THE ADDRESSEE OF THE THIRD KINGSHIP ORATION'
OF DIO CHRYSOSTOM

In his important recent book on Dio Chrysostom P. Desideri argues,
against the traditional view, that the Third Kingship Oration was ad-
dressed to Nerva, not Trajan (1). C. P. Jones includes this among several
new hypotheses of Desideri ‘‘which, if not necessarily mistaken, will at
least raise eyebrows” (2). In this article I shall show that this particular
‘hypothesis is indeed ‘‘necessarily mistaken”, even though Desideri’s
original arguments often elsewhere command our admiration and near-
ly always stimulate us to look at old problems in a fresh way.

The nub of Desideri’s case is as follows 1): “il fatto che Dione di-
chiari di conoscere bene I'imperatore in carica, ¢ il tono confidenziale
di cui ¢ pervaso tutto il discorso, sembrano concordare perfettamente
con quanto Dione dice altrove dei suoi rapporti con Nerva, accennando
alla sua morte: ‘mi fu tolto un imperatore benevolo e che mi amava e da
tempo era mio amico’”. He also maintains, however, that 2) the word-
ing of 3, 2 would apply less well to Trajan with whom “‘Dione appare
assai piu riservato, anche a distanza di anni dal loro primo incontro:
ovvnfeias obons wolmpds 7OV adrokpdropa, lows 8¢ kal pihias (47, 22;
cfr. 45, 3)”, 3) a Nervan dating better fits the fact that “‘Dione allude
al periodo dell’esilio come a cosa molto recente (13), specialmente per
la contrapposizione mpoTepov pév ... vdv 6€”, and 4) the Trajanic dating
depends solely on the hypothesis that Dio did not return to Rome
immediately on the assassination of Domitian — a hypothesis Desideri
himself necessarily contests (3).

Arguments 1), 2), and 3) need not detain us long. We cannot really

(1) P. Desideri, Dione di Prusa: un intellettuale greco nell’impero romano, Mes-
sina-Firenze 1978, 279, the traditional view: H. von Arnim, Leben und Werke des
Dio von Prusa, Berlin 1898, 399; C. P. Jones, The Roman World of Dio Chryso-
stom, Cambridge Mass. and London 1978, 119, and many others.

(2) Jones, “Phoenix” 34, 1980, 172 (reviewing Desideri).

(3) Desideri 297, 344 nn. 2 and 3. Or. 3, 2 runs: éyw 8¢, & yevvaie avTok parop,
napayéyovd oot kal TvxOV ovSevds nTTov Eumelpos elul THS 0fic YOoEWS.... 3, 13
runs: €l §¢ éyc) mpérepov uév oTe maow dvaykaiov é56KelL Yevdeohar §ia poPov, po-
vos aAnfevew éTONUwY, Kal TaiTa Kwdvvevwy vmép TS Yuxis, viv 6€, 0T€ TGow
&teott TANNOT Néyew, Yevdoual, undevds Kwdvov TapeaTaITOS, 00K v €l einy ob-
T€ mMappnoias oiTe KONAKeLas Kalpov.
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know how friendly Dio’s relations with Trajan were: we can only con-
sider how Dio represents them. From that point of vew 3, 2 makes just
as good sense on the hypothesis of delivery to Trajan: after the First
Kingship Oration Dio has moved (ex hypotbesi) to a position of greater
intimacy with Trajan (4) (or at least can claim to have done s0), 47, 22
and 45, 3 do attest pihia with Trajan, and if in 47, 22 Dio does not
stress this too much, we can see why (he wishes to avoid the charge of
excessive cultivation of the emperor and prominent Romans, to the
neglect of local interests). There could be equally good reasons for great
emphasis on his p\ia with Trajan in the Third Kingship Oration: one of
the main concerns of the beginning of the speech is to defend Dio
against accusations of flattery and it is important that he should stress
his knowledge of the emperor’s character in order to demonstrate both
that he knows what he is talking about and that Trajan is by nature op-
posed to sycophancy. As for the implication that the exile was recent,
if there really is such an implication (5), the exile could still be ‘recent’
under Trajan three or four years later, and the broad contrast between
life under Domitian and life under Trajan, without allusion to the inter-
vening rule of Nerva, is common elsewhere both in Dio himself and in
Pliny’s Panegyricus (6). These three arguments, then, do not support
Desideri’s case, though equally they do not count against it.

But it is in argument 4) that we find the first major difficulty for De-
sideri’s hypothesis. Desideri ignores the fact that there are positive argu-
ments for a Trajanic dating. More important, against the usual view that
Dio did not return to Rome on Domitian’s assassination, Desideri refers
us to his carlier discussion of this period of Dio’s career, but when we
consult this discussion we are simply told that ‘In realta a Dione non
devono essere mancate occasioni di incontrarsi con Nerva a Roma dopo
la sua ascesa al trono, come dimostra lo stesso terzo discorso Sulla rega-
lit, che ¢ stato pronunciato sccondo me di fronte a Nerva’ (7). Thus a
difficulty in the hypothesised dating of Or. 3 is resolved by reference
to ... the hypothesised dating of Or. 3! This methodologically dubious
procedure could only be justified if other arguments for the hypothesi-
sed dating were very strong. As we have seen, they are not.

(4) So Von Arnim 399;]).W. Cohoon, Loeb ed., I, 103;Jones 119.

(5) This is the sort of inference historians often make. It is not unreasonable, but
neither is it compelling.

(6) Cfr. Jones 118 for exemples from Dio’s First Kingship Oration and my own
The Date and Purpose of the Fourth Kingship Oration of Dio Chrysostom, forth-
coming in ““‘Classical Antiquity”, for examples from Or. 4; Plin. Paneg. 47-49.

(7) Desideri 263.
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Moreover, the usual hypothesis that Dio did not return to Rome
immediately on Domitian’s assassination seems soundly based. The cri-
tical passage is Dio’s own account of his movements in Or. 45, 2-3:
Televrioavros 8¢é ékelvov kat 77 ueTaBoATs yevouévns dvnew upév
mpds TOv BéNTLoTOv NépPav. vmo 8¢é véoov xalemic karaoxebeisc GAov
éxevov éSnuuddny Tov kKawpdv, dyaipebels avTokpdropos phavlpwmov
Kdué dyamrdrros kat mdiat gilov. kal 6urvw Tovs feods Duy dmavras,
oKk ép’ oic v els éuavrov % T&OV éudov Twa ENafov, odk éml TovTOIS
dxBouat Sapaptdv, AN’ ép’ ois Vuw kal dnuooia TH TONEL Tapaoxew
édvvduny, Tavtny éyw ueydi\ny dplud PGBy kal Smuiav. v ydp
viv éruxouev, T0Te é£My Tabra Exew Kal TG TapdvTL Kapd mpos ETEpas
kexpniofar Swpeds, émel & obv vmijpEe mapa TovTov phavlpwmia Kal
omovdn TooadTn mepl Nuds Gony émioTavral uév ol mTaparvxovTes, éyw
8¢ Gv Néyw viv, 0pbdpa Numiow Twds — lows §€ 006é pavelrat ToTOS
06 Noyos TO THAkadTNS TR TUyXdvovra kal ovvnfeias kal phias
dravra Tabra édoal kal mapSely, émbvunioavra Tiis évrabba Tapaxis
kai Tiic doxohias, wa undév eimw mAéov — Buwes 8’ €is 008év Tow ib(-
wv KaTeBéuny Tov kapdy éxewov 00dé Y ToD KparTodvTos elvolay ovsé
amd uépovs, olov Ta Tis odoias émavoploas Swepbapuérms i TPOO-
NaBdw Twa dpxny fi SVvauw, AN\’ dmay Boov moté T els Vuds étpeYa
Kal uévov €ldov 70 TS TONEWS.

On the usual interpretation the imperfect dvrjew is inceptive or cona-
tive and implies that Dio did not succeed in reaching Nerva (8). This
reading is supported by (i) the pév ... §é contrast (‘I was going to Nerva,
but 1 was kataoxefeis by a serious illness’) and (ii) the verbal contrast
between ‘movement’ and ‘stopping’ and dva- and kara- . Although
karéxw can be used of ‘a disease in the sense ‘seize, come upon’ (9),
I do not believe that a skilful stylist like Dio could have written dvijew
uév ... omd 8¢ véoov ... karaoxedeis without being aware of the implica-
tion ‘I made a movement which was stopped’. Dio surely cannot be in-
terpreted as meaning ‘I went to Nerva but when I reached him a severe
illness prevented me from soliciting him on behalf of Prusa (though
I did deliver a kingship oration before him)’. The sequel demonstrates
this still more plainly. By his illness Dio lost 6\ov éxelvov TOv Kaipov,
and the kayds he missed under Nerva and the lost opportunities of that
period are implicitly contrasted with the xatpos he did obtain with
Trajan and the successful solicitations he then made (8Xov éxevov Tov
KAy ~ TG TapbvTL Kap ~ TOV Kawpov EKeov, abToKpdTopoS ... pilov

(8) So H. L. Crosby, Loeb ed., IV, 209: ‘I was on the point of going to visit Ner-
va; but, having been prevented by a serious illness...’; von Arnim 335;]J ones 52.
(9) Cfr. LSJ s. v, II. 6, 10.
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~ Tapa TovTov ... cuvnbelas kal phias, odk €9’ 0is ... AAN ép’ 0iS..~
Opwes 8’ ... dAN’ ... mOAews). Dio had no opportunity to speak with
Nerva at all. This reading finds further confirmation from two other
passages in Dio’s works. In Or. 44,12 (a spcech delivered in Prusa after
Dio’s return from cxile) Dio writes: a §& kal dA\haxd0ev eidnre v
EuNY Yruny, avayrwooual YU EmoToNyY Ty T€ abTos éméaTe\a TG
avTokpdTopt OTe éxAOny, 6Tt év ékelvn mapexdlovy dpebivar mpos
buds, kai fiv ékevos dvréypayev. Since the emperor here in question
must be Nerva (10), this passage confirms that Dio did not succeed in
rcaching Rome in the period 96-98. Similarly, in Or. 40, 5 Dio describes
his activitics since his return from cexile: Tlpérepov yap 008’ ém’ ONiyor
oxo\ fiyayov ows S Thy éuavtod molvmpayuoodvny, 0c Séov év-
TUXEW DUV Kal pthoppornaachal TooodTo udvor kal Odcal Tols feols kal
vn Ala avayvorval Ta ypdupara 7a Tod adToKpAaTopos, 6Tt avaykaiov fv,
émewra edfis avaxwpnoat kal Tpémeohal kad’ adrov, Néyov Twa eimov
Omép €pyov TwOS, 0Dk adTOS Uovov, AANA Kal TGV Nyeudrwy éomovda-
KOTWY, (0wS éy DUy, lowes §€ kduol xapileofar fovhouévwr kat Thy
TOANW duewov KaTaokevd{ew kal oepvorépar mowelw draoav. There is no
mention here of any meeting with Nerva, as there surcly would have
been had such a meeting taken place, but there is a reference to a letter
from ‘the emperor’, and this letter must be the same one as at that
referred to in 44, 12 (11).

In my opinion, therefore, the evidence is absolutely decisive that Dio
did not manage to visit Nerva after his accession.

However, even if this conclusion is not accepted, there are several
internal indications within Or. 3 which rule out delivery before Nerva,
unless indeed we are prepared to attribute to Dio a quite incredible de-
gree of stupidity and tactlessness:

(i) The addressee of the speech is ‘a general more courageous than
the soldiers in the ranks’ (3, 5), whose ‘courage is able, not only to save
the less valiant, but even to fire them with greater courage’ (3, 7), and
‘with whom victory is certain’ (3, 8). All this is much too specific to be
dismissed as merely an allusion to conventional imperial ‘virtus’: it

(10) So, rightly, von Arnim 315; Jones’ dating of Or. 44 to after Dio’s return
from the embassy to Trajan is demonstrably incorrect (44, 11 does not imply that
Prusa has already gained the various privileges mentioned - cfr. 44, 10); Desideri’s
dating of Dio’s return to Prusa to 100 or later (Desideri 264), which entails that the
cmperor of 44,12 be Trajan, seems too late; on both these points see a forthcoming
article by A.R. R. Sheppard in “L’Antiquité Classique”.

(11) So von Arnim 345; Desideri 277 n. 20 (though for Desideri the emperor is
Trajan); Jonces’ belief that two different letters are referred to (Jones 176 n. 65)
depends on an erroneous reconstruction - cfr. n. 10 above.
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‘'would be highly inéppropriate to Nerva, who was not a soldier and who

was indeed threatened by military revolt, but highly appropriate to
Trajan, the great soldier-emperor.

(i) At 3, 12 ff. Dio defends himself at length against the charge of.
flattering the addressee. Later he also defends his practice of ‘always
saying the same things’ about kingship (3, 26). It is natural to infer (a)
that he has already in the past spoken to the addressee about faci\eta
and (b) that this material has provided his enemies with ammunition for
the charge of flattery. This picture coheres badly with delivery before
Nerva (why should Dio defend himself against flattering Nerva? what
other speeches about kingship is he supposed to have made to Nerva?)
but excellently with delivery before Trajan (before whom, on the
normal view, he had already spoken at least Or. 1, some of which could
indeed be represented by hostile critics as ‘flattery’).

(i11) The addressee is devoted to mévos and in some cases this implies
actual physical toil (e.g. 3, 3;56;83-84;123;127). He is also distingui-
shed by kaprepia and is physically extremely fit (3, 123 ff.). This is ap-
propriate to Trajan, a tough man who took strenuous physical exercise,
but not at all to Nerva, whose phy51cal frailty during his brief reign
was notorious (12).

(iv) In 3, 133 ff. Dio considers the various recreations open to kmgs
One former king (clearly Nero) wasted his time in singing and acting;
another (clearly Ptolemy Auletes) filled his leisure by playmg the av-
Aos ; but the good king ‘considers huntmg his best recreation’. Dio then
describes the pleasures of hunting in some detail (3, 135 ff.). Not only
is Nerva not known ever to have hunted, but in his physical state in
96-98 any suggestion that he should do so would have been grotesque.
But hunting was Trajan’s favourite sport (13).

Thus Desideri’s hypothesis that Or. 3 was delivered before Nerva is
refuted by 1) the evidence of Or. 45, 2, which clearly shows that Dio
never met Nerva after he had become emperor, and.2) the internal indi-
cations of Or. 3, which contains several ideas incompatible with delive-
ry before Nerva and extremely suitable to delivery before Trajan. The
traditional view is right.

University College of North Wales JOHN MOLES
Bangor

(12) It is well understood that, although from 3, 25 Dio is explicitly describing
the idcal king, there are numerous points of contact between this ideal and the ad-
dressce: cfr. especially Jones 116 ff.

Trajan’s toughness: cfr. c.g. Plin. Pancg. 81-82: Ncrvasfrallty cfr. c.g. C. D. 68,
1,3.

(13) Plin. I’ancg. 81: C. D. 68, 7, 3. Indeed, there is a certain genceric resemblan-
ce between 3,133 ff. and Pancg. 81 f.



