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ANTH. PAL. 10.92 + 9.175 (PALLADAS): A PROPOSAL*

Anth. Pal. 10.92, ascribed to Palladas of Alexandria, appears to be a short iambic pro-
logue to a single epigram.1 Evidently addressed to a judge of some sort,2 it survives only
in the Palatinus, which preserves the text as follows:

Ἐπεὶ δικάζεις καὶ σοφιστεύεις λόγοις,
κἀγὼ φέρω σοι τῆς ἐμῆς ἀηδόνος
ἐπίγραμμα σεμνόν, ἄξιον παρρησίας·
οὐ γὰρ σὲ μέλπων τῆς Δίκης ὕπνους ἔχει.

The first three verses are clear enough: ‘Since you render judgments and deliver public
lectures, I too present to you a product of my nightingale [sc. Muse], a dignified epigram
that deserves to speak frankly.’ The final line, however, has been a source of much
confusion.

Friedrich Jacobs, a heroic figure in the history of scholarship on the Greek
Anthology, long ago proposed emending the line in three places: ὁ γὰρ σὲ μέλπων
τῆς Δίκης ὕμνους χέει (‘for the one who sings of you pours out hymns in praise of
Justice’).3 In other words, the addressee is so committed to justice that praise of him
is tantamount to praise of Lady Dike herself. Somewhat remarkably, this is the version
of the line that has been adopted in every edition of the Anthology since Jacobs first sug-
gested it.4 There is no doubting the ingenuity of his proposal: he has deleted the second
letter of the line, substituted μ for π in ὕπνους, and inverted the first two letters of ἔχει,
changing the lexical value of three words. Each of these emendations is economical,
and in isolation any one of them might be justifiable. In combination, however, this con-
stellation of proposed changes is highly speculative and ultimately improbable.

* I am grateful to Gianfranco Agosti, Luis Guichard and the anonymous referee for CQ, whose
comments on earlier drafts of this article forced me to sharpen the argument.

1 On the late antique convention of iambic prologues to long hexameter poems (or, in the case of
Agathias, an anthology of epigrams), see Alan Cameron, ‘Pap. Ant. III. 115 and the iambic prologue
in late Greek poetry’, CQ 20 (1970), 119–29. I am not aware of any other example of an iambic pro-
logue to a single epigram, but Anth. Pal. 10.92 presents itself as exactly that.

2 As recognized by the Palatine lemmatist, who noted in the margin that it was addressed εἰς
ἄρχοντα (merely a Byzantine deduction, of course).

3 He printed the manuscript reading in the text of his edition, recording the emended line in his
commentary; F. Jacobs (ed.), Anthologia Graeca ad fidem codicis olim Palatini nunc Parisini ex apo-
grapho Gothano, vol. 3 (Leipzig, 1817), 652.

4 Including, most recently, J. Irigoin and F. Maltomini (edd.), Anthologie grecque, vol. 9 (Paris,
2011). It is also the reading adopted by W. Zerwes, Palladas von Alexandrien: Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der griechischen Epigrammdichtung (Tübingen, 1956), 228–9; Zerwes is nevertheless
hesitant about the poem’s meaning.
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Moreover, the emended line, while comprehensible on its own, clashes badly with what
precedes. The third verse indicates that the attached epigram should be allowed to speak
openly and honestly. The final line should then explain (γάρ) why the poem that origin-
ally followed this prologue deserves such liberty, but Jacobs’s changes yield instead a
bland and platitudinous generalization. Not only is this no explanation, his version of
the final line implies that the attached epigram will flatter rather than speak frankly.

Several decades ago, Alan Cameron noted the lack of coherence in Jacobs’s proposal
and suggested a variation: οὐ γὰρ σ’ ὁ μέλπων τῆς Δίκης ὕμνους χέει (‘for he who
lauds you, sings not the praises of Justice’).5 This retains Jacobs’s emended conclusion
to the line, but by reclaiming the negative particle that initiates the verse in the
Palatinus, Cameron has reversed the sense. On this reading, Palladas concludes by
implying that the addressee is in fact unjust – a slanderous conclusion that forces the
reader to return to the first three lines and reinterpret their ostensibly respectful tone
as ironic. Although Cameron has managed to wring some sense out of the poem, pro-
blems remain. Most glaringly, one is still being asked to accept a line that bears only a
superficial resemblance to what is preserved in the manuscript. Moreover, on this inter-
pretation, the entire point of the epigram depends on a verse that has been essentially
rewritten.

More recently, Heather White essayed a defence of the manuscript reading.6 She
understands οὐ γὰρ σὲ μέλπων τῆς Δίκης ὕπνους ἔχει to mean ‘for he who sings of
you does not enjoy the sleep of Justice’. White explains: ‘The poet has been forced
to stay awake at night in order to write a poem for the magistrate. Hence he has not
been able to enjoy the “sleep of Justice”, i.e. the sleep which is enjoyed by just
men … Palladas is speaking ironically, and implies that the magistrate is himself not
just.’7 Even if the line as it stands can convey what White wants it to convey, the
sense is barely intelligible. And it is not clear that even such limited sense can be
extracted from these words. Apart from the fact that it would be strange for μέλπων,
if substantive, to lack an article,8 it is not at all natural that ‘enjoys the sleep of the
just’ would be expressed by τῆς Δίκης ὕπνους ἔχει.9 I have been able to find no
other use of a plural object in the expression ὕπνον ἔχειν (= ‘to sleep’). Moreover, a
good night’s sleep does not belong to Dike herself, who should be vigilant, but rather
to people who are untroubled by pangs of conscience.

It seems to me that White has not solved the matter, but I do agree that the radical
solution of Jacobs should be set aside. There is, in fact, a much simpler solution to be
considered: in place of μέλπων, one might supply the neuter μέλπον. After the distinc-
tion between long and short vowels was lost in Greek pronunciation (already in Late
Antiquity), the confusion of omicron and omega became commonplace. And in this
case, the neuter participle generates superior sense; it looks back to the previous
line’s ἐπίγραμμα, which is the unexpressed subject of the prologue’s conclusion. I
would thus read:

5 Alan Cameron, ‘Notes on Palladas’, CQ 15 (1965), 215–29, at 215–16.
6 H. White, ‘Two Greek epigrams’, Giornale Italiano di Filologia 50 (1998), 67–9, at 67–8.
7 Ibid.
8 White defends the anarthrous construction, but it looks highly irregular, especially as nominative

singular. The definite article is conjecturally supplied by both Jacobs (n. 3), 652 and Cameron
(n. 5), 216.

9 So too Cameron (n. 5), 215.
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Ἐπεὶ δικάζεις καὶ σοφιστεύεις λόγοις,
κἀγὼ φέρω σοι τῆς ἐμῆς ἀηδόνος
ἐπίγραμμα σεμνόν, ἄξιον παρρησίας·
οὐ γὰρ σὲ μέλπον τῆς Δίκης ὕπνους ἔχει.

Since you render judgments and deliver public lectures, I too present to you a product of my
nightingale, a dignified epigram that deserves to speak frankly; for while it does not sing of
you, it contains the slumbers of Justice.

As long as the grammatical subject was thought to be personal (ὁ μέλπων), τῆς Δίκης
ὕπνους ἔχει was a very odd predicate. But if the grammatical subject is the ‘epigram’,
then the predicate simply expresses what it ‘holds’ or ‘contains’ (ἔχει). Evidently, it
contains the ‘slumbers of Justice’. In other words, Lady Dike, who should have been
vigilant, was sound asleep while an injustice was perpetrated against the poet.10 By
exposing this situation in the attached epigram, Palladas hopes that his addressee will
rouse Dike from her slumbers (that is, rectify the injustice). But there may also be a sec-
ond way to read the phrase: one might understand τῆς Δίκης ὕπνους ἔχει to mean ‘it
contains (my) dreams of justice’.11 On this reading, the poet’s hope for vindication
from the judge would be even more explicit. Perhaps there is no need to choose between
these two options; they can be held together as complementary. The ἐπίγραμμα σεμνόν
is going to expose an injustice perpetrated against the poet (the ‘slumbers of Lady
Dike’) and it is going to express the poet’s hope for vindication (his ‘dreams of justice’).

The minor emendation proposed above (μέλπον for μέλπων) remains as faithful as
possible to the text of the Palatinus and does no violence to the natural sense. Moreover,
the final line now truly does explain why Palladas’ ἐπίγραμμα σεμνόν is frank and why
it deserves such liberty. Flattery is the appropriate posture when seeking a favour from a
powerful man, but Palladas is not going to sing the judge’s praises in the attached epi-
gram. The poem should be allowed this licence because it is going to draw attention to
an injustice that the recipient will want to rectify. It hardly needs to be said that this is
also an oblique form of flattery: ‘You, sir, are the sort of person who does not care about
conventional platitudes, only about seeing justice served.’

Where, then, is the epigram that once followed this prologue and what does it say?
The Palatine lemmatist blindly assumed that it was the next entry in the Anthology and
wrote τὸ ἐπίγραμμα in the margin beside Anth. Pal. 10.93. The two epigrams, however,
have nothing in common.12 In truth, the process of anthologization, by its very nature, is
a process of lifting poems from their original context. Therefore, either the promised epi-
gram has not survived (a genuine possibility) or it is one of the other 150 or so that are
ascribed to Palladas in the Greek Anthology. A survey reveals exactly one candidate that
fits the criteria: (1) addressed to a judge; (2) lacking open flattery; (3) containing an
exposure of injustice and a plea for vindication. Here is the sole candidate:13

10 Much as the Trojans suffered under the attacks of Poseidon while Zeus was asleep and therefore
not in possession of his powers (Hom. Il. 14). Cf. Clytemnestra’s attempts to wake the Furies in order
that they might avenge her murder (Aesch. Eum. 94–130).

11 For the plural of ὕπνος with the sense of ‘dreams’, see LSJ s.v., I.3.
12 Anth. Pal. 10.93 is a distich on the unbearable arrogance of the wealthy (a prominent Palladan

theme).
13 Θεῷ φίλε in line 5 is in accordance with the two manuscripts. Generally, however, modern edi-

tors of the Anthology have preferred to print the unwarranted emendation Θέων φίλε (sc. Theon,
father of the philosopher Hypatia). There is no justification for meddling with manuscript readings
that are perfectly intelligible.
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Καλλίμαχον πωλῶ καὶ Πίνδαρον, ἠδὲ καὶ αὐτὰς
πτώσεις γραμματικῆς, πτῶσιν ἔχων πενίης.

Δωρόθεος γὰρ ἐμὴν τροφίμην σύνταξιν ἔλυσε,
πρεσβείην κατ’ ἐμοῦ τὴν ἀσεβῆ τελέσας.

ἀλλὰ σύ μου πρόστηθι, θεῷ φίλε, μηδέ μ’ ἐάσῃς
συνδέσμῳ πενίης τὸν βίον ἐξανύσαι. (Anth. Pal. 9.175)

I am selling my Callimachus and Pindar, as well as the very declensions of grammar, on account
of my own decline into poverty. For Dorotheus has put an end to my sustaining salary by pros-
ecuting the unholy embassy against me. Come now, O Friend of God, help me, and do not allow
that I should finish my life in conjunction with poverty.

Palladas claims to have fallen on hard times owing to an ‘unholy embassy’ under-
taken against him by a certain Dorotheus. In other words, Dorotheus (if this was a
real case and that was his real name) lodged a complaint or accusation against
Palladas in a Roman court, whether belonging to a provincial governor, a prefect
or an emperor.14 The result of this embassy was apparently a conviction, or if this
was not strictly a legal case, then at least a decision in favour of Dorotheus, for
Palladas was stripped of his σύνταξις (that is, the regular salary that he had earned
as a city’s stipendiary grammarian).15 This matter is presented as an injustice
perpetrated against the poet, that is to say, the ‘slumbers of Justice’ (Anth. Pal.
10.92.4).

But what of the addressee? Was Anth. Pal. 9.175 composed for a judge, as the pro-
logue requires? Palladas addresses him directly in the final couplet as ‘Friend of God’,
appealing to him to undo the injustice and save the poet from finishing his life in dire
poverty. It has been suggested in passing that this apostrophized θεῷ φίλος was prob-
ably the emperor Constantine I.16 Eusebius of Caesarea, writing in the 320s and 330s,
frequently calls Constantine θεοφιλὴς βασιλεύς or simply ὁ τῷ θεῷ φίλος.17 And in
two other epigrams, Palladas borrows Constantine’s propaganda pertaining to the
civil war with Licinius (a. 324), referring to the victorious emperor three times as τὸν
(ὃν) θεὸς φιλεῖ.18 According to these two epigrams, ‘a certain someone’ (sc.
Licinius, who is identified as such because he suffered abolitio memoriae) made the
grave error of indulging in envy and hatred of God’s Friend, undertaking a futile war
against him and his divine protector, whereas any reasonable person should rather

14 I do not understand the bizarre interpretation that this πρεσβεία was not an embassy, but rather a
letter sent to Palladas by the father of one of his pupils; e.g. B. Baldwin, ‘Palladas of Alexandria: a
poet between two worlds’, AC 54 (1985), 267–3, at 272.

15 LSJ s.v. σύνταξις, II.4. But this is also one of several words in the epigram that are applicable to
Palladas’ curriculum; see below. On payment of grammarians, see R.A. Kaster, Guardians of
Language: The Grammarian and Society in Late Antiquity (Berkeley, 1988), 114–23; R. Cribiore,
Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt (Princeton, 2005), 63–5.

16 K.W. Wilkinson, ‘Palladas and the age of Constantine’, JRS 99 (2009), 36–60, at 49.
17 Ibid., 44–5 (with references). The epithet θεοφιλέστατος was used rarely of emperors before

Constantine; K. Maresch, ‘Die Präsentation der Kaiser in den Papyri der Tetrarchenzeit’, in
D. Boschung and W. Eck (edd.), Die Tetrarchie: Ein neues Regierungssystem und seine mediale
Präsentation (Wiesbaden, 2006), 63–82, at 71. This adjective and its cognates became frequent (if
also informal) imperial epithets during Constantine’s reign, when they also took on a strong monothe-
istic and Christian resonance, especially in the articulated θεῷ φίλος. Julian, by contrast, was very
pointedly known to his subjects as θεοῖς φίλος (with emphasis on the plural).

18 Anth. Pal. 10.90.2; 10.91.1, 5. It may be significant that these were both composed in iambic
trimeter (a rare metre for epigrams) and directly precede the iambic prologue (Anth. Pal. 10.92).
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love the man whom God loves.19 Palladas’ own poetry, therefore, contains precedent for
referring to Constantine as the ‘Friend of God’. And there is no more logical person than
the emperor to be the recipient of an appeal to overturn a decision made in another court
(the result of Dorotheus’ embassy).20

It appears, therefore, that Palladas may have composed Anth. Pal. 9.175 for
Constantine in the context of an appeal. If correct, this context would go some way
towards explaining two potentially surprising facts: (1) that several of his surviving epi-
grams reflect Constantine’s late political and religious propaganda, and (2) that he seems
to have been in Constantinople around the time of its foundation in the year 330.21 The
poems reflecting Constantine’s own propaganda might well be the remnants of a literary
gift for the emperor, offered either in the hope of receiving a favourable outcome in
court or in thanks for a favourable outcome already received. Among the many prece-
dents for this type of scenario in antiquity, most relevant is the case of Publilius
Optatianus Porfyrius, who submitted a gift of poetry (filled with imperial propaganda)
to Constantine as an accompaniment to his legal appeal for recall from exile.22

In any event, on the more modest point that is presently under discussion, Anth. Pal.
9.175 fits seamlessly with the iambic prologue considered above: (1) it is addressed to a
judge (the highest judge); (2) it is respectful but lacks open flattery of the recipient;23 (3)
it both exposes an injustice suffered by the poet and also contains a plea for vindication.
It is the only extant poem by Palladas that meets these criteria. If the epigram introduced
by Anth. Pal. 10.92 has survived, then this is it.

There is perhaps one potential obstacle to this hypothesis. The prologue describes the
attached epigram as σεμνόν (Anth. Pal. 10.92.3), but in what sense could this apply to
Anth. Pal. 9.175? Despite the serious subject matter, this epigram is notable more for its
cleverness than for its solemnity. I would suggest, however, that Palladas is here draw-
ing on the discourse of poetics, in which this adjective is used in a quasi-technical sense.
Aristotle classifies poetry as σεμνός if it contains words that are out of the ordinary
(ξενικός).24 His subsequent discussion privileges especially metaphor, by which he

19 Discussed at length in Wilkinson (n. 16), 43–8. The two epigrams correspond exactly to the con-
temporary propagandistic account of the war given by Eusebius. If there are any lingering doubts
about the imperial context of Anth. Pal. 10.90 and 91, I failed to notice in my initial analysis that
they play extensively with the core elements of imperial titulature: pius, felix, maximus. The phrase
τὸν (ὃν) θεὸς φιλεῖ merely approximates pius, but εὐτυχής and μέγιστος are the exact Greek equiva-
lents of felix and maximus (see Anth. Pal. 10.90.1, 2; 10.91.2, 4).

20 In fact, in a remarkable edict (CTh 9.1.4, dated 17 September 325), Constantine encouraged his
subjects of any rank or status to appeal directly to him if they could prove an injustice perpetrated in a
lower court or some other administrative abuse; see J.N. Dillon, The Justice of Constantine: Law,
Communication, and Control (Ann Arbor, 2012), 97–107. On Constantine’s reform of the appellate
system, see ibid., 214–50.

21 Wilkinson (n. 16); id., ‘Palladas and the foundation of Constantinople’, JRS 100 (2010), 179–94;
T.D. Barnes, Constantine: Dynasty, Religion and Power in the Later Roman Empire (Malden, 2011),
13–16, 128–30; J. Bardill, Constantine: Divine Emperor of the Christian Golden Age (Cambridge,
2012), 252, 266–7, 281, 286, 288, 369.

22 T.D. Barnes, ‘Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius’, AJPh 96 (1975), 173–86; R. Van Dam,
Remembering Constantine at the Milvian Bridge (Cambridge, 2011), 158–70; J. Wienand, Der
Kaiser als Sieger: Metamorphosen triumphaler Herrschaft unter Constantin I. (Berlin, 2012), 355–
402. The hypothesis that Palladas, like Porfyrius, offered a collection of poems to Constantine exceeds
the scope of the present study but will be treated in full in a future publication.

23 On Constantine’s reputed contempt for flatterers, see Euseb. LC 5.5. Another source reports that
Constantine himself was irrisor potius quam blandus (Epit. de Caes. 41.16).

24 Arist. Poet. 1458a: σεμνὴ δὲ καὶ ἐξαλλάττουσα τὸ ἰδιωτικὸν ἡ τοῖς ξενικοῖς κεχρημένη·
ξενικὸν δὲ λέγω γλῶτταν καὶ μεταφορὰν καὶ ἐπέκτασιν καὶ πᾶν τὸ παρὰ τὸ κύριον.
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means words that are plucked from their usual context and used creatively in a different
linguistic environment. This is precisely the featured technique of Anth. Pal. 9.175, in
which Palladas takes Greek grammatical terms and applies them in clever ways to his
current circumstances: the ‘declensions’ (πτώσεις) have become his own ‘decline’
into poverty; the ‘syntax’ (σύνταξις) has become the ‘salary’ of which he is deprived;
the ‘conjunction’ (σύνδεσμος) has become the ‘conjunction’ of his old age with
poverty. This is the defining characteristic of the style that Aristotle calls σεμνός – a
style, he notes, that produces nothing more than a riddle if taken to extremes. Anth.
Pal. 9.175, therefore, is indeed an ἐπίγραμμα σεμνόν according to Aristotelian canons,
and this, I suggest, is primarily what Palladas means in Anth. Pal. 10.92 (itself a plain-
speaking iambic prologue) when he introduces it as such. Of course, if this is right, then
he has also imparted to the adjective a secondary meaning of ‘dignified’ or even ‘holy’ –
a pointed contrast with Dorotheus’ embassy, which he describes in the attached poem as
‘unholy’ (9.175.3). The prologue’s characterization of the epigram as σεμνόν, far from
being an obstacle, offers a strong point of connection with Anth. Pal. 9.175.

Another point of connection between the two is less decisive than the factors consid-
ered above but adds to the overall coherence. The prologue identifies the judge as some-
one who not only renders judgments but also ‘delivers public lectures’ (10.92.1). As
emperor, of course, Constantine was expected to give occasional orations.25 But this
was a role that he apparently embraced with great zeal during the latter years of his
reign. Eusebius makes this one of the most salient characteristics of his hero in Book
4 of the Vita Constantini. Typical is the following:26

In order to enlarge his understanding with the help of the divinely inspired words, he would
spend the hours of the night awake, and repeatedly made public appearances without calling
upon speechwriters; he thought that he ought to rule his subjects with instructive argument,
and establish his whole imperial rule as rational. Consequently when he gave the invitation,
countless multitudes rushed to join the audience to hear the Emperor’s philosophy.

In fact, with a sparkling record of military success behind him, this final phase of
Constantine’s reign was supposedly characterized above all by two things – oratory
and law. Here is a summary statement from Eusebius:27

The Emperor’s own mind was so far advanced in rhetorical skill that to the very end he con-
tinued to compose speeches, and continued to make public appearances and to deliver divinely
edifying instructions to his audiences. He continued to legislate for both civil and military mat-
ters and to plan all things beneficially for the affairs of mankind.

This is a very good fit indeed for Palladas’ addressee, the ‘Friend of God’ (Anth. Pal.
9.175.5) who ‘renders judgments and delivers public lectures’ (Anth. Pal. 10.92.1). One
wonders what Palladas might have thought of the emperor’s ‘philosophical’ orations as
he awaited his turn to plead in Constantine’s court.28

25 One of the panels on the Arch of Constantine in Rome depicts him speaking from the Rostra; see
recently Van Dam (n. 22), 136–7.

26 Euseb. Vit. Const. 4.29.1–2; trans. Averil Cameron and S.G. Hall, Eusebius: Life of Constantine
(Oxford, 1999), 164 (with commentary at 324–5). On Constantine as philosopher and orator, see also
H.A. Drake, Constantine and the Bishops (Baltimore, 2000), 276–84; P. Maraval, Constantin le
Grand: empereur romain, empereur chrétien, 306–337 (Paris, 2011), 316–17.

27 Euseb. Vit. Const. 4.55.1; trans. Cameron and Hall (n. 26), 174–5 (with commentary at 335).
28 On the often difficult and lengthy process of gaining an imperial audience, see C. Kelly, Ruling

the Later Roman Empire (Cambridge, MA, 2004), 120–9 (in a chapter aptly titled ‘Standing in line’).
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Finally, the association of Anth. Pal. 10.92 and 9.175 in the context of an appeal might
explain the curious use of an iambic prologue to introduce a single epigram. As noted at
the outset, this sort of prologue (although usually longer) typically introduces a long hex-
ameter poem. Iambic trimeter, however, was employed for this purpose precisely because
it was the metre of straightforward communication. In the case of Anth. Pal. 10.92, there-
fore, Palladas offers in unambiguous language a captatio for the judge, suggesting that the
man’s verdicts and lectures are the products of inspiration, no less than the epigram that he
is about to present in return. And he concludes the prologue with a sort of apology for
omitting conventional platitudes, as well as a statement of the grounds for his confidence.
Anth. Pal. 9.175, then, is a sample of his craft (he was primarily an elegiac poet) that by
clever turns exposes the injustice and calls on his addressee to intervene. I would imagine
that this pair was composed first for oral delivery before the judge and only later included
in a written collection, but that is frankly a guess.

The textual emendation proposed at the beginning of this article, in my opinion, must
be accorded a very high degree of likelihood. At least, it is more economical and gen-
erates better sense than any reading hitherto suggested. Once Anth. Pal. 10.92 is prop-
erly understood, its association with Anth. Pal. 9.175 also seems quite likely. At any
rate, 9.175 is a far better candidate than any other extant epigram ascribed to
Palladas. The identification of his addressee – the judge and ‘Friend of God’ – as
Constantine is naturally somewhat more speculative, but it fits very well with the emer-
ging picture of Palladas’ place in the early decades of the fourth century.

University of Toronto KEVIN W. WILKINSON
kw.wilkinson@utoronto.ca
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AMMIANUS MARCELLINUS 15.5.22 AND EUTROPIUS 10.16.1: AN
ALLUSION

In Authority and Tradition in Ancient Historiography, John Marincola downplays the
importance of an historian’s choice to use first-, rather than third-, person verbs to rep-
resent his actions as an historical protagonist within his narrative.1 Marincola’s justifi-
cation for this rests on the incongruous groupings that arise if one divides first-person
narrators from third: among the former we find Velleius, Eutropius and Ammianus
representing Latin historians of the Empire.2 However, as part of a wider study which
examines Ammianus’ nuanced use of allusion to earlier Latin authors, Gavin Kelly
has recently argued for a series of close intertextual relationships between Eutropius
and Ammianus.3 I argue here that Ammianus’ relationship with Eutropius also extends

1 J. Marincola, Authority and Tradition in Ancient Historiography (Cambridge, 1997), 179.
2 Marincola (n. 1), 79 and 179. Such over-simple categorization can be problematic: Chris Pelling’s

recent analysis of Caesar’s narrative demonstrates that, in texts where the author appears as a charac-
ter, the use of the third person does not exclude some of the aspects, particularly focalization, more
commonly associated with first-person narration. C.B.R. Pelling, ‘Xenophon’s and Caesar’s third-
person narratives – or are they?’, in A. Marmodoro and J. Hill (edd.), The Author’s Voice in
Classical and Late Antiquity (Oxford, 2013), 39–76.

3 G. Kelly, Ammianus Marcellinus: The Allusive Historian (Cambridge, 2008), 240–53.
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