indeed, the source of their
legitimacy. As Trapp writes: ‘[i]t was a firm conviction [of philosophers], therefore, that
philosophical discourse — and so also its providers — belonged in public space, and indeed were
sorely needed there. A responsible society owed [philosophers] and [their discourse] a secure
and privileged place in the range of performers and performances that it attended to and
guaranteed to provide with suitable locales and audiences’.” Such was the conviction of those
who saw themselves as philosophers. Yet when one (or a group) makes such a grand claim for
authority and importance as philosophers did,*’ it is not surprising that there was resistance to
it from different quarters.®! This is clear from Dio’s own speeches. We have seen it in our
analysis of the Second Tarsic Oration above. The same can be seen in the 72" Oration where
Dio, similarly, explained the contempt people felt towards philosophers and how they mocked
them (xoteyéhacav 7| éhowopnoav, §2) and tried to prove them wretched and senseless
(a0Liovg kai avontovg, §8). This is hardly a situation of automatic yielding of audiences before
the cultural authority of philosophy.

We also saw that in Tarsus Dio’s captatio benevolentiae, just as in the Rhodian, began
with an apology for speaking in the Assembly as a non-citizen (34.1). The conviction,
mentioned by Trapp, of philosophers about their right to speak, is seen at work here where Dio
claims that he should be given permission to speak, as would any other professional who can
prove émotun and dvvapug in a respective field. As we have seen, however, Dio needed to
defend this claim exactly because he chose to appear as a Cynic philosopher and was thus
exposed to both accusations of madness and ineptitude in practical affairs, as well as to the
Tarsians’ personal enmity with philosophers. That is, when Dio appeared as a philosopher in
front of a foreign Assembly, he still had — precisely because of his identity — to constrcut a
form of apologetic opening in order to establish his right to speak. This rhetoric was not, as
von Arnim thought, a sophistic one and von Arnim’s reasoning for counting the Rhodian

Oration as sophistic does not hold water.®?

78 yon Arnim 1898, 211-12.

" Trapp 2007a, 215.

80 Trapp 2007a, 18-23.

81 Trapp 2007a, 2491T.

82 We should note that von Arnim included the Second Tarsic Oration among the speeches which he termed
‘philosophical’ or are ‘found between philosophical and sophistic’, von Arnim 1898, 210.
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Sidebottom and Swain (independently) argued that the dating of the Rhodian oration
should fall within the Trajanic years.®} Thus, even those who stick to the theory of a post-exilic
conversion of Dio from sophistry to philosophy should now accept that the Rhodian falls within
what this theory views as Dio’s philosophical period. Yet, the dating of the oration is not reason
enough to conclude that Dio presented himself at Rhodes as a philosopher. Nor should the fact
that the rhetoric of the captatio benevolentiae could be employed by a philosopher, just as it
might have been employed by other intellectuals, necessarily imply so. Even philosophical
jargon and ideas do not inevitably mean that someone wishes to appear (or in fact is) a
philosopher at the time of Dio.3* There is, however, one famous passage in this speech which
might speak to Dio’s assertion of a philosopher’s identity through affiliation, a method
employed by Dio with which we are by now thoroughly familiar:

Kol TOV gimdvia mepl TOVTOV PIAOCOPOV Kol VOLOETHGOVTA 0TOVG OVK ATESEENVTO 0VOE
émnvecav, AL’ obTmg Edvoyépavay, Gote Ekelvov Ovta pev yével uev Popaiov undevog
votepov, d0Eav 8¢ TnAkavTnv &yovta MAIKNG ovdelg €k TAvVL TOAAOD TETVUYNKEV,
OLOAOYOVUEVOV OE LOVOV LAMOTO HETA TOVG dpyoaiovg dkolovbwg Befroréval Toig AdYOIS,
KOTOAMTEV TNV TOA Kol pdAlov EAécBon datpifev dAdayooe tig EALASOG.

(But [the Athenians] did not approve and did not praise the philosopher who spoke against
[gladiatorial games] and admonished them, but felt such dislike towards him, that even
though he was by birth inferior to no Roman and of such fame as had been achieved no
one in a great deal of time, and was also agreed to be the only one to come after the ancient
[philosophers] who lived in accord with his teachings, he left the city and preferred to pass

his time in a different place in Greece, 31. 122).

The unnamed philosopher is usually understood as Musonius Rufus, though we are not
so much concerned here with his identification as we are with the high praise he receives from
Dio and the very mentioning of a philosopher in the text.®> This passage comes at the point
where Dio integrates (contemporary) Athens into his arguments as setting a bad example
(which the Rhodians ought not to follow) of how a polis can fail in light of its glorious past.?®
The Athenians, now far removed from their celebrated ancestors not only in time but in morals

as well, are pitied by everyone who is reasonable (§123). The unnamed philosopher is brought

83 The different propositions are presented and discussed by Sidebottom (1992), who arrives, as mentioned, to the
conclusion that von Arnim’s and later authors, such as Momigliano (1951), were wrong in dating the speech to
the 70’s. Cf. Swain 1996, 428-29.

8 Lauwers 2013.

85 von Arnim 1898, 216, thought that this philosopher could be no other than Musonius; Desideri 1978, 111
more doubtful; see also: Lutz 1947, 17, n. 60; Jones 1978, 12; Whitmarsh 2001b, 137, n. 16.

86 Jazdzewska 2015b, 254-55.
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in, therefore, to be compared with Dio himself as an advisor to a city in need of a moral
guidance. His mentioning creates a frame of reference according to which the Rhodian
audience can measure Dio, like those we saw Dio create in his political speeches in Prusa where
he compared himself with philosophers such as Pythagoras or Zeno (Or. 47. 1-5).%7

So, this philosopher, being a contemporary one, is presented in line with other
contemporary philosophers of Dio.%® In our corpus, Dio refrains from naming contemporary
philosophers whom he criticises as failing.%® Speaking about philosophers in general (that is,
without naming them) helped Dio begin to establish philosophy — and himself — in the public
space. Singling out specific examples removes some of the argument’s force (‘everyone is bad
but myself” is a stronger argument than ‘I am stronger than [a list of specific philosophers
which is bound to be finite]’). Interestingly, however, the philosopher of 31. 122 is not
criticised for his lack of engagement with society (i.e., being a school-philosopher or a recluse
writer) like other contemporary philosophers in Dio’s speeches. He fails because the Athenians
fail to listen and in that he is akin to Dio’s past models, especially Socrates, who had an
appropriate philosophical moral to offer, tried to do so, and failed.

We see then that this example works just as we have come to expect from Dio when he
sets a frame of reference with which to compare himself. An unnamed, failing contemporary
philosopher on the one hand, who, on the other hand, in his performing of philosophy is similar
to the ancients in that his address to the public was unable to affect it and achieve an ethical
change. Since the lesson to the Rhodians was ‘do not be like the Athenians’, the framing of
Dio is, ‘I am unlike that philosopher’.?® If this reading is correct, then the passage about the
unnamed philosopher is another argument in favour of reading Dio as speaking in front of the
Rhodian Assembly as a philosopher (who once again will prove to be at the top of the
intellectual hierarchy) and pronouncing philosophical advice for improving of the audience
which, in this case, involves affecting a change in a city’s policy. The Rhodian, however, as a
text, has another model at its background. A model which can challenge the claim that Dio

indeed presented himself in the speech as a philosopher.

87 See Chapter 3.

88 Most notably those of the Alexandrian Oration (32), and those of the Second Tarsic Oration (34).

% We ought to recall here the letter which Synesius Dio addressed to Musonius, supposedly attacking him. I have
expressed above (Ch. 1, p. 33, n. 27) my reasons to believe that this letter, if indeed critical, was written from one
philosopher to another (and not by a sophist against a philosopher). Choosing to name an addressee, instead of
avoiding naming as we see in the speeches, can easily be explained by the differences between the genres. On
Dio’s letters, see: Ch. 2, p. 67, n. 63.

%0 We can note one more similarity between Dio and the unnamed philosopher: the latter, as it appears from the
text, was most probably a Roman who was not an Athenian citizen. Dio, as well, was not a citizen of Rhodes and
he appears before the Assembly as an outsider.
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Demosthenes, as was observed already in antiquity, was one of Dio’s models.”! The
Rhodian, in particular, was written with more than an eye to Demosthenes’ Against Leptines,

).”2 Dio, as well, indicated that

making an explicit reference to matters addressed in it (31. 128
his role in Rhodes was cvppovievewv (to advise §1). That is, Dio appeared in Rhodes as a
ovpBoviog, which was the role Demosthenes ascribed to himself.”> We do not know if
Demosthenes’ attack on the law suggested by Leptines was successful, but Dio presented it as
such.”* Did he wish the audience to see him as a successful Demosthenes? Should we read
Dio’s intellectual identity with the image of Demosthenes, the statesman and the orator, instead
of the philosopher? The answers, I believe, are in the negative.

We can start from the issue of verbal allusion. It is a fair assumption that among the
Rhodians were people familiar with Demosthenes’ speeches and his role as a cOppovirog.
However, Demosthenes is not mentioned by name in the speech and cupfovAevm appears only
once in §1 and once in §3 (cOpuPovrog does not). This could be enough for a later reader of the
speech, who upon reaching section 128 might try to connect the reference to Demosthenes and
the use of the verb to claim that we should read Dio as trying to appear like a latter-day
Demosthenes (a statesman and orator instead of philosopher). However, it seems unlikely that
a listener would have deduced this from Dio’s use of cvpufovievw at the beginning of the
speech. This is not to deny the connection between Or. 31 and Against Leptines, but only to
stifle possible opposition to my argument on the basis of a single word (due to its importance
for the understanding of Demosthenes’ own self-representation). For that matter, Bost-
Pouderon, who offers the most thorough comparison between the two texts, does not raise this
verbal allusion at all. She sees Demosthenes as a model for political eloquence and does not
claim that Dio here wears a Demosthenic persona.®

We should take our cue from Bost-Pouderon here: since cupfoviedom and its cognates
appear also in the Alexandrian and the Second Tarsic Orations,”® which as we saw were no

doubt pronounced as from a philosopher’s mouth. cupfovievw was simply used by Dio as part

1 Dio’s 18" Discourse (written in the form of a letter), claims that Demosthenes surpassed all orators in vigour,
style, thought, and use of vocabulary (18.11). Philostratus wrote that Dio’s style was Demosthenic and that in his
wanderings he had with him Demosthenes’ On the False Embassy (VS 488; read with Whitmarsh 2001b, 239—
40). On Dio and Demosthenes, see: Bost-Pouderon 2016.

92 Note that Dio refers to incident itself and not Demosthenes’ speech. Jones 1978, 35; Jazdzewska 2015b, 254—
55; Bost-Pouderon 2016.

93 Mader 2018, passim.

%4 Dio’s account is inaccurate and cannot be simply trusted as a testimony: Badian 2000, 28.

%5 Bost-Pouderon 2016.

% Or.32.12,33,77; Or. 34. 1, 4, 31.
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of (his) civic, political rhetoric.”” It is a verb (or participle) that was used to indicate an aim for
a political intervention without bearing any consequences on Dio’s identity as a philosopher-
speaker. We will see later on (4.3.4 and Chapter 5) that when Dio wanted to construct his
philosophical persona in connection with figures who were, traditionally, seen as statesmen
and orators he knew how to do so explicitly and in a manner that indeed substantiated that
philosophical self-identification. In the case of the Rhodian, therefore, it appears that
Demosthenes had been a stylistic and historical source and not an element in the public persona
Dio attempted to establish.

There is yet another issue at play here which further weakens the possibility of seeing
Demosthenes as an element in Dio’s persona, especially when compared to the unnamed
philosopher. We saw in Chapter 3 how Dio utilised the trope of exile in philosophy as part of
his own philosophical identity. His movement, or at least, the ability to move and to present
himself as capable of doing so, between cities and places around the empire instilled Dio with
the authority of the wise outsider and gave him a political leverage (resulting from the rhetorical
threat of leaving Prusa once again). The former kind of authority was not at play when Dio
spoke in a city like Rhodes of which, as we have noted, he was not a citizen. In such cases, the
stakes are different since leaving the city eventually is not a rhetorical threat but a fact. If the
Rhodians will not heed Dio the repercussions will be only theirs to deal with since Dio is not
staying in the city. This is corroborated by the case of the unnamed philosopher who arrived at
Athens from outside (presumably from Rome),”® and since not well received there, paiiov
Erécbar dwatpifev drAdaydoe g ‘EALGdoc (‘preferred to pass his time somewhere else in
Greece’, 31. 122). Demosthenes, on the other hand, does not fit this model. He was entirely
anchored in Athens, almost like Socrates: a citizen who, if his advice were unheeded, would
share the burden of the consequences with the rest of the city and who, when eventually exiled,
quickly returned to Athens and only when he faced a death sentence he fled again and
committed suicide.” What we have of Demosthenes in Dio, similarly to what we have of

Socrates in Oration 13 and other places, is his words or perhaps more accurately, his style.

97 The root cupBovl- is found (passim) in all the following speeches, which were delivered in a civic context and
in which Dio’s identity as a philosopher was stressed (excluding the Rhodian): 13, 22, 32, 33, 34, 38, 45, 47, 49,
and 50.

% ¢keivov dvro pev vével Popaiov undevog Botepov (‘he was, by birth, inferior to no other of the Romans, 122).
This does not necessarily mean that he came from the city of Rome, but it is fair to assume that he came from the
western side of the Empire, was a Roman citizen, and that this citizenship was a crucial element in his identity.
Otherwise, since the context is that of Athens and the Greek East, why not compare him to “EAAnveg?

99 On Aguainst Leptines and the stakes for Demosthenes in this case, see: Harris 2019, 366—67. On Demosthenes’
exile and return, see: Worthington 2000, 100-106. Cf. the comparison between Favorinus and Demosthenes on
the issues of exile, citizenship, and autochthony made by Whitmarsh 2001b, 176-77.

124



Demosthenes’ Against Leptines is a reference to turn to and Dio does not appear to assume the
identity of the orator statesman.

The conclusion of the above arguments is that in Rhodes, as in his other civic speeches,
even though Dio’s aim was to intervene in city politics and to bring the Rhodians to change
their policy regarding the use of statues; and even though Dio only somewhat tied himself with
philosophical activity or philosophical appearance (through the unnamed philosopher), he was
none the less speaking as a philosopher. The Rhodian, therefore, can be used to understand
Dio’s own vision of himself as a philosopher &v moAtteiq integrating political rhetoric into his

philosophical identity, making his philosophy political.

4.3.4 — Nicomedia: Citizenship is not enough
Oration 38, On concord, which was delivered in the Bithynian city of Nicomedia, most likely,

after Dio’s return from his exilic period,!? serves as our last example of a political intervention
by Dio, which he based on his philosophical identity. It is one of Dio’s most extensive
treatments of opovoua,'®! and served to achieve two main political purposes: the lessening of
Roman exterior pressures and the profits of collaboration with Nicaea in both social and
monetary respects.!®? As with the rest of the speeches treated in this chapter, scholars have
mainly focused on the body of the text.!®® Although these discussions are important for our
understanding of the nature of Dio’s political intervention, I turn, instead and again, to examine
the beginning of the speech and focus on Dio’s establishment of his credentials to speak in
public as a philosopher.

The discussion above has shown us that speaking in front of a city’s Assembly required
some form of justification on the side of the speaker. In Nicomedia, Dio began by mentioning
his citizen status (émocac0é pe moiitny, 38. 1), and stated that — at least as he saw it — the
reason behind the conferral of citizenship was 10 cvpPoviedey gué T mepl TV KOWM
CLHPEPOVTOV 16m¢ HaALOV £TépmV Kal fodAesBan kai dhvacOot (‘my will and ability to give
some advice about issues of expediency for the public which is perhaps greater than that or
others’, §1). Dio even went as far as boasting that people of his kind are needed in order to
keep the polis, as a political unit, secure (iva clwvton taig molrteiong, §2). This (we can only

suppose because there is no reference) was what led Hahn to think that Dio’s role of an advisor

100 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 179.

191 Jones 1978, 84.

192 Jones 1978, 84—89; Salmeri 2000, 78—79.

103 See the discussions by Jones and Salmeri (loc. cit.), and Desideri 1978, 416-21.
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was based on his citizen status and not on his identity as a philosopher.!** Yet, neither Dio’s
citizen status, nor even the raison d’étre of his citizenship — which seems to be agreed on
between conferrers and honorand — served as sufficient justification for Dio to speak. A series
of rhetorical questions, supposedly raised by the audience, expose the insufficiency of these as
credentials for his public appearance:
i 88 cupBOLAEVEC GV Tepl MV TUETS TV dpyRv 0VdE Povlevdueda; ti 8¢ ceavTtd Adyou
petadidmg, ob ool un petédopey NUEiC;
(But why are you advising us about matters that we are not deliberating over in the first
place? And why do you allow yourself a [permission to make a] speech which we ourselves

did not give to you?, 38. 4).

The first two questions challenge the authority of the speaker to simply speak on
whatever subject he wishes. It might have been the case that as a citizen, Dio could have taken
a place in the discussion over the city’s agreed agenda. Whatever the topic of the day was, Dio
knew that he was about to diverge from it and that his citizenship will not be enough to do so.
Moreover, we should note, this divergence from the agenda emphasises the fact that Dio was,
in fact, intervening in city politics in the more forceful sense of the word and was not merely
offering advice on political issues on which he was asked to weigh in. It is clear, from the
second question, that Dio was called to give advice on a particular topic from which he decided
to diverge.

We recall here von Arnim’s assertion that philosophers (unlike sophists) were not
concerned with having an audience’s permission to speak about what they deemed right.!%> We
have already disproved this argument. Dio’s rhetoric at the beginning of Oration 38
corroborates this, since it is clear that he was aware of the possibility of losing his audience by
speaking about what they have not given him permission to speak.

A third question then follows:

S1 11 8¢ TOGOVTOV TEMOMTEVUEVOV Tap MUV AvOpdV EMympiny, eloTomTdV, PrIToOpOV,
PLAOGOP®V, YEPOVTIMV, VEMV, 0DOETOTE 0VOELG ETOAUNGCEY MUV GUUPOVAEDGAL TAVTNV THV

cupfoviiay;

194 Doch in keiner der in diesen Orten gehaltenen Reden |[...] ist Dion um eine Stilisierung als Philosoph bemuht.
Sein Auftreten als Redner und Ratgeber in den Nachbarstidten Prusas beruht vielmehr auf seinem Ansehen als
Mitbiirger und als herausragende Personlichkeit der provinzialen Aristokratie’, Hahn 1989, 166.

195 yon Arnim 1898, 211-12.
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(Because of what reason, has no one from among so many politically active men among us,
local and newcomers, orators and philosophers, old and young, ever tried to give us this

specific advice?, 4).

In other words, Dio assumed here that the audience wished to know what makes him
so special so that he is permitted not only to diverge from the agenda, but to advise on a matter
that other intellectuals never brought up in front of them. This statement can be taken as ironic.
Concord, the suppoviio which Dio was about to suggest to the people of Nicomedia, appears
in Plutarch’s Political Precepts and Old Men in Public Life,'°® and whilst Aelius Aristides was
later than Dio, he too spoke of it (On concord between cities and To the people of Rhodes, on
Concord), and in a similar fashion.!"” It seems unlikely that Dio truly was the only proponent
of concord at that moment. It is possible, of course, that at the time of the speech no one
preceded Dio in speaking (in Nicomedia) about it, but the use of toApdw hints towards Dio’s
regular boasting in respect to his freedom of speech.!®® His boasting notwithstanding, this
rhetorical question is the key to understanding Dio’s authority to speak in Nicomedia.'%

This is not only because it is clear now that citizenship was not enough, but also because
it is the only question that suggests the category of intellectuals with which Dio associated
himself when he spoke in Nicomedia: orators or philosophers. Noticeably, the latter are
pntopeg and not cogiotai. The latter will appear soon enough in a rather ambiguous manner
(which seems to be dismissive). A clue to know with which of those two groups, orators and
philosophers, Dio was associated can be found in another late speech of his that does not
concern Opdvola per se but gipnvn, peace, which can be conceived of as a broader category to
which 6pdvola belonged as the opposite of discord between cities.!!? That speech is Oration
22, On peace and war which was delivered in an unknown place and time.!'!!

This is a very short speech of only five passages (and hence perhaps only an
introduction to a longer speech that was to be delivered on the topic). It takes up the issue of

peace and war as an example of the difference between orators and philosophers. Dio begins,

106 On this see: Trapp 2007a, 194.

107 The similarities are thematic (cf. Jones 1978, 85) as well as literal (cf. Aristid. To the Rhodians about concord,
p. 558, 23 [Jebb]: g kaAov 1 opdvola kai cwtplov with Dio Or. 38.10: @¢ 00 KooV 1) dpdvola Kol cmTipLov
(the negation, as we see in the text below is not Dio’s).

108 Cf. Or. 3. 13, where Dio boasts that he was the only one (u6vog) who dared (4t6Apwv) to speak freely under
Domitian. Dio, if at all, was surely not the only one as we know full well from other accounts: Suetonius
(Domitian, 10).

109 Note, as well, how Dio separates it from the other two: i...ti...5ia Ti.

110 Jones 1978, 83: Stasis, the opposite of dpdvola ‘could also refer to the relations between two or more cities’.
1 Desideri 1978 thinks it was post-exilic (379).
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however, with what those figures have in common and in doing so illuminates even further his

concept of the philosopher as active in politics. The passages are better reproduced in full:
TOAAG HEV Kol AL0 DpOtL TIC AV Kol EVUTavTa ATeXv®dG TA EPYOV TIVOC EYOUEVO Kol TPAEEMG
KOWO 101G QIA0COQOLS, Kol pritopoty dcol un dyopoiot punde picBapvol, mpog ypruoTo
opdvteg PUOvov kol TOG 01TIKAG Aueiloyiog mept cupPoraiov 1 Tvov daveiov &mt
TOKE GALY dnpocig cupPovievety kol vopodetely aodpevor kaddmep, oipon, Mepuehiic
Kol ®ovkvdidng ABnvnot kai Oepctoriiic &t mpdtepov kai KieioBévnc, kai [lewsiotpatog
£€0¢ &1L PTOp Kol dNUOy@YOg NVEXETO KOAOVUEVOG AploTteidnv puev yop kol Avkobpyov
kol LoAwva kol Erapevavoav, Kol €l Tig Etepog 10100T0G, PLA0GOPOVG &V ToALTElY OeTéOV
| priTopog KoTd TV Yevvaiay Te Koi GANOT pntopikiv: Aéym 8¢ olov mepi T dywyfig TV
vémv cuppoviedovrog Kai vopobetodvtag, domep €v Aakedaipovi Avkodpyog, Kol mepi Tiig
€pOTIKTG OMMog Kal TePl YPMNUATOV KTHoE®S, donv Te Kol Omwg 0&l moteichat, Kai mepl
Yauov kol wepl Kowvaviag Kol mepi vopiopatog Kol mepl TUfig Kol dtipiog kol mepl oikwov
KOTOOKELTC, TOTEPO YPT| TETEYIOUEVNV OlKeElV mOAWV 1| kobdmep O 0Ogdg mapnveoe
Aoxedopoviolg, dteiylotov, Koi mepl AOKNCEMG TAOV TOAEMKAV Kol TAEE®S, 00 HOVOV
OTMTIKTC, AAA Kol oilov ‘Emapevaviog e0pelv AEyeTal, TOVG EPUCTOC LETA TOV EPOUEVOV
160G tva 6OLovTo PAAAOV Kai PapTUPEC MY AAAYAOIG TG ApeTiic Kod Tfig koo Kol TOV
AOyov toUtOV, igpov €movopacBévta, kpatijoor Aakedopoviov i mepi AedkTpa naym,
Eoumbvtov éxeivolg nopévav Tdv EAAMvov. 1O 6¢ o1 kepdiaiov, Kol TOAAAKIC TOALOTG
TOPEMITE, TEPL TE EIPVNG Kol TOAELOV, O VOV TUYYAVEL {NTOVUEVOV.
(Many things in general and absolutely everything involving any work or activity will be
found common to philosophers and orators—all those orators, that is, who do not carry on
their business in the marketplace and work for hire with their eyes fixed on matters of money
only and on private disputes regarding contracts or loans out at interest, but aspire to advise
and legislate for the state. That is, I think, what Pericles and Thucydides must have done at
Athens, and Themistocles still earlier, and Cleisthenes, and Peisistratus, so long as he still
let himself be called ‘orator’ and ‘popular leader’—for Aristeides, Lycurgus, Solon,
Epaminondas, and others of the same sort should be regarded as philosophers in politics, or
orators in the noble and real sense of the term. And I use the word ‘philosopher’ of men
who, for example, deliberate and legislate about the training of the young, just as Lycurgus
did at Sparta, and about the association of ‘lovers,” about the acquisition of money—how
much one should make and in what manner—about marriage, about the duties of citizenship,
about coinage, about civic rights and the loss of them, about the setting up of households,
and as to whether one should live in a walled city or, as the god advised the Spartans, in an
unwalled one; about training for war and the organization of not merely the heavy-armed

troops in general, but also of the formation which Epaminondas is said to have invented, in
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which he put the ‘lovers’ along with their beloved in order that they might have a better
chance of coming through safely and might be witness to one another’s courage or
cowardice—and history tells us that this Sacred Band, as it was called, conquered the
Spartans in the battle of Leuctra though these were supported by all Greece. But the main

question of all, and one with which many have often had to deal, concerns peace and war;

and this now, as it so happens, is my theme, 22. 1-2, Trans. Cohoon).!!?

These two passages are the clearest example for a conflation that took place in Dio’s
mind between what he understood to be the identity and the role of the philosopher and what
historically and generally would have been understood to be a statesman or political advisor.
After immediately clearing the table of lesser kinds of orators, who according to the examples
can be understood as either lawyers or sophists, Dio provides two groups of worthy orators
who were devoted to advising the people (dnpoocig cvpPovAevewv, 1). The division is not
exactly clear, since Dio ties in people from different eras and differing political activity. So,
e.g., whereas it makes sense for a modern reader to find the Archaic ‘lawgivers’ Solon and
Lycurgus in the same group, the separation between Aristides and Themistocles is somewhat
nonsensical.!'® Nonetheless, the conflation in Dio’s mind, who terms the latter group
philosophers in politics (pthocogovg v molrteiq, §2) and defines philosophers as people who
advise and legislate (cuppoviedovtog kai vopoBetodvrag) on issues of civic life, is most clear.
As Desideri noted, Dio — through the choice of these historical models — identified a new
category of philosophers who are wholly committed to proper guidance of the city.!'* We will
return to the choice of these models in our last chapter, concerning Dio’s legacy. For now, the
focus of our discussion is laid on the difference Dio marks between the philosophers and the
orators — noble as they are or were — for this is what provides our key to understanding Dio in
the context of his appearance in Nicomedia.

Having established that @ilocopot év molrteiq and true orators (pnTopog Kot TNV
yevvaiav te kol aAnOT pnropknv) consider, as part of their activity, the same kind of issues,
Dio marks the difference between them as a difference of method. The following are the
passages that in fact conclude this short speech.

Srapéper 8¢ Tocodtov, dTL 0f Ye pYTopeC &Ml THVE || TOVSE GKOTODGIY 01OV £l GLUEEPEL
moAepelv Abnvaiowg mpog [elomovvnoiovg f| Ponbeiv Keprvpaiog mpog Kopwbiovg 1
Dkinne ocvppoyiioot Onpaiog £t Poréag | AheEavipw dwfiivan gig v Aciav. &v yap

112 The text is from the Loeb edition.

113 The two were contemporary strategoi in fifth century Athens and even shared a diplomatic embassy to Sparta
(Thuc. 1.91.3).

14 Desideri 1978, 379.
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TaOTONG Omaoolg Toig fovAdic ody fKIoTO EUminTel Kal TO TOOVTOV, €l dikaov TOig un
TPOadIKNGOGL TOAEUETV: &l GUUPEPNKEY AdikNUa Tapd TOVT®Y 01C S1VOODVTOL TOAEUETV,
TAiKov Tt T00T0 TO GLUPEPNKOG. Ol PLAdcOPOL O TOppwhey TA TPAyUATO OpDCLY, €T
avtdV E€etalovteg Omol dtTa £0Tiv. TOAD Yap KpeitTov 10 Pefoviedobon mepl ambvimv €k
mAglovog Kol S1eyvaKATag, EMEWAV KT TIVOG TPAYLOTOC KalpOg, aTovs TE €100TAG EXEV
xpfobar kol £Tépoig mapaivelv, AALQ un Tpomov Tva EEaipyvng Anedévtag Topattectal Kol
odTooeSIALEWY TEPL DV OVK TG0GLY. 01 Pgv Yap pritopec, dTav 8én okomeiv mepi Tvog, 0dEY
€100Teg TOV GAAOV TAEOV 0DOE ECKEUUEVOL TPOTEPOV, da TE adTOl fovAgbovTal TPOTOV TIVA
Kol GUUPOLAEVOVGY ETEPOIC. Ol PIAOCOPOL O¢ Tepl T®V mPa&ewv TPooidact Kol whAol
Bepovievpévol Tuyxavovsty: MoTE AV TIg aDTOVS TAPUKUAT] CLUPOVAOVLE TV TOAE®V T TOV
0vav 1| 1OV Poaciéwv, Kpeittov EE0VGL Kol ACEUAESTEPOV Amopaivecstal ov TO €mov
avTOIC, 0VOE VOV HEV TADTO, TAALY O TAVOVTIA, 0L OpyNV T @rlovikiay i Yp1iLoct TANYEVTEG,
Gomep &Ml TPLTAVNG, EQN TIC, OlpaL, TAY PNTOPOY oVTdY, Kot TO Afjppa del pémovTes. Aéym
¢ 00 YéymV PnTOopIKNV 0VOE PNTOPOC TOLGC Ayobodg, GAAN TOVG (POVAOVLE KOl TOVG
TPOGTOLOVUEVOVG TO TTPAYLLOL.

(But there is this important difference—that the orators consider definite cases; for example,
whether it is of advantage for the Athenians to make war on the Peloponnesians, for the
Corcyraeans to go to the help of the Corinthians, for Philip to support the Thebans in the
war against the Phocians, or for Alexander to cross over into Asia. Then too, in all these
deliberations the following sort of question is apt to crop up: Is it right to go to war with
those who have not provoked a war by some wrongful act? if a wrong has been done by
those against whom you propose to wage war, how serious is this wrong which has been
done? But philosophers look at events from a distance and examine into what their character
is in the abstract; for it is much better to have already deliberated about everything a long
time in advance and since they have already reached a decision, to be able, when the moment
for any action has come, with full knowledge either to handle the situation themselves or to
give advice to the others, and not to be caught off their guard, as it were, and so be in a state
of confusion and obliged to resort to improvising measures concerning situations of which
they have no knowledge. For whenever the orator-politicians have to consider any question,
since they know nothing more than anybody else and have not considered the matter before,
in a sense they both deliberate themselves and give advice to the others at one and the same
time. The philosophers, on the other hand, know in advance about the course to be adopted
and have deliberated upon it long beforehand. Consequently, if they are called in to advise
cities, nations, or kings, they are in a better and safer position to set forth, neither just what
occurs to them, nor one thing at one moment and the opposite at the next, influenced by
anger, contentiousness, or bribery, acting just as the tongue of a balance does, as I believe

some <one> of the orator-politicians themselves said, ever tipping according to what is
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received. And I say this, not to criticize the art of oratory, or the good orators, but the poor

ones and those who falsely claim that profession as their own, 3-5, Trans. Cohoon).

This echoes Aristotle’s differentiation between poetry and history; the one is concerned
with the general and the other with the particular: 1 pév yop moinoig pdArov ta kabo6Aov, 1 &
iotopio 0 kaB™ €kactov Aéyel (Arist. Po. 1451b6-8). The difference is between what a certain
type of person may say or do and what Alcibiades, in Aristotle’s example, did or experienced.
To Aristotle’s mind, this universality of poetry makes it more philosophical and more serious,
or important (Qrhoco@®TEPOV Kol cmovdardtepov; 1451b4-11) than history. Dio, however,
goes one step further (or backwards, in fact, coming full circle). His philosophers, having
considered the issues in general and from afar, will still make use of their knowledge when a
moment of need arrives (énedav fikn Tvog Tpdypatog kopds). That is, they move from the
universal to the particular. Moreover, when that moment comes, their prior engagement with
the issue allows the philosophers to avoid what happens to some of the orators, who try to fit
themselves to the moment and constantly change their minds for all the wrong reasons.!!® It is
with this idea, and the notion of prior deliberation among philosophers, that we should go back
to Dio’s speech in Nicomedia.

The specific issue that Dio came to tackle in Nicomedia was their relationship with their
neighbouring Nicaea (Onui o&iv Vg, dvopeg Nikoundeig, opovoticat mpodg Nikaeic, 7). And
whereas, as mentioned above, Dio had a number of particular reasons why he believed
achieving concord between the cities would be profitable, these concrete reasons were not what
he began with:

BovAopot 0& StELETY TOV AOYOV KOl TO TPMTOV VIEP AOTHG EINETV Tiig Opovoiag Thg kaboAov,
nodamdv 1€ €ott kai Tivov oftiov, eita€f évavtiag TV otdowv kai v EOpav
Sraxpivan' ' mpodg v pihiav

(I want to split my speech and first to speak about concord itself in general; where did it

come from and what are its consequences, and then to separate it wholly from discord and

hatred [and closer to] friendship, 38. 8).

Dio came to Nicomedia with his answers ready from beforehand. He knew why concord

is profitable in general and he knew why it was profitable for the city of Nicomedia in

15 098¢ vdv pév tadto, oy 8¢ tévavtio, 5t opynv fi erhoviciov §j xpYpact TAnyévieg (philosophers are in a
better position than these orators, ‘not [saying] now this thing and then again the exact opposite, affected by anger,
rivalry, or money, 22.5). For Dio’s seeing this as a vice of sophists, cf. Or. 35.8. For the consistency of
philosophers and their teaching as a pedagogical ideal, cf. Orr. 3.26-7, 57.11, 60.9-10. See also: Mann 1996, 103—
4 on the issue of consistency, and Jouan 1993, 385 on this pedagogical ideal in Dio.

116 Crosby (1946, 56) corrected diokpivac.
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particular. That is, as he defined philosophical activity in Oration 22, he deliberated the issue
prior to coming across an occasion when it would be necessary to speak on it. Noticeably, Dio’s
statement is not only in line with what he says in Oration 22 and hence with the Aristotelian
idea that universality makes a discourse more philosophical, but in this case, it even shares its
key term with the Aristotelian text: kaB6Aov. Dio’s method of beginning from the universal is
a clear indication of his overall philosophical alignment when speaking in front of the
Nicomedians, and his move from the general to the particular in the speech is a clear indication
that Dio acted there as he believed philosophers should always act in politics. Hence, even if
the orators which were mentioned in the third rhetorical question (that Dio puts in the mouth
of the audience) are of the better kind, it is now nonetheless evident to us that Dio set himself
among the philosophers. Yet Dio’s establishing of his identity as a philosopher and his
establishing of himself as better than other intellectuals do not end here.

The second notion we pointed at in Oration 22 was the issue of the inconsistency of the
lesser kind of orators and their moving from one argument to another to suit their immediate
needs. This crops up in Oration 38 as part of Dio’s claim that concord is believed to be a good
thing by all people:

opdvolav toitvov mavteg pev EmNvecav Gel Kol AEYOVTEG KOl YPAQPOVTEG, KOl UECTA TAV
gykopiov adThc 0Tt Kol Td Tompate Kol td TdV rlocov Guyypappata, Kol 6cot Tig
iotopiag é€850cav &ml mapadeiypatt adT@dvY IOV Epyonv AmEdeiéay otV HEYIGTOV OVGAY TV
avOponeiov dyaddv, Kol ToALOL TOAUNCAVTEG T1ON TMV GOPIOTAV TapadOEous einelv Adyoug
puévov todTov ovk Emevondnoay £EeveyKely, MG 0V KOAOV 1] OLOVOLN KOl COTHPLOV 0TV

(Well then, everyone always praised concord, both speakers and writers and poetry and the
works of philosophers are filled with praised of it, and all who published their histories to
provide a model for real action, and showed concord to be the greatest out of all human
goods, and many sophists who already dared to present paradoxical speeches, only this thing

they did not think to proclaim, that concord is not a good thing and a saviour, 10).

At a first glance, this seems to be a dismissive remark against the nature of sophistic
rhetoric (and rhetorical training in the form of controversiae), which Dio consistently presented
as inconsistent. As noted in respect to Oration 22, this inconsistency was considered

unphilosophical simply because the truth, a philosopher would claim, is always one and the
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same.''” A second look, however, focused less on ToAAoi ... TGV cogiot®dv and more on what
exactly it was that Dio told the audience that these so-called sophists say, can suggest another
option.

napado&ovg, here, seems like it should be taken in the philosophical sense of paradoxes.
These are most familiar from Cicero’s Paradoxa Stoicorum, which was his treatment of six
well-known Stoic doctrinal aspects traditionally phrased in a ‘paradoxical’ manner. In this
sense, a paradox is a statement contrary to received opinion or belief which retains an element
of absurdity such as (the sixth paradox) ‘only the wise man is rich’.!!® Other than the exchange
of étt for m¢ and the supplying of €ottv by Dio, the statement @¢ 00 KoAov 1 Opdvolo Kol
cwtp1ov €otv is phrased exactly like one of those paradoxes, for example: 11 pdévov 10 KaAdOV
ayaB6v, or t1 Hovog 0 coPdg ElevBepog Kol mac depwv dodAoc. Yet Dio relates the paradoxes
to cogiotai and not to philosophers (of any hairesis).

Philostratus recorded no such paradoxes in his Lives of the sophists. From the extant
evidence we have,!!” Dio is the first one to form such a paradoxical line with 6povoia and so,
at least ex silentio, it seems that his statement was correct: no one has thought to say that
concord is not a good thing. Yet, Philostratus’ record shows almost no use of paradoxes among
the sophists at all: famously, Favorinus is said to have portrayed his life in a paradox form:
O¢ Tapado&a EmexpnouddEl T@ £avtod Piw Tpia TadTa Taddtng v EAAnvilety, edvodyog OV
poryelag kpivesBar, Paciiel dwpépesBan kai (v (‘he used to describe his life, prophet-like,
with these three paradoxes: although he was a Gaul he spoke Greek, although he was a eunuch
he was trialled for adultery, he quarrelled with an emperor and still lived’, Philostr. VS 489).
Nicetes of Smyrna is also said to have produced some paradoxes: t0¢ & €vvoiag idilag t&

Kol TapadoEovg Ekdidwoty, domep ‘ol Pakyeiot BOpoor’ 10 péEM Kol ‘“TOLG €GHOVG TOD

7 This is best exemplified in Dio by the discussion he portrays between Socrates and the sophist Hippias of Elis
(Or. 3.26-7): paci yap mote Tnmiav tov HAglov, 610 ypovov mheiovog dkobovta oD ZmKpATovg TEPL d1KaocvvNG
Kol apeti|g Aéyovtog kal mapafdiloviog, domep eimbev, ToOg KLPepviTac Kol 10Tpovg Kol GKUTOTONOVG Kol
KEPOUENS, EIMETV, Gte coplotiv, [T 6b TavTd, mkpates; Kol ¢ yeldoog Epn, Kai mepl Tdv avTt@®v. 6O pev yap,
®¢ Zolkey, VO coEiog 0VSEMOTE TAVTA TEPL TMV AVTAV AEYELS, MUV 68 Ev ToDT0 SoKEl TdV KoAMoTOVY Elval. Todg
HEV yap wevdouévong ofdouey moAkd kol dvopolo Aéyovrac, Toic 8e dAnOsbovsty ovy 010V Te ETEPQ EIMETY TV
aAnBdv (‘For the story runs that once Hippias of Elis, who had been listening for some time to the words of
Socrates about justice and virtue and to his wonted comparisons with pilots, physicians, cobblers and potters,
finally made the exclamation natural to a sophist, “The same things once more, Socrates!” to which the other
replied with a laugh, “Yes, and on the same subjects. Now you by reason of your wisdom probably never say the
same about the same things, but to me this appears a thing most excellent. We know that liars say many things
and all different, while those who stick to the truth cannot find anything else to say than just the truth.””’, Trans.
Cohoon).

18 Lee 1953, ix; xii; 611 pdvog 6 6opdg mhovoolg / solum sapientem esse divitem.

119 A search in the TLG corpus for 6pévoto in proximity to either 8ti or g alongside koldg,-1,-6v and cwTHPLOG,-
ov. The same terms were used for a search in Plato, and what we have of Antiphon, Gorgias, Hippias, and
Protagoras to extend the list of possible sophists.
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yéraktoc.” (He produced idiosyncratic phrases and paradoxes such as ‘the Bacchic thyrsi’ in
respect to honey and ‘the swarms of milk’, VS 511). It is clear, however, that these are not
similar to the paradox Dio mentioned.

If Dio was not deliberately misleading the audience, and if we can count on the evidence
we have, then could it be that the cogiotai spoken of by Dio might not have been sophists at
all but, in fact, Stoic philosophers who were known for their mapado&a? I believe not. Instead,
what we have here is a defence of Stoicism and yet another example of the kind of
philosophically-minded intellectuals whom Dio wished to detach himself from. The following
passage of the speech, in which Dio begins his exposition on the origins and virtues of concord,
is based on Stoic tradition.!?’ Paradoxes, as mentioned, were also part of the Stoic tradition.!?!
It seems less likely that Dio, eclectic as he was, could have dismissed the Stoics for being
cogplotai in one paragraph and then build on Stoic doctrine immediately after. Instead, I
believe, that there is evidence here for Dio’s familiarity with the discourse found in Cicero and
some strands of the reception of Greek philosophy in Roman circles.

David Mehl has argued that Cicero’s treatment of the Stoic paradoxes in Paradoxa
Stoicorum was a rhetorical exercise, a defence of the paradoxes ‘as if they were a difficult
client’ to defend in the Roman forum.!?? This argument explains why Cicero’s approach to the
paradoxes in that work was positive, whereas in Pro Murena (61f.) he vehemently attacked
them. Cicero himself, in De finibus 4. 74, explains that his treatment of the paradoxes in his
defence of Murena was itself a rhetorical strategy (unlike a discussion with learned people) and
that aliquid etiam coronae datum (‘something, even, was presented to the crowd”), that is he
might have amplified his attack for the sake of that specific argument for the benefit of the
audience.!'?* We see here, therefore, exactly the sort of wavering of opinion that Dio ascribed
to the sophists (in general). If the paradoxes can be at one time defended and at another
attacked, the person doing so will be identified as a sophist.!?*

Cicero is among the most famous examples of politicians who were guided by

philosophy and, indeed even philosophised and produced philosophical texts themselves.

120 Bost-Pouderon 2006, 11: 123.

121D, Mehl 2002, 39-42.

122D, Mehl 2002, 45.

123 Fantham 2013, 166 ad 61.

124 Ronnick’s (1991) gloss on Cicero’s use of ludens in the introduction to Paradoxa (ego tibi illa ipsa quae vix
in gymnasiis et in otio Stoici probant ludens conieci in communes locos ‘1 playfully adduced for you, in stock
themes, those same paradoxes that the Stoics barely prove in their gymnasia and in leisure time’, 3) is interesting
in this respect: “The participle /udens signals the beginning of a special “play-format” whose dynamics were
present in the philosophical debates of sophists and non-sophists and that demonstrate the main factors of social
play in ancient culture’ (18). This brings Cicero into sophistic culture.
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However, although we do not have in Pro Murena a refutation of concord as an absolute good
and a salutary thing, and even if Dio was not familiar with Cicero and his works, his comments
in 38. 10 — on such wavering being a sophistic act — were levelled, it seems, exactly against
such change of opinion as we find in Cicero. This line of argumentation in Cicero would reveal
him to be a different kind of intellectual active in civic space to that Dio embodied and that is
even though Cicero, and others like him, identified themselves as philosophers — as well as
statesmen — and certainly not as sophists. For Dio, it transpires, self-identification as a
philosopher was not enough: it had to be followed by a certain manner of tackling issues (as
we have seen in Or. 22) and it could not have at points given way to common rhetorical
practices such as arguing for and against an idea for the sake of a momentary need.

Thus, when Dio spoke in front of the people of Nicomedia, in spite of his citizen status,
he nevertheless began by identifying himself as a philosopher, and he took care to situate
himself as different and better than other intellectuals and philosophers who might have spoken
there before him. His authority to intervene and weigh in on political issues that he was not
asked to discuss emanated from his philosophical identity and from his association with
philosophical ideas. He marked the sophists — or, even, as argued, intellectuals like Cicero who
identified as philosophers — as an example of intellectuals who consistently change their mind
and so elevated himself as an intellectual who always speaks the truth, as a true philosopher
does. This, as we have seen, was the case whenever Dio spoke in front of audiences, and it
shows the importance he laid on asserting his philosophical identity as a means for advancing
political causes.

Of course, we have to remember, these proofs for Dio’s identity as a philosopher, in
cases like the speech delivered in Nicomedia when Dio did not comment on his physical
appearance, are required more by us as distant readers and less so by the audience in attendance.
For them, Dio was a well-known speaker who had been travelling for a long time around
different cities as a political advisor who stressed his philosophical identity (which at times
might have been also physically visible) as his authority to speak on political matters. That this
could be seen as Dio’s legacy of how philosophers should operate in society will be the topic

of our next and final chapter.
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Chapter 5 — Political philosopher: a legacy

5.1 The philosopher is the ruler of men
Up until now we have focused on Dio’s own activity as a philosopher. This chapter steps away

from Dio’s own embodiment of an intellectual identity and is devoted to Dio’s portrayal of the
figure of an ideal philosopher. Now that we have seen how Dio embodied philosophical identity
and how to him, a philosopher was an active figure in the civic, and political space, we can
stop to look on Dio’s discussion of this figure more as an idea that he intended to be assumed
by others.

Every part of Dio’s oeuvre should be understood as part of his legacy. I have focused
the attention, however, on speeches where Dio’s identity was important for the ‘here and now’.
The speeches we will engage with in this chapter, even when they are addressed to a specific
city in a specific point in time, and even when they revolve around Dio himself, portray a still
more general figure which is needed in society overall. Alexandria, Tarsus, or Prusa could
always benefit from the counsel of a philosopher who is politically involved, who sees the
philosopher’s place in the civic, public space. But at the moment of Dio’s appearance in those
cities it was he that fulfilled that role and rose to the challenge. The speeches analysed in this
chapter do not revolve around Dio as the best intellectual for the moment; hence their
‘generality’ and our ability to read them as Dio’s legacy perhaps more so than other public
speeches of Dio.

We begin at a time when Dio’s position was fairly established, around 102 or later.!
Dio was nominated for the archonship in Prusa. His intellectual project, which we portrayed,
had indeed resulted in enough public support to place Dio as a suitable candidate for the role
in the popular opinion. Indeed, in itself, this nomination is a proof for the argument that the
symbolic capital of a philosophical identity can be translated into political clout. Dio, however,
declined the archonship, devoting a speech (Or. 49) to his refusal of the honour.?

Dio refrains from mentioning the reason for his refusal. It is only in the very last section
of the speech (15) that Dio suggests that he has business elsewhere, beneficial for him and
Prusa. Knowing that he is about to decline the archonship, Dio devotes the speech to a form of
political theory: who should take up such a position. The speech, therefore, is not about Dio

but for the members of the Council and future readers to read as a suggestion for political

! Jones 1978, 139. Jones believes, however, that Dio’s popularity had waned at this point. 1 disagree and take
Dio’s nomination to the position of archon as a sign of at least somewhat strong popularity.

2 The Greek title of the speech, later to Dio, is mapaitnoig dpyfic &v PovAn, ‘A decline of Archonship in the
Council’.



conduct. Those who will follow this suggestion will find that the ideal political figure which
Dio portrays is a conflation of the philosopher with the politician.
Dio begins with the broadest of terms:
101G EmEETty AvOpMTOLg Kol TETAUOELUEVOLS OVTE ANOEG TO APYEY 0VTE YOAENOV. iOOVTOL
L&V yop ovdevi piAAOV | T &0 TolElv: ¢ 8¢ Epyovit mOrewg i EBvoug 1§ kai TAEOVOV
avBpoTmv 00 povov Eovaia mheiotn oD evePYETEIV €0TIV, AAAD KOl AVAYKT OXEOOV
(To the reasonable and educated men, to rule is neither disagreeable nor difficult. For to
no one else but that man it is more pleasing to do good. To the ruler of a city, a nation, or
a multitude of people there is not only the most political power for doing good, but indeed

it is almost a necessity, 49. 1).

Dio describes a political figure who is both émeikng and a memadevpévoc. The latter,
needs no elaboration. émiewkng, however, is an adjective we have yet to encounter. In Classical
political discourse, €mieikewn is the willingness to forego possible personal advantage by
preferring to act kindly, decently, and magnanimously over acting in accord with justice. That
is, preferring decency in human interactions over strict legality.> We can find the adjective on
honorary inscriptions of people who performed magistracies and liturgies, commanding their
‘decency’.

‘Emeiketa, then, is the political element which is found in the figure Dio portrays. This
is very much in accord with Dio’s political career and indeed, with this very speech. As we
have noted, Dio’s interventions in politics were mostly in cities where he was not a citizen and
hence had no official, legal power. Even in Prusa, other than rejecting the office there, Dio’s
political activity revolved around establishing himself as a leading citizen and not as an active
member of the Council or a politician in the sense of taking on any kind of magistracy, positions
which in Prusa were related. It is not surprising, therefore, to see that the legacy Dio left behind
regarding the involvement of the philosopher in politics does not emphasise official powers.

His ideal politicians are intellectuals who do not necessarily hold any rights, nor do they need

3 Dover 1974, 191.

4 MAMA 8, no. 524 (consulted online on 8 Dec. 2020: https:/inscriptions.packhum.org/text/257115%hs=270-280);
CIG 2787 (consulted online on 8 Dec. 2020: https://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/257105?hs=660-670). Cf.
Robert 1965, 13: 223.

5 The Council at Prusa was a permanent body composed of those who had held magistracies (Jones 1978, 4). Dio,
was, at least once, a magistrate, and hence a member of the Council, but this is rarely even mentioned by him,
cited as a goal, or as a means to achieve his ends in Prusa in the way his identity as a philosopher was. In fact, the
majority of the speeches he delivered in Prusa were delivered in the Assembly (Jones 1978, 97), a testimony to
the importance of the body and to Dio’s partiality towards it and not towards the Council even though executive
power resided within the latter (Jones 1978, 4).
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them to exert influence and to advance political policies in the different cities of the empire.
Indeed Dio even attributed émigikeio to himself several times.®
These attributions and Or. 49 are not the sole appearances of the characteristic in Dio.

In the Euboicus (Or. 7), Dio weaves a narrative which in part is told by a hunter who,
presumably, has saved the shipwrecked Dio.” Entertaining him in his hut, the hunter tells Dio
how he was accused by people of the neighbouring city of avoiding payment of taxes for the
land he inhabits and lives off. The accusation took place in the city’s Assembly and the hunter
narrates the speech of the prosecution (so to speak), a speech in his defence, and his own words.
It is with the speaker in the hunter’s defence, an €mewng dvOpwmog, that we are concerned
now.

Tapelddv 8& BALOG TIC, OC £paiveTo, Emetkng avOpwmog dmd Te TV Adymv od¢ elre Ko 6mrd

10D oyuaToc, TP@ToV HEV HElOL clmmicat To TA00C Kai Eclbmnoay: ENEITo £ine Tf mVI

TPAmg 0Tl 0VdEV aducodotv ol TNV dpynv Thg ydpag Epyalopevol kol KaTaokeLALoVTES,

GAAQ TOOVOVTIOV €T0ivOL SIKaimG AV TVYYAvVolEV”

(Then another man rose to speak who, as it appeared from what he said and his appearance,

was a decent [émiewkng] man. First, he asked that the crowd be silent. Then, after they were

all quiet, he said in a mild voice that those who work and cultivate the idle land commit no

injustice, but rather, on the contrary, they happen justly to merit praise, 7. 33).

The émewmng man is a respectable figure in his community. He needs no more than a
gentle request and the entire crowd, hitherto wild (fypiodro, 33),? falls silent.® His tone is mild
(mpdwc), which in the Classical discourse — echoing throughout the speech!® — is tied with
émeikewn (‘giving preference to kindly [npdwg] magnanimity [t6 €mieikéc] over obstinate
insistence on justice [t0 dikoiov]’),!! yet he speaks assertively about right and wrong
(aducodowv; dkaimg), not by insisting on lawful procedure (illegal use of public land), but on
reason (cultivated land is better than idle land, even if it is private hands which cultivate public
land).!?

In spite his preference for decency over strict legality, the émewmng considers it

appropriate for himself to intervene in what is a political affair,'* involving the redistribution

® Orr.44.2,49.1,50.1, and 50.10.

7 For a general introduction to the speech, see: Russell 1992, 8-13.

8 Ma: ‘the threatening physical power of the crowd, compared in its noise and its clamour to elemental, natural
forces or a savage beast’, 2000, 111.

° For fi&iov implying a gentle request, see: Russell 1992, 119-20.

10 Ma 2000.

' Gorgias B6 apud Dover 1974, 191.

12 This is the essence of the man’s speech: 7.33-40.

13 Ma 2000, 110.
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of land and citizenship laws. Bryen notes, however, that his speech, albeit positive towards the
hunter, is absurd: redistribution of land and rent remittal were matters in the hands of the
imperial authorities. Similar is the suggestion that citizenship is to be given to anyone who will
move into the city in order to improve the land (as, allegedly, the hunter and his fellow people
do)."

The gmewmc speaker, therefore, is characterised as intervening in political matters in
which having a citizen status is not of prime importance, in comparison to the authority of a
Roman official. The scene of the hunter’s trial is a mockery of ‘political and civic rituals that
attempt to enact autonomy in an imperial context’.!> This, Bryen reminds us, is reminiscent of
the well-known suggestion of Plutarch to the aspirant Greek politician, to remember that there
will always be the ‘Roman boot” above his head (Prae. ger. Reip. 813e-f). Indeed, more
importantly, it is in accord with Dio’s political activity and suggests to us one reason for its
nature: operating under Roman rule, political activity which was to be confined solely to where
one had citizen status was less impactful. Dio realised the lack of autonomy in the different
cities and preferred to intervene in city politics on a grand scheme that was more to do with
morality and ethics than legislation. A kind of political activity that has more to do with 10
gmekéc than with 16 dikatov.

Oration 7 and Oration 49 were, apparently, proximate in time (originating both from a
later period of Dio’s career).!® We cannot, however, claim that any Council member in Prusa
had a familiarity with the Euboicus such as to allow the deductions made above in respect to
Dio’s meaning. It falls to the continuous use of émeinc/émieixea in political, and philosophical
discourse since Classical times to grasp the meaning of the speech’s opening words (toig
EMEKESY AVOPOTOLG Kol TETAOELUEVOLG 0VTE ANOES TO ApyeLy oVTE YaAemoV, 49. 1). If, though,
the audiences’ shared discourse left matters vague — who are those dvOpwmot that Dio had in
mind? — Dio makes it clear by tagging these as philosophers.

The transition to the philosopher is made through a caveat against rulers who do not
fulfil the necessity to do good through their power. A bad ruler, even in the animal kingdom
but above all in human societies (because of people’s intelligence), is never tolerated (§2). A
good ruler, on the other hand, is treated most kindly by men. To rule, therefore, is a pleasant

thing (1100) for those who know how (t0i¢ émotapévoig): knowledge, which in turn comes from

14 Bryen 2019, 134-36.

15 Bryen 2019, 136.

16 For Or. 49, see: Jones 1978, 139. The date of the Euboicus is unknown, but based on intrinsic evidence, such
as the issue of land reform suggested in the hunter’s trial, it is assumed to be from the time of Nerva and Trajan,
see: Russell 1992, 13.
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a devotion to the issue from early on (§2). It is here that the philosopher appears as the focus

of the speech, as the figure who is entirely devoted to the question of how one should rule:
0 8¢ T@® OVIL PIAOCOPOC OVK GALO TL (OVNCETOL SLOMOVOVUEVOG T OT®G ApYEV KOADG
dvvnoetan Koi avtod Kol oikiog kol TOAewg THG MeEYioTng kol cLAAPONV andvtwov
avOpOT®V, 0V EMTPENMOL, Kol adTOC UEV 00 TPOGOENCETAL 0VOEVOG APYOVTOC GAL™ 1| TOD
Aoyov kol Tod Beod, TV 6& dAL®V avOpdTV Entpeieicto Kai ppovTile ikavog Eotat
(And the true philosopher will appear to exert himself on nothing more than how he will be
able to rule well, himself as well as his house or the largest city and, in short, all of mankind,
if they would entrust themselves [to him]. And whereas he himself will be in no need of any
ruler but reason and god, he will be prepared to devote himself and care for the whole of

mankind, 3).

The focus of the speech will later on shift to the relationship between philosopher and
ruler. This brought Desideri to read Oration 49 as part of Dio’s theory of the role of the
philosopher as an advisor to the monarch(y).!” This is true in so far as we take monarchy to be
only one system of government, only one political system with which the philosopher should
be involved, as is in fact clear from the very words of Dio (todto 006¢ to0g PaciAéag avTovg
AéAnBev 0088 TV &v Taig duvaoteiong, 3).!® It is just as important, however, to see that Dio
begins the speech with himself in the role of the philosopher as a ruler (of himself, a city, a
nation, or of all) and hence that the theory promoted in the speech is that of the place of the
intellectual in the political sphere in general and not simply (in and) as a proxy of a monarch(y).
In other words, this speech promotes the legacy of Dio for philosophers as political figures.

Indeed, sections §3 and §4 bring up the relationship between Nestor and Agamemnon,
Aristotle and Alexander, and Epaminondas and Lysis (the Pythagorean philosopher), as
historical examples of relationships between philosophers and monarchs. However, in section
§6 Dio moves to examples of philosophers who had themselves been in positions of political
power (Aéy® 8¢ TOC AVOUAGUEVOS APy, oTpatnyoLs ) catpdras | Pacidéag, ‘I mean those
which are called ‘offices’, such as strategoi, satraps, or kings’, 6). Thus, we find Solon,
Aristeides, Pericles, once more Epaminondas, and finally the Roman king Numa. As
philosophers, they benefited their respective subjects (Tovg dpyopévoug).

We have already encountered almost the exact same when we discussed Oration 22,

On peace and war (Chapter 4. 3. 4). Through those figures whom Dio defined as pildco@ot &v

17 Desideri 1978, 286-87, 380.
18 “This fact [of the philosopher having the knowledge of how to do good and rule well] escaped neither kings
themselves, nor anyone else in positions of power.
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noArteiq whose role was (/is) to advise and legislate (cuppovievovtag Kai vopobetodvrag) on
matters of civic life (22. 2) we observed the clear conflation in Dio’s mind between the
philosopher and what we might call a politician or a statesman. The strategy of Oration 49 is
the same: to attach the title of pihdcoot to those who held (/hold) official political positions
(&pyx€c) in order to assure the place of philosophy in civic life and in politics.

The idea that Pericles, Numa, and others were philosophers is, of course, more of a
fiction created by Dio than a historical reality, and this figment was meant for Dio’s time.!® As
Desideri noted, the underlying idea that an intellectual should be involved in city politics was
in the air at the time of Dio and can be found in his contemporary Plutarch as well.?’ In addition,
Desideri points to the opening, in a sense by Dio, of a new avenue for intellectual activity in
hometown politics (as opposed to acting as an advisor to a monarch).?! Yet, the crucial point
is that Dio did not simply bring in from the past those examples of eminent statesmen. First,
because, unlike Dio, these were all active solely in local politics. Dio’s mission was broader
and his legacy is for a political activity not solely in Prusa. Indeed, even when Dio spoke in
Prusa he could speak in terms of his larger, Hellenic mission: péAioto pév obv Hudc Boviopat
70 N00c EAAnvikov Exetv, 43. 3).22 Desideri’s focus on hometown politics should, therefore, be
substituted for civic politics in general. That was Dio’s real legacy. Second, and more
importantly, the statesmen enumerated by Dio are not simply listed gua politicians, but under
the specific title of philosophers and some of them with explicit intellectual credentials.

Thus, Epaminondas would not have acquired such great power (tocodtov icyvcev) and
wrought such a great change (tocatvtv petafoAnyv énoincev) overthrowing the Spartans, if it
had not been for his acquaintance with Lysis the Pythagorean (49. 5). Pericles is recalled as the
student (poBntod) of Anaxagoras, and Numa as having a share in the wisdom of Pythagoras
(6). It is perhaps because Solon was well known to be a sage himself that there was no need to
add any kind of information about his intellectual credentials. Aristeides lacks any mention of
intellectual credentials except for the fact that like the rest of this group he is listed as a

philosopher.

19 Cf. On Plutarch’s Life of Numa, ‘a compilation of legends and projections’ that ‘does not contain much historical
evidence’ which portrays an ideal philosophically-minded ruler for Plutarch, see: De Blois and Bons 1992, 1.

20 Such is his advice in Prae. ger. Reip., when comparing political action from ancient times to that of his own
days.

21 Desideri 2000, 104-7.

22 ‘Indeed, more than anything I wish you to have a Hellenic character’.
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When Dio, therefore, declined the office of archon for himself, what he wishes to leave
with his audience is the image of his ideal leader. A figment created by turning the spotlight
from the identity of a politician to the intellectual part of it, as a philosopher.

In a slightly different manner, this conflated figure of statesman cum philosopher,
appears in another speech delivered by Dio in Prusa regarding the role of the archon. Oration
51, In reply to Diodorus, is a short laudation of a man who has just been given the role of head
archon in Prusa.?® Although praising the man, Dio takes a somewhat admonitory approach
against excessive admiration (1-3). He focuses on the consequences of Prusa honouring the
elect archon with the office:

Kol Eywye péyav anT® TOV Ay®dvo 0pd TPOg VUAG dvTa. OT® Yop TOALG OAN Kol dfUOG KAV
EMETPEYE TAUSELEY ADTOV Kol OV EmoTdtnV €iAeTO THG KOWTG ApeTi|g Kol Ot TNV peyionv
apynv €dmke T cmPpocvvig kal Thg evta&iog Kol Tod KOADG Plodv €kactov, TG ovyl
TOVT® PEYOS AYDV EGTIV, MOTE PUNOEV EAATTOVL POVTVOL THG DUETEPOC YVAUNG;

(Indeed, I myself see the great trial that is set before this man by you. For when a city as a
whole and the people entrust willingly to the hands of someone to educate itself, and elects
that man as an overseer of the common virtue, and allots someone with the supreme rule
over prudence, good order, and each persons’ correct living, how is this not the great task

for this person: that he will not prove lesser than your opinion of him? 6).

First, we should note Dio’s focus on the nature of the chief archonship as focused
mostly on ethics: virtue, prudence, good order, and correct living. Presumably, in his role
presiding over the Council,* legislation involving the entire scope of life in Prusa would be
under the purview of the chief archon. And that is including matters of morality. Yet we see
that Dio’s focus is laid solely on this aspect with no mention, for instance, of other more
pragmatic matters of civic life such as monetary issues or relationships with neighbouring cities
or with the Roman authorities. Dio colours the archonship as a philosophical endeavour.
Indeed, Dio ascribes the reason for the election of the person to the latter’s success with the
ephebes and youth of the city. Jones writes that this most likely alludes to the office of the
Gymnasiarch, ‘who supervised the public exercise grounds [...] a position which gave scope

for ambitious generosity, since the holder was expected to distribute cheap oil’.?*> Dio frames

23 For our current purposes it does not matter here whether the person elected was Dio’s son, as von Arnim
surmised (1898, 386), or the Diodorus from the title, as Jones believes (1978, 98). Whomever the chosen person
was, it is only his equation with Pericles and Socrates that is of our concern.

24 Jones 1978, 4.

25 Jones 1978, 98.
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this mundane duty in the language he uses for the action of philosophers such as Socrates,
Diogenes, and others:
of ye €medn Nobecbe tovg pnPoug Kol ToLE veaviokovg KpeitTovag memomkota, vdug
Nyelobe kal vudg aueivovg dHvacHar moieiv
(Since you witnessed that he had improved the ephebes and the youth, you immediately
think that he is also capable of making you better people, 8).

As he continues on with the importance and impact of the role over the moral lives of
people and city, we witness again the conflation in Dio’s mind between the statesman and the
philosopher in terms of explicit exempla whose juxtaposition creates that model of the political
philosopher which Dio leaves behind with his audiences: Pericles and Socrates.

0 yobv IlepucAi|g €keivog, OV akovopev mapd toig Abnvaiolg dxualodong yevéoBou Tig
TOAEMG, oTPATNYiNG HEV ETOYYaveV: 0O unv d&log £00&e 1 mavTog dpyewv Tod ypovov **
Kol ATV OVK APYVPLOV S101KADY 0VOE 0IKOSOUNUATOV EMUEAOVUEVOG, GAL’ OTT®G dv dyadol
oV ol moAitan, kol vovdetelv HPovAETO TOVG AuapTavOVTAC Kol TO Yodv Kad® adTov
Bektiovog motelv.

(The famous Pericles, of whom we hear that he lived at the time when the city of the
Athenians was at its peak, who held a number of strategos offices, was not deemed worthy
to rule throughout all time [although he made the lives of the Athenians better, and Socrates
as well did]?® this not as administrator of funds nor as a curator of buildings, but rather chose

to correct those who were at fault and to make them as best as he could so that the citizens

would be best, 7).

Whereas the examples of Pericles and Socrates are brought in as a slight jab at the
Prusans for their quick grants of excessive honour, their juxtaposition reveals the ideal model
of the politician who is both a statesman, like Pericles and in charge of those mundane issues
such as funds and buildings, and a philosopher, like Socrates who takes it upon him to instruct
people in order to improve them ethically. The person chosen by the Prusan Council for the
role of chief archon most likely was not the embodiment of this conflated figure. But Dio

wished to portray his position as such.

26 There is a lacuna in the text which can partially be completed, by supplying ‘Socrates’ from the text of §8,
which explicitly mentions him. The rest is my own addition, based on the actions ascribed to Socrates as improving
people’s lives and from the general context.
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5.2 Idealistic visions
In Chapter 4.1, in which we described Dio’s vision of the city as a philosophical community,

we noted that Dio’s community is different to that of Plato’s Kallipolis. The difference was not
only between the unworldliness of that Platonic text and Dio’s more grounded vision.?’ Rather,
it is also the acknowledgment, in a sense, that the city, as an organic entity, predates any
instruction it was to be offered by Dio/a philosopher. Whereas Plato wished to form his city
from scratch, Dio intervened in cities that already exist. When appearing in front of a
community, in an attempt to correct its ways; to suggest an agenda that is based on rational
(philosophical) reasonings; and to turn it into a philosophically-minded community, it is rather
clear that Dio understood his philosophical instructions — whatever they were — as adding to
the existing nature of the people.

When it comes to the individual politician, matters seem to be different. In the civic
spaces of the Greek cities, where Dio took for himself the dyadic role of philosopher-statesman,
Dio insists on the philosophical identity precedence. Political action and counsel always stem
from philosophical wisdom.?® I believe that this is true of Dio in general, whose education — as
we have discussed in the beginning of this thesis — and philosophical training preceded his
appearance in the civic space. We read this in the critique Dio lays against philosophers who
neglected civic duties; since, as recognized philosophers they now ought to engage in these.
And in this chapter, we saw Dio advocating for the assumption of political roles by
philosophers and exemplifying this argument by stressing the prior philosophical education of
well-known statesman from the past.

Thus, it transpires that in the figure which Dio himself embodies and attempts to leave
behind as a legacy, unlike the case of the community as a whole, the philosophical element
must precede the civic/political one.

Even when Dio recognised that some political action, which is not guided by
philosophical thinking, can still be taken for the right reasons and not for the sake of vainglory,
he insisted that without philosophy, politics will not yield any good either for the political agent
or to the community. This can be seen in Dio’s discussion of public speaking (10 Aéyewv) as a

route to (personal) gvdarpovia in Oration 24, On happiness. Public speaking in this speech

27 The difference, if we would like, between ideal in the sense of ‘conceived or regarded as perfect or supremely
excellent in its kind’, to ideal in the sense of ‘a conception of something [...] as an object to be realized or aimed
at’ OED, s.v. ‘ideal’, A2, B2.

28 The one exception to this is the naratee of the Kingships. For these texts to be fulfil their purpose — to situate
Dio as a Greek intellectual in the power dynamics of the Imperial regime vis-a-vis its most important figure, the
Roman emperor — the latter must first be the emperor and only then should he be instructed by Greek wisdom.
Thus, the emperor is first a political figure and only then becomes a philosophically-minded one.
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serves Dio as one example for his argument that in whatever role, for one to reach gvdapovia
— that state of being which philosophers viewed as the realization of all intended goals®® — one
must inform activity with philosophy. As Desideri noted, this speech is associated with Oration
71, On the philosopher, where Dio states that the advantage of a philosopher in the performing
of every task is not in the ability to perform it masterfully but rather the knowledge about when
and whether the task should be carried out.’° Dio takes the audience through four groups of
people who practice public speaking:
avtika mepl 10 Aéyev [maviec] Eomovdaract mollol TV EAevdépmv, Kol GIAOTIHMV etvol
d0KOVVTOV, 0l PHEV BoTE &V dikaotnpiolg dymvileohal, kol Tpog dfpov AEYOVTES, Ol O& TOVTO
ioyve mAéov TOV GAA@V Kol TPATTEWY O TL GV avTol 0EAmoty, ol &€ Ti|g 006ENG Eveka THG Amo
ToD TPAYUATOG, 0TS detvol vouilmvTatl. Tveg & avtig paot Tiig Eunelpiag EmBvUElY, Kol
TOUTOV 01 P&V AEYOVTEC, Ol 88 GUYYPAPOVTES HOVOV, 0DC Epn TIC TV TpodTEPOV HEddpLA Elvar
TAV PIAOGOP®V Kol TAV TOMTIKGV. O Tl 0& GUUEEPEL TPATTOVGY T TPOG & TL 1 HOEM QTOTg
®QEMPOG 1j Ti TG Eumelpiog TanTng dQEA0G 00 OKOTODGV. €Y O PMuL TAVTA THAAL diya
Thc Tora TG émpedeiac kol {nTioemg OAiyov dia sivar.
(For example, many people who are free and thought to be seekers of honour, devote time
in earnest to public speaking. Some do so to contend in the courts or so that they will speak
in front of the people and because of this they will grow stronger than others and will be
able to accomplish whatever it is they themselves wish. Others do so for the sake of the fame
that derives from public speaking, so that they would be considered eloquent. And there are
those who say that they desire the experience itself. Of those, some are public speakers, and
some are only writers of speeches, of whom someone of the people of old said that they are
the borderline between philosophers and politicians. But those who do so do not consider
what profit is there for them in this, what value holds their fame, or how is this experience
beneficial. But I say that all things apart from that mentioned care and quest are of little

worth, 24. 3-4).

The fact that Dio had no interest in censuring any of these groups (that is, any of the
groups’ goals in practising public speaking) reveals that he is concerned here not with creating
a hierarchy of public speaking or its aims, but with showing that all public speaking is just the

same if it is not supported by philosophy, the care towards and quest for being a better person.’!

2 Hossenfelder 2006 (consulted online on 7 January 2021).

30 Desideri 1978, 141.

31 o1 moAlol &vOpomor kafOov ey 0DV TEQPOVTiKaGTY dmolovg YT tvol 00SE & Tt BérTioToV vOpDTm doTiv,
ol &veka ypn mévta t8AAa Tpattely (‘Most people have given no thought at all to what kind of people they must
be nor what the supreme good for man is, for the sake of which it is necessary to do everything, Or. 24.1) See
below on how exactly this meets a definition of philosophy.
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Even the second group, which performs for the sake of fame and might be thought to mean
sophists, is not censured, and Dio carefully distances himself (§¢n T1g, ‘someone said’) from
the opinion some hold on the last group that they might be some kind of a philosopher-
statesman figures (and so close to Dio’s ideal intellectual). But the fact that some practise public
speaking not for vainglory is not enough for them to be that figure whom Dio envisions as the
ideal intellectual, the philosopher cum statesman:
gy 8¢ e mhvto TéAka Sty ThC TotawTng émipeeiog kai {ntiosng OAiyov & slvat, TG
0¢ €xelvo évvonoavtt Kol EuVEVTL, To0TE Kol TO AEyEwv Kol TO oTpoTnyelv Kol 6 TL v dALo
motfj, Evpgépov te slvar koi €n dyadd yiyvecOar. émel 16 ye SmarveicOar kad’ Eowtd H1d
avOpOTOY dvoriTov, oloirep eictv ol modloi, {f 10 dHvacOar &v Toic To10vTo1g | O NdEwg Ciiv
00OV v dLoeEPOL TPOG gdaoViaY Tod Ywéyeshot Kai undev ioyve kol Emmovag Civ.
(Yet I say that all of those occupations, when divorced from that kind of diligence and
investigation are of little worth, but for someone who reflected on that issue and understood
it, to them either public speaking, military command, or any other thing they might do, is
beneficial and turns out for the good. Since just the fact of being praised, in itself by mindless
people, just the kind which most people are, or to have power among such people, or to live
in pleasure will be no different in respect to happiness than to being censured, having no

power, and living in labour, 4).

If not philosophical training, then at least philosophical investigation of some form must
precede any activity for it to be of actual worth, and that includes especially (since it could not
have been chosen randomly to be the example of the case) public speaking and even civic
roles.?? This argument is akin to, if different from, the one Dio presented in Oration 22, On
peace and war. There, it was the difference between philosophers in politics and orators that
Dio presented, claiming that the philosophers, when met with a political issue, can tackle it
better since they already devoted time and thought to it. In this speech, people’s time and
thought is not given to a specific issue, but to themselves and to the ultimate good to which
they should direct their attention in general. Hence although Dio did not explicitly mention
philosophers here, as in other places, we can see that it is philosophical reasoning which is
needed for anyone to succeed:

ol moAloi &vOpomor kabdlov pev oDSEV me@povTikacly Omoiove ypn sivar ovdE & Tt
BéATioTov AvBpd I Eotiv, 00 Eveka ypn mhvta tdAia mpdtTew [...]. fiviva 3 ypeiav avtoig

€xel T00TOV EKaoTov 1 Tl TO dperog €& avTod yiyvort' v, ovk icacty ovde (ntodow. [...]

32 What exactly Dio meant by 10 otpotnysiv is not entirely clear, but since no one in the Greek cities held any
official military power at the time it can be understood in the sense of praetor, a meaning acquired in the
Hellenistic age (OCD, s.v. ‘stratégoi’) and so as a civic office.
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ayaBov o0& dvdpa Kol ppoviov, Kol adto ToUTo €id0T0 60T E6TIV O YPNOTOG AVIP KOl VOOV
£xv, 00OEVH TOVTOV EGTIV EVPETV.

(Most people have given no thought at all to what kind of people they must be nor what the
supreme good for man is, for the sake of which it is necessary to do everything [...]. People
do not know, nor do they search after what use each of these activities has for them
[activities] or what benefit might arise from it. [...] But it is impossible to find among [those
who mastered a craft] a single good and prudent man who knows this very thing: who a

worthy man is and who has sense, 24. 1-2).

Desideri noted that these passages, steeped in philosophical language and notions (the
good, the good man, the search [{jtnoig], thought, and knowledge), show that for Dio, a man
in politics who did not provide his activity with a philosophical orientation is a failure.>* What
needs to be added to this is that the passages also make it clear that the philosophical orientation
must come before assumption of the political activity. For Dio’s philosopher-statesman, the
identity of the philosopher and (necessarily) what makes one a philosopher, that is the search
after the good, is always primary. Unlike with cities, where philosophical orientation, in the
language of Desideri, is laid on top of an existing structure (people, civic space, offices,
discourse, and all that makes a city), at the individual level the ideal intellectual must first be a
philosopher and then a statesman. And if we remember Dio’s censure of contemporary
philosophers, then a more accurate conclusion is that, for Dio, the ideal intellectual must first
be a philosopher and since he is a philosopher, he must take upon himself civic and public

duties.

3 Desideri 1978, 142.
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Conclusions
Not all those who wander are lost. This verse from Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings opened

this thesis. Maybe, like the wanderer of the verse, a Tolkien line at the top of a Classics
dissertation is not lost. Almost two millennia apart, this line would have struck a chord with
Dio and would have put, I think, a wry smile on his face. The wanderer (dArjTng or TAdvnc)
was after all a figure that Dio cultivated for himself knowing all too well that whilst he claims
to wander and roam about, in life and in speech, he always knew where he was, always was in
control of the words he spoke in front of his audiences. This thesis attempted to present to the
reader who has wandered thus far new and improved knowledge of Dio, philosophy, and the
intellectual culture of early imperial Rome.

David Sedley wrote in the introduction to his volume on Antiochus of Ascalon that the
first century BCE was the time in which philosophy loosened its ‘historic moorings in the great
philosophical schools of Athens and entered Rome’, a transition that ‘permanently changed’
the character of philosophy. From that time onwards Sedley, a philosopher and an historian of
philosophy, marks a shift in the efforts of philosophers, moving from the production of new
arguments to the study of the foundational texts of the different schools of thought. The
imperial age, Sedley writes, is when philosophy becomes more focused on producing textual
commentaries on the writings of its authoritative fathers, Plato and Aristotle.!

Dio, we saw in this thesis, fits into this image both positively and negatively. Positively,
because what Dio had to offer in terms of philosophical content was, in the main, neither new
nor much of his own wisdom. Less so Aristotle, but Plato and his Socrates, Cynic and Stoic
forefathers were weaved into the speeches in different ways. Whilst not straightforwardly
commenting on them — at least not in the form of the philosophical commentary that Sedley
wrote about — Dio expounded upon them, made new connections between them and between
other traditional sources of wisdom such as poetry, fables, and history. He certainly put them
in a place of honour in terms of authority, cultural as well as intellectual.

Yet the Dio we saw fits the image portrayed by Sedley in a negative way just as clearly.
Certainly, the Dio we met in this thesis was a man of letters who had even written some texts
that seem meant to be read rather than be delivered in public (for example, Letter 18 and his
now lost history of the Getae). Mainly, however, Dio was an agent of spoken words: his
philosophy was not text based, anchored to the writing table, but a live(d) experience, carried

out viva voce. Thus, Dio’s philosophy was also removed from the circumscribed, closed setting

!'Sedley 2012, 1-2.
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of the private study or even the philosopher’s lecture-hall. Dio’s philosophy was delivered in
public in the most literal meaning: in city Councils and Assemblies, on the stages of Pan-
Hellenic Games, in the large theatres of the Greek cities of the empire. The Dio that emerges
from this thesis, therefore, at one and the same time belongs in his time as well as outside of it,
challenging the norm in an attempt to offer something different.

This is the Dio who was not lost as he navigated the intellectual and cultural field around
him. Dio, it appears, discerned the change described by Sedley, that philosophy, as a body of
knowledge and a way of life, turns text-based and reclusive and that the public sphere, the civic
spaces, are left with other kinds of intellectuals to perform as advisors, educators, or solely
entertainers even. Looking back to the great authority figures of the past Dio indeed found
wisdom, but he also found a mode of philosophy that was at odds with what he saw around
him. Above all, it was the figures of Socrates and Diogenes who influenced Dio’s
understanding of the place of philosophy and the philosopher in society: always in the public’s
eye.

What he discarded — at least in public performance — from his models was the dialogue.
That mode of philosophising did not fit with the nature of public activity at Dio’s time. Other
intellectuals around him, and above all the sophists who constituted the strongest challenge for
the philosophers’ claim to be educators and advisors of cities and people, were mostly public
performers. Just as he had to step to the public’s eye in order to have an effect, Dio could not
have made the dialogue his main mode of activity. Dio set himself as a new and different kind
of philosopher. His model rivals that of contemporary well-known philosophers such as
Seneca, Plutarch and Epictetus, who in their philosophical output were all focused more on
writing or teaching in schools, and unnamed philosophers are attacked in his speeches for
neglecting what Dio saw as their public duties. Indeed, the activity of Dio reveals that the early
imperial age was a time of transformation in philosophy. As ever in such times, old paradigms
are questioned, and new models vie for primacy of place.

The Dionic paradigm is that of a public intellectual who saw himself as an educator and
a political agent. In the latter sense, Dio yet again transpires to be an innovator. Whilst his
public speeches were yet more public than a lecture by Epictetus, Musonius Rufus, or Maximus
of Tyre — since they were not delivered in a circumscribed space nor to a circumscribed
audience — still anyone who so wished could attend the lectures of those three and others and
if they had the means, they could even join a school of philosophy as students. But whereas

these and other philosophers were concerned with the teaching of doctrine and with the guiding
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of the individual towards the happy life, Dio was concerned with the community. And what is
more, he was concerned with the civic and political lives of the community.

The model of the philosopher Dio tried to offer in himself was a philosopher who is
more than an advisor to rulers or to the ruling elite, such as Seneca and Plutarch. He tried as
well to be more even than a philosopher who is engaged in politics through his personal
associations like Musonius Rufus. Dio was a philosopher who envisioned his role in society as
a political agent: an intellectual whose credentials specifically as a philosopher were what
allowed him to make interventions in the civic space regardless of any other status. The model
Dio offered was thus not only of a public philosopher, but of a philosopher engaged in public
affairs. A philosopher in civic space.

Dio was not completely unique. People rarely are. Around him were more than the
philosophers whom he criticised for neglecting to step out in public and to perform public
duties or public intellectuals who were not philosophers and hence often criticised by him for
misguiding people. Contemporaries of Dio included figures such as Apollonius of Tyana,
Demonax, and Euphrates. Of the latter we know very little.? The first, mostly known from his
Life written by Philostratus of Athens, the biographer of intellectuals, was like Dio a wandering
intellectual. Demonax, known from Lucian’s work of which he is the eponymous hero, was a
Cynic wanderer. In varying ways, all three were active in the political and civic lives of the
Greek (and even Roman) communities of their time. Famously, Apollonius, Dio, and Euphrates
were portrayed by Philostratus as advising Vespasian on the best form of government (V4 27-
38), and Apollonius was, like Dio, speaking in front of city Assemblies.> Demonax, Lucian
writes, whilst following Socrates and Diogenes as models was active in political life
(Suvemoltevero, Dem. 5).

Therefore, for the researcher, the main difference between these figures and Dio is the
body and nature of evidence. Through Dio, the intellectual historian is able to witness how a
philosopher reacted to this time of intellectual transition by the words of the philosopher
himself. Dio provides a first-person viewpoint into the culture and intellectual milieu of the
time, offering an image of the skirmish. Through the points Dio chose to emphasise, by his
concerns and anxieties, from what he approves and commands and what he eventually tries to
achieve, we form a better image of philosophy and the intellectual world in the early imperial

age. Philosophy may have eventually transitioned into a text-based discipline, conducted

2 Frede 1997.
3 Jones 1978, 28. On the meeting with Vespasian, see Chapter 1, p. 29, n. 4.
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mainly in small, closed-up spaces; sophists certainly continued to be mostly in the public’s eye,
and ultimately Christianity absorbed philosophy in all its forms. Even Dio’s most famous
students, Favorinus of Arles and Polemo of Smyrna (/Laodocia), sought to rival successful
sophists rather than philosophers. But were it not for figures like Dio who over a long career
spoke as a philosopher on every public stage in order to be an effective agent in the civic lives
of communities, philosophy might have been far earlier removed from the public sphere, and
the place of it in the Christian — and hence, all around the Mediterranean basin — public sphere
would have been entirely diminished, if not absent. Figures influenced by Dio such as
Themistius, and even the emperor Julian would have had a different intellectual trajectory.
Dio Chrysostom is an incredibly interesting figure to study on his own. His speeches
are full of various information, and they are exquisite literary productions. It is no surprise that
he and his speeches have been studied since antiquity. He is playful, cunning, and ironic and
he employed these characteristics in his commitment to improve the lives of Greek
communities around him. To read Dio is to read the intellectual discourse of the first century
CE in its fullest, when a battle for the primacy of the intellectual field ensued by all kinds of

intellectuals who all believed they could offer their audiences guidance and truth.
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Appendix: Dates of Speeches

The dating of Dio’s Oration is a complex matter. Since not all of the speeches contain internal
information that divulges date (and place), scholars often attempted to determine dates by
analysis of style and theme. Therefore, there is no one agreed chronology for Dio’s speeches
and scholars, naturally, offer dates mostly (if not only) to speeches they study. Thus, for
example, Bekker-Nielsen (2008, 177-8) offers the most recent chronology but only for civic
Orations, and Bost-Pouderon (2006, 11-40) offers the most recent chronology for Orations 31-
5.

For the most part, scholars have tried to place Dio’s speeches in relation to his
wandering period. This in itself is related to the question of the conversion scholars assumed
Dio undergone from a sophist to philosopher. I have stated that there was no conversion and
argued that Dio was committed to philosophy as an intellectual throughout his career. Both
after as well as before his years of wandering. Therefore, unless the date of a speech is
absolutely crucial for the argument, I avoided trying to solve the matter or even taking a
position. In fact, the lack of clarity itself buttresses my hypothesis and argument. For instance:
the result of scholars’ assignment of Or. 32, in which Dio is clearly speaking as a philosopher,
both to the time of Vespasian (pre-wandering years) and to the time of Trajan (post-wandering
years) suggests that the use of ‘conversion’ as a diagnostic for dating is ineffective, and may
also undermine any confidence in the existence of the conversion at all (see Chapters 1 and
4.3.1 for the discussion on the speech).

Nevertheless, for the convenience of the reader, the following is a timetable of Dio’s
Orations which are discussed in this thesis.! Since some dates are unknown and due to the
disagreements between scholars, this is not so much a chronology; the table is arranged
according to the number of the Orations in the corpus and not according to their date (known
or suggested). Where there is an outstanding debate, I have referred to the most recent
scholarship on the matter (under the third rubric, where otherwise I suggest the reason for the

dating or the source/s for it).

Oration Date Source/Reason

1 Probably 100 Dio talks of his wanderings
3 c. 100, probably after Or. 1 | Dio talks of his wanderings
4 c. 100, ‘conceivably 115’ Jones 1978, 136

! Speeches that are only mentioned in footnotes or those of which the date is wholly unimportant to the
argument of the thesis to do not appear here.
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7 96 onwards Land reform mentioned in
the speech suggests a time
under Nerva or Trajan
(Russell 1992, 13).

8 82-96 Diogenic, most likely in
accord with the Cynic guise
adopted in wandering years

9 Idem

12 Either 101 or 105 Russell 1992, 16

13 After 96, perhaps 101 Dio talks of his wanderings

18 Unknown

19 After 96 Dio talks of his wanderings

20 Unknown

22 Unknown

24 Presumably after 96 Dio has a fully formed
theory on the relationship
between philosophy and
political activity

31 Trajanic Sidebottom 1992; Swain
1996, 428-9

32 Idem Sidebottom 1992

33 Either from Vespasian time | Bost-Pouderon 2006, 11-40

or Trajanic (latter supported
by most scholars most).

34 Trajanic Bost-Pouderon 2006, 35-36

35 c. 100 Jones 1978, 137

36 98 or later Dio indicates the summer
‘after my exile’ (1).

38 After 96 Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 179

40 Trajanic Dio returned from embassy
to Trajan

42 Idem Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 177

43 106-7?, last or penultimate Jones 1978, 140; Bekker-

speech of Dio Nielsen 2008, 178

45 After 98 Nerva is dead

46 70-80 Jones 1978, 134; Bekker-
Nielsen 2008, 177

47 102 or later Jones 1978, 139

48 c. 105 Varenus Rufus proconsul

49 c¢. 102 or later Declining Archonship in
Prusa

51 c. 100 or later Dio’s son may have been
just elected for a position in
Prusa (von Arnim 1898,
386); Jones 1978, 137

54 Unknown

72 Unknown, presumably in Jones 1978, 135

wandering years or later

80 Idem
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