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THE BILINGUAL EMPEROR:
EUSEBIUS OF CAESAREA’S VITA CONSTANTINI*

José B. Torres Guerra

This contribution deals with the presentation of the emperor Constantine as a
bilingual character in Eusebius’ Vita Constantini. The paper evaluates the exten-
sion and limits of his knowledge of Greek according to the works of Eusebius, who
was bilingual and probably trilingual himself. The textual evidence suggests that
Constantine’s bilingualism was intended to be another of the positive features
included in Eusebius’ encomiastic image of the emperor. A contrast is also estab-
lished with another Augustus, Julian, and his own historiographer, Ammianus
Marcellinus, both of whom had Greek as their first language. The possibility that
Ammianus may have known the Vita Constantini is finally taken into account.

The XII Panegyrici Latini collection comprises five eulogies addressed to
Constantine'. In his multilingual Empire, where Latin was predominantly spoken
in the West and Greek in the East, the son of Constantius Chlorus always had
someone to praise his figure, either in Latin or in Greek. This political task was
exemplarily developed by a Christian bishop, Eusebius of Caesarea, mainly in his
Vita Constantini (VC), a biographical text that Photios classifies as a éykopuoctikn
teTpafiPfrog (‘an encomium in four books’)%. A similar praising tone can also be
found in other works by the bishop from Caesarea. Thus, this is the case as regards
his Praise of Constantine and, somehow, as regards his Church History, at least

* This paper was written in the framework of the research project ‘Linguistic and Cultural
Alterity in the Roman Empire (third and fourth centuries AD): Historiography and related
genres’, funded by the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (FFI2010-15402). I must
thank professors M*.P. Garcia Ruiz, A. Sanchez-Ostiz (University of Navarra), and A. Quiroga
(University of Granada) for their comments and suggestions on previous drafts of this work; I
must also thank professor D. DeVore (Ball State University) for his useful and suggestive com-
ments on Eusebius’ plurilingualism.

' Numbers [V-VII and XII according to Mynors’ 1964 edition.

2 Cf. Phot. Bibl. 127. Leo 1901, 311-312 summarized the fusion of biographical, historio-
graphic and encomiastic elements in this work upon defining it as “ein &yxdpov in vier
Biichern, halbbiographischen Titels, halbhistorischen Inhalts, ganz rhetorischen Stils und kirch-
licher Tendenz”. Barnes 1981, 255 defines Life of Constantine as “an extravagant panegyric”.
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for the parts in which Constantine plays some role’. The present contribution is
focused on the V'C through the revision of the passages in which the author refers
to Constantine’s knowledge not only of his mother tongue, Latin, but also of
Greek, the second language of the Empire.

Eusebius’ Church History contains no references to the emperor’s linguistic com-
petences®. However, it is advisable to begin the present analysis with this work
because it is a valuable testimony of Eusebius’ interest in bilingualism. Remark-
ably, this text refers with a relative frequency to people who speak two languages.
Eusebius — who speaks Greek and has an Eastern perspective — supplies in the
Church History no examples of the commonest bilingualism case among educat-
ed people from Antiquity: Romans who also spoke Greek (Torres Guerra 2006).
However, he refers to people who, apart from speaking or writing in Greek, also
knew a Semitic language. The first example of this is Flavius Josephus, who is said
to have written two versions of The Jewish War in Greek and in “his native
tongue” (Eus. HE 3.9.3). The case of Hegesippus is analogous, as he is also like-
ly to have spoken Aramaic as his mother tongue and wrote his historiographic
works in Greek®. On the other hand, Origen and Dorotheus of Antioch set off from
the knowledge of the Greek language upon their decision to learn Hebrew, as it
gained them direct access to the original version of the Holy Scriptures’.

* This attitude gained Eusebius’ criticism from other Christian authors such as Socrates
Scholasticus; cf. Socr. Sch. HE 1.1.2: I'pdowv ¢ 6 ad10g €ig 10V Biov Kwvotavtivov tédv kot
"Apelov PePIKMS pynuny erointat, Tdv Enaivav tod Bacémg Kol Thg Tovnyvpikiig bymyopiog
TOV AOyov HAAAOV OG &V EYKOMI® Ppovticag fimep Tod axpde teptiaPelv o yevopeva (“He,
in his book about the life of Constantine, mentions only slightly the matters concerning Arius,
being more interested in praise of the king and panegyrical style than on the accurate descrip-
tion of facts” [tr. editors]).

* There is no reference to this question in Eusebius’ Laus Constantini, neither is the point
touched in the anonymous Origo Constantini Imperatoris.

5 o0tog (...) T & iotopiav Tod Kot adTdV Popdikod ToAEpov &v nTd, & Kol 0O pévov T
‘EAMMvev, dAAL Kol Tf] ToTpi Qovi] Tepadobvat onTog E0Td LApPTUPET, GELOS Y MV S1d TO Ao
motevecton (“He (sc. Josephus)... wrote the account of the war with the Romans of his own time
in seven [books]. The latter he had published not only in Greek, but also in his native language,
as he himself testifies, and also for other reasons he is worthy of credence” (Eus. HE 3.9.3 [tr.
Maier]). In relation with tfj matpie ewvij, “in his native tongue”, cf. Rochette 1998; Torres 2012.

¢ Cf. Eus. HE 4.22.8: xai &tepo. 8¢ mhelota ypaopel, Gv &k uépovg fdn mpdtepov
guvnuovevcopey, oikelng Tolg Kapoig Tag iotopiag mapadépevol, £k e Tod kad’ Efpaiovg
gvaryyehiov kai T0d Tvprakod kai iding €k g EPpaidog dtadéktov Tva tibnow, Eppaivev €&
‘EBpaiov ontov memiotevkéval, Koi dAla 6& g &€& Tovdaikiig (“He wrote much else (some of
which I have already quoted, inserting the accounts in their appropriate places), and cites the
Gospel of the Hebrews, the Syriac Gospel and especially works of Hebrew language and oral
tradition, showing that he was a Hebrew convert, and he mentions other matters from the
Jewish tradition” [tr. Maier, adapted]).

7 On Origen, cf. HE 6.16.1: Tocavtn 8¢ eiofjyeto 1@ Qpryével tdv Beiov Adyov
annkpiPopévn é&étaoic, g kai v ERpoida yAdttov kpadeiv (“So painstaking was Origen’s
analysis of the divine books that he even mastered Hebrew” [tr. Maier]). Regarding
Dorotheus, cf. HE 7.32.2: ¢\okodog & obtog mept td Ogia yeyovae, kai tig ‘EPpaiov
EmepeAnOn yhmwtng, og kai avtaic toig Epaikaic ypapaic Emommudvag évivyydvew (“In his
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It should not be forgotten that Eusebius himself is very likely to have been bilin-
gual or even trilingual. If Eusebius was born in Caesarea Maritima (Palestine), he
is far more likely to have spoken Aramaic as his mother tongue and have changed
to Greek for his written works®. It can be also deduced from the Church History
that he must have had certain knowledge of Latin. However, there is no evidence
to indicate that Eusebius was able to express himself in this language, and there
is little that can be said about his Latin readings; he knows Tertullian but proba-
bly (HE 2.2.4) he had read him in a Greek version (cf. Carriker 2003, 261-262;
Torres Guerra 2013). On the other hand, Eusebius could translate texts from one
language into another, as he says he did with a rescript sent by Hadrian to
Minucius Fundanus (HE 4.8.8; cf. Torres Guerra 2013):

To0T01g O MEV OMAwbeic avnp avtnv mopotébertar Ty Popoiknv
AvTrypony, NUELG d” éml 0 EAANVIKOV Kool SOVOULY DTV LETEIMQOLEY,
&yovoav Mde (“After these words the author referred to [Justinus] gives the
rescript in Latin, which we have translated into Greek as accurately as we
could” [author’s translation; all the translations are by the author of this
article, unless otherwise stated]).

Eusebius’ interest in bilingualism and in the languages spoken in the Empire
known to the Emperor is dealt with in his V'C. In relation to this, the idea of the
existence of a fundamental caesura in the territory ruled by the Augustus gathers
basic relevance. Eusebius’ perspective counters ‘the other part’ of the Empire
with “us’, according to texts such as the following (V'C 2.20.1; 2.22.1):

‘Hrlodvro 8¢ koi moap’ fpiv, Gomep odv Koi TpdTepov mapd Toig Odtepov
UEPOG TTiG oikovpévNg Aoyodaot, Bacilémg ehavBpmmiog EpmAieot Slotaéelg
(“There were now promulgated among us [in the East], as previously
among those who occupy the other half of the civilized world, decrees full
of the generosity of the Emperor”)’
and:

Gravteg ol ko’ Nudc, doa 10 mpiv dkof] TuvBavopevol &v Batépm pépet
¢ Popaiov apyfig yryvoueva todg ed mdoyoviog duakdpiiov (“All those
in our [Eastern] part saw before their eyes those things which they had pre-
viously heard were being done in the other half of the Roman Empire, and
had called the beneficiaries happy”).

theological fervour, he mastered Hebrew so thoroughly that he could read and understand the
Hebrew Scriptures” [tr. Maier]).

8 Cf. Torres Guerra 2014. On the linguistic situation of Caesarea in Eusebius’ times, cf.
Patrich 2011, 2-3. It should be also taken into account that the majority of official inscriptions
in Caesarea were written in Latin until Constantine’s time; cf. Eck 2001, 50-51, 55-61; DeVore
2013, 19 (on the other hand, cf. Isaac 2009).

’ Translations of passages from the Life of Constantine are taken from Cameron/Hall 1999.
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The opposition referred to in these two texts is precisely the opposition between
the West and the East, the latter being the part of the Empire that represents ‘us’
according to Eusebius. However, Constantine’s perspective must be different, as
suggested by the words added as a coda to an edict quoted by Eusebius in V'C
2.24-42: TIpotebnto &v T0ig NueTépolg avatolkoig pépeowv (“To be published in
our eastern regions”: VC 2.42.1). This document — emanated in Latin from the
Imperial Chancery — had to be published in all territories, including the Eastern
part of the Empire, which involved its translation into Greek'®. Other texts in V'C
also show that both parts of the Empire do not only differ geographically but also
linguistically. That Eusebius’ ‘us’ comprises a community that expresses itself in
the predominant language in the East, while the other part speaks Latin, can be
well observed in this passage, referred to as Constantine’s autograph letter in
Latin, which shall be reproduced in Greek for easier understanding wap’ avtoic
Nuiv (“among ourselves™: VC 4.8.1):

@épeton pev obv Popaig yAdtm nap’ adtoig Mpiv koi todto 10 Pociiémg
id10ypapov ypappa, petafAndey 8’ éni v EAMvev eoviy yvopludtepov
yévort’ Gv 1oig vruyydvovot (“This document also is in circulation among
us, written by the Emperor personally in Latin"', which may be more read-
ily understood by the reader when translated into Greek™).

The mention of 1510ypaov ypappa (‘personally written document’) implies that,
as expected®, the emperor’s language is Latin, not Greek. The same is pointed out
by this passage from the V'C, referring to a letter written by the emperor (V'C 2.48-
60, esp. 2.47.2): kai tavmV 88 THY YAV, cdTOYPAPOV OVGAY ODTOD HETOAN-
ebeloav o’ &k Tiig Popaiov ewvilg, droiufeiv avaykoiov t@ Tapovit Aoy (“This
document too, which bears his autograph but is translated from the Latin, is high-
ly relevant to quote in our present study”)”. V'C 4.19.1 informs us that he prayed
in Latin or, at least, that he taught his troops to say in this language a prayer, which
is later reproduced by Eusebius in Greek: kai tijg €0yfic 0& TOIC GTPUTIOTIKOIG

' The passage that precedes the text of the edict (FC 2.23.1) reads as follows: to9t6 1 a0t0
aveknputte S yapokpov Popaiog te kai ‘EAMVidog eaviig €lg ékaotov EBvog €v ypaoii
SwumeppOeion (“And he proclaimed this very thing in both Latin and Greek in a document sent
to every region” [tr. Cameron/Hall]). On the publication of official imperial documents in Latin
and Greek at the time of Augustus and Diocletian, cf. Rochette 2011.

" Popaig yAot in Eusebius’ text. In relation with a question posed by prof. Rees, the
author reminds that Popaig yAdtn or tfi Popaiov ¢wvij are the most usual expressions to say
“in Latin” in ancient Greek. Alternative word groups like T} Aativn yAdten (tf] Aativy eovi,
] Aativn dodékte - “the Latin tongue, the Latin dialect”) are employed very seldom (cf. e.
g. D.H. 8.56.2; Str. 3.1.4; 6.1.6).

2 Given our knowledge on the earliest years of the life of Constantine (cf. Barnes 1981, 3-
4; Herrmann-Otto 2007, 17-18), and as it was common among Roman emperors.

3 Cameron/Hall (1999, 244) understand that the translator of the text must have been
Eusebius himself. The expression adtéypagov ovcav does not indicate that the historian had a
copy of the document written by the emperor himself but only signed by him.
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8rooct Siddokarog v owtdg, Poupaig yAdT Tovg mMAvTog Mde Adyew &y-
kehevodpevog (“He was himself the instructor in prayer to all the soldiery, bidding
them all to say these words in Latin)". Moreover, Eusebius expressly affirms that
the emperor wrote his speeches in Latin and then had the texts translated into the
Eastern language (V'C 4.32.1): Popaig p&v odv yAGTI) THY TV AOY®OV GUYYPapTV
Booikedg mopeiye. petéforiov 8 oty EALGST pebepumvevtal govi| oig Todto
notelv &pyov v (“Latin was the language in which the Emperor used to produce
the text of his speeches. They were translated into Greek by professional inter-
preters”; cf. Cameron/Hall 1999, 325).

Undoubtedly, the knowledge of the second language of the Roman Empire was
never a mandatory requirement imposed to the Augustus, unlike in some present-
day multilingual nations"; a priori, it should be taken into account that some of
the people who ruled the Empire were monolingual, though we have no evidence
for that assumption'’. Of course, there was a long series of emperors who are
known for certain to have been bilingual: for instance, in Suetonius’ The Twelve
Caesars these emperors (except Vitellius) are said to have had, all of them to a
certain degree, command of the Greek language'. The most outstanding in the
group of bilingual emperors is Marcus Aurelius, who authored works in both lan-
guages: the epistles exchanged with his teacher Fronto are in Latin and his
Meditations are in Greek (Torres Guerra 2006, 1011-1012, 1015)*.

Constantine may have acquired his knowledge of the Greek language at different
times throughout his life, perhaps taught by his teachers, and later during the time
he spent with his father, Constantius Chlorus, in Nicomedia, imperial seat since
Diocletian’s times (cf. Barnes 1981, 6). Eusebius supplied evidence on the fact
that his command of Greek allowed him to express himself in this language (V'C
3.13). Chapters 6 to 14 in the third book refer to the First Council of Nicaea (AD
325), in which Constantine took part with a speech that Eusebius, who was per-

'* On this prayer of Constantine, cf. Cameron/Hall 1999, 318.

"> Felipe VI of Spain had to study in his school years the co-official languages of his coun-
try (namely, Catalonian, Basque and Galician). Likewise, we could mention, for instance,
Belgium and its bilingual monarchs (or even trilingual; note that there are also small German-
speaking communities in Belgium).

¢ Cf. Kaimio (1979, 142): “Evidently all Roman Emperors from Augustus to Hadrian, I
would go so far as to say even up to Diocletian, knew Greek well”.

"7 But Kaimio (1979, 136) affirms that “no records of their attitudes towards the Greek of
Nero’s three successors, Galba, Otho and Vitellius, are preserved”; therefore, it is advisable to
refer to these two passages of Suetonius’ work: Galba 20, Otho 7. Strikingly, unlike Suetonius,
History of the Roman Empire from the Death of Marcus, written by Herodian in Greek, does
not refer to the emperors’ bilingualism.

' For an overall view of the emperors’ bilingualism, cf. Kaimio 1979, 130-143; Rochette
2011, 13-16; for the case of the successors of Julian, cf. Moroni 2005.
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haps present at the time", reproduces in VC 3.12. After concluding, the narrator
explains that the emperor expressed himself in his mother tongue, Latin, and relied
on an assistant to translate his words later on to make them understandable to all
bishops (VC 3.13.1): 'O pgv 6m tadt’ einov Popaig yAdTN, DEEPUVEDOVTOG
£Tépov, mapedidov TOV Adyov Toi¢ Thig cLuvOdov TPoédpolg (“When he had spoken
these words in Latin, with someone interpreting, he made way for the leaders of
the Council to speak”). But the main issue is that, according to Eusebius,
Constantine could follow the content of the deliberations without the help of an
interpreter, and would even participate in the discussions (VC 3.13.1):

TAEIGTOV VO’ EKATEPOV TAYLOTOG TPOTEWOUEV®V TOAATS T° AUQIAOYinG TO
TPDTO GUVIGTOLEVG, AVEEIKAK®OG EMNKPOATO PASTAEDC TAV TAVIMV GYOAL
T eDTOV® TOG TPOTACELG VIEGEXETO, &V HéPEL T avTihopfovopevog Tdv
mop’ EKATEPOL TAYHOTOG AEYOUEV@YV, MPELO. GUVIYOYE TOVG PIAOVEIK®MG
éviotopévoug (“A great many proposals were made by each side, and there
was at first much controversy. The Emperor listened to all, without resent-
ment, and received the proposals with patient flexibility; he took up what
was said by each side in turn, and gently brought together those whose atti-
tudes conflicted”).

In a Council held in Asia Minor, at a time when most Christian bishops came from
the East (Herrmann-Otto 2007, 116, 122-123), it was unavoidable that Constan-
tine’s interventions were at least partially in Greek. Indeed, this is when Eusebius
positively affirms that Constantine spoke this language and made use of this capac-
ity to reach agreements among those attending the Council (V'C 3.13.2-14):

TPAWG TE TOLOVUEVOG TAS TTPOG EKAGTOV Okl EMANVILV 1€ T1] Vi), OTt
Und& TavTg Apaddg elxe, YAukepdg TIc v Kai 130G, Todg pév cuuneidwv,
TOVG 88 KaTadVGMTAY 16 AOY®, TOUC 8’ €D Aéyovtag Emavév, TavTag T eig
opovolay EAODVMV, €1600° OpoyVOOoVaS Kol OpodOEOVG aTOVG €L TOTG
ApPIGPNTOVHEVOLS BIOGL KOTEGTHONTO, MG OUOPOVOV L&V KpaThioot TV
mioTY, THS oOTNPIoL §’€0pTiic TOV ATOV TOPd Tl TAGY OLOA0YMBTivon
koupov (“He addressed each person gently, and by speaking Greek — for he
was not ignorant of that language either — he made himself pleasant and
agreeable, persuading some and shaming others with his words, praising
those who were speaking well, urging all towards agreement, until he had
brought them to be of one mind and one belief on all the matters in dispute.
Thus the Faith prevailed in a unanimous form, and the same timing for the
Festival of the Saviour was agreed on all sides”).

' Eusebius is the bishop referred to in 3.11: Tdv &’ €niokénmv O 0D de&od TdyHaTOG
TPOTEVOV SVOeTOG LepeTpnpévoy amedidov Adyov (“The bishop who was first in the row on
the right then stood up and delivered a rhythmical speech” [tr. Cameron/Hall]), according to
Sozomen (HE 1.19.2); Cameron/Hall 1999, 265, among many others, refute this interpretation.
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Eusebius makes use of a litotes to indicate that the emperor can express himself
in Greek: 611 undé tavtng paddce eiye (“for he was not ignorant of that language
either”)®. This rhetorical device seems to give to understand that Constantine
spoke the Eastern language fluently, implying no reservations regarding his bilin-
gualism. In relation with this, comparisons with texts on the bilingualism of an
emperor whose first language was Greek — Julian — are very telling®'. According
to Ammianus Marcellinus (16.5.7), super his aderat latine quoque disserendi suf-
ficiens sermo (“Besides all this he had at his command adequate fluency also in
Latin conversation”)”. The way that Eusebius and Ammianus refer to
Constantine’s and Julian’s linguistic skills differs. Obviously, a sufficiens sermo
Graecus would have been insufficient for Constantine to reach consensus among
those who attended the First Council of Nicaea”.

The VC contains another passage that allows us to deduce something about the
limits of the emperor’s competence in Greek. It is included in a letter sent to
Eusebius by Constantine (4.35.2-3):

TV dumg vrepbovpdoag og Thg erhopodeiog Te Kol PraioTiiog, avtdg Te
10 Piphiov avéyvov dopévac, kol toig mAsiootv, of ye Ti mepi TO Ogiov
AoTpeia yvnoing mpocavéyovaot, kaba EBovAndng, £kdobijvar Tpocétala.
ouvop®dv Toivov ped’dong Buundiog To ToladTo TOPA THG OTG Ayyvoiog
ddpa AapPavopey, GuVEREGTEPOLG WMUAG AOYOlS EDQPAivELV, OIG
&vtebpaebot contov OpoA0YELS, Tpobupntnte: (...) dmov ye kai ToV gig v
Popaiov tovg covg movovg petappvdpilovio yAdTTov OVK Avagiov
NHpiicbai Gol TV cLYYpOUUATOV 1] TOGOOTN TEN0iONGIg deikvuoty, &l Kal
TO LAAGTOL TO, KA TOV AOY®V 1) TowdTn Eppnveia veiotoctot Kot a&iov
aovvatmg &yet (“Nevertheless with great admiration for your learning and
endeavour | have gladly read the book myself, and as you desired I have
ordered it to be published for the large number who are sincerely attached
to the worship of God. Now that you are aware how cordially we enjoy
receiving such gifts from your Intelligence, do make every effort to give us
the pleasure of more frequent literary works, in which you agree you are

* Other ecclesiastical historians later reproduced Eusebius’ words concerning
Constantinus’ competence in Greek verbatim or almost verbatim; cf. Socr. Sch. HE 1.8.22: étt
undg TovTng dpabdc sixsv (“because he mastered the language”) and Soz. HE 1.20.1: ka6t
008¢ Tiig EAMvov yAdttng dneipmg elye (“because he mastered the Greek tongue™). There are
no further allusions to this topic in the historiographical works of these authors.

*! Julian was born in AD 331 in Constantinople and, after the death of his parents (337),
grew up between Constantinople, Nicomedia (homeland of his relative Eusebius), and
Cappadocia. Cf. Bowersock 1978, 22-25; Tougher 2007, 14-16.

2 Cf. Thompson 1944; Sanchez-Ostiz 2007, 295-296. Rochette 2010, 458-459 analyses in
depth the sense of the participle sufficiens in this passage. For the English translation (Rolfe
1935;1939) cited in the text, cf. http:/penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/ Ammian/.

* On the linguistic difficulties involved in following and taking part in debates in a Synod
or a Council at this time, cf. Hanson 1988, 181-207; Woods 2001, 262.
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well trained (...). Such great confidence certainly shows that the one who
renders your efforts into the Latin tongue has not been found by you to be
unworthy of what you have written, true though it is that it is impossible for
such a translation satisfactorily to represent the elegance of the words™).

Speaking a language differs from reading or writing in it. The emperor affirms to
have read a document written by the bishop of Caesarea on Easter (VC 4.35.1),
which greatly pleased him. For this reason, he urges Eusebius to keep on writing
works of this kind and indicates that the pleasure felt upon reading it proves the
translator’s skills upon translating the original Greek text into Latin. Thus, it
remains clear that Constantine did not read Eusebius’ works, or at least this work,
in Greek*. This may allow us to deduce that Constantine’s lack of reading habit
in Greek is due to the fact that his knowledge of this language is likely not to
come from school learning but from practice and everyday contact with Greek-
speaking people®.

It is true that, regarding Constantine’s bilingualism, many issues remain unclear.
In this sense, evidence on his non-Christian readings, and knowledge of whether
or not these included Greek authors, would provide us with valuable information
on the theme. As expected, Eusebius says nothing on this issue in the V'C, nor on
the emperor’s capacity to write in Greek, an ability that some other emperors and
members of the imperial dynasty had*. Indeed, there is no sign of the fact that the
emperor himself wrote this or the following letter (V'C 4.36) in Greek”'.
Constantine’s bilingualism is another of the positive features which form part of
Eusebius’ encomiastic image of this emperor. Praising the emperor’s bilingualism
was, in no case, a compulsory issue to deal with in an encomium according to the
current rhetorical precepts at that time*. Although a secondary feature in Eusebius’
shaping of the ideal ruler, it should be also taken into account as it acquired great
relevance within the narration because it is precisely Constantine’s linguistic
capacity that, according to Eusebius (VC 3.13-14), enabled the emperor to reach
consensus in a historical event such as the First Council of Nicaea.

* Note that, besides, the emperor took for granted that the bishop entrusted the translation
to a third party. On Eusebius’ Latin command, cf. supra.

» Cf. the aforesaid on the stay in Nicomedia of the son of Constantius Chlorus; cf. also
Rochette 2010, 468.

* This is the case of those who spoke Latin as their mother tongue and wrote literary works
in Greek such as Germanicus (cf. Torres Guerra 2006, 1010, 1013) and Marcus Aurelius (cf.
supra).

7 Between both letters Eusebius points out (VC 4.35.3): T6 pév obv mepi 1008 yphpupua
T01OVSE v, T 88 Tepi Tiic TV Beimv dvayvmoudtoy dnickevtic @dE T mepiéyet (“Such was his
letter on that subject. The one on the provision of divine Scriptures runs as follows: ...” [tr.
Cameron/Hall]); To16vde ... @3¢ may indicate that Eusebius reproduces the tone of a Latin let-
ter translated in Greek by himself.

# At least it is not so according to the treatises attributed to Menander Rhetor (on Eusebius
and Menander, cf. Cameron/Hall 1999, 32-33). Linguistic competence is not referred to by
Pan. Lat. either; consequently they do not deal with Constantine’s linguistic abilities.
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It is worth contrasting the work of the Palestinian bishop with the abovemen-
tioned fourth century historian, Ammianus Marcellinus. The latter also dealt with
an emperor’s bilingualism, and like Eusebius himself, was also bilingual.
Ammianus — who introduced himself as a Greek and frequently spoke as such —
is one of the earliest authors from the East to write an extensive work in Latin®.
The preserved books of his Res Gestae contain allusions to bilingual figures such
as the author himself*. A special group comprises the members of the imperial
dynasty who could express themselves in both languages. The first of these ref-
erences i1s to Constantius Gallus and the last is to Valentinian®'. However, the
most outstanding bilingual figure in the Res Gestae is Julian, the unofficial hero
of Ammianus Marcellinus®, as Constantine was for Eusebius.

The analysis of the words of the bishop of Caesarea regarding his emperor’s abil-
ity to express himself in Greek® has already led us to deal with the passage in the
Res Gestae that includes the essential observation regarding Julian’s command of
Latin (Amm. Marc. 16.5.7): super his aderat latine quoque disserendi sufficiens
sermo (“besides all this he had at his command adequate fluency also in Latin
conversation” [transl. editors]). The analysis of this passage is of a capital impor-
tance for the present contribution. But before it is discussed, it should be remem-
bered that Julian’s Latin competence is also referred to by two other authors,
Eutropius and Libanius. Both were contemporary, directly acquainted with the

YAmmianus affirms to be Greek: cf. Amm. Marc. 31.16.9 (haec ut miles quondam et
Graecus (...) pro virium explicavi mensura (“‘1, a former soldier and a Greek, ... have explained
to the measure of my ability”: cf. Guzman Armario 2003)). Ammianus takes a Greek view-
point: cf. 17.7.11 (in cavernis minutis terrarum, quas Graece syringas appellamus (“in the tiny
recesses in the earth, which in Greek we call syringes [subterranean passages]”)), and further
Amm. Marc. 20.3.11, 22.8.33, 22.9.7, 22.15.29, 23.4.10, 23.6.20, 25.2.5, 26.1.1, and 29.2.28.
Not long after Ammianus’ work, Claudian will also write in Latin; cf. Geiger 1999; Sanchez-
Ostiz 2007, 293-294. See also Kelly’s article in this volume about Ammianus’ being Greek.

*Cf. 15.13.1, 18.2.2, 18.5.1, 19.11.5, 26.7.15.

' On Constantius Gallus, cf. Amm. Marc. RG 14.1.9: vesperi per tabernas palabatur et
compita quaeritando Graeco sermone, cuius erat inpendio gnarus, quid de Caesare quisque
sentiret (‘“he used to roam at evening about the inns and streetcorners, inquiring of everyone in
Greek, of which he had remarkable command, what he thought of the Caesar” [tr. Rolfe]). On
Valentinian, cf. Amm. Marc. RG 30.5.9-10: qui cum imperatorem vidisset, agnitus adven-
tusque sui causam interrogatus, Graece respondit (...). quo ille verbo tamquam telo perculsus,
actus eius ut sagax bestia rimabatur genuino percunctando sermone, quos noscitabat (“And
he, when he came into the emperor’s presence, being recognized and asked the reason for his
coming, replied in Greek: ... By these words the emperor was struck as by a dagger, and like
a keen-scented hound he searched into all the conduct of the prefect, asking [him] in his native
tongue about people who he personally knew”). Gallus was Julian’s half-brother yet, unlike
him, his first language was Latin. In relation to Gallus’ and Valentinian’s Greek knowledge, cf.
Moroni 2005, 83; Rochette 2010, 459-460.

* Julian appears for the first time in the preserved books of Res Gestae in 14.11.28 and
plays a leading role in books 20-25. On the introduction of Julian as a new Achilles, cf. Barnes
1998, 143-165.

¥ Cf. EBus. VC 3.13.2: ém pmde tadtng uadig eixe (“for he was not ignorant of that lan-
guage either”).
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emperor, and wrote in the two imperial languages. Eutropius’ Breviary contains
a brief allusion to the question in Eutrop. Brev. Hist. Rom. 10.16.3, where he
regards Julian as instructed in Latin although not so well-read as in Greek culture:

liberalibus disciplinis adprime eruditus, Graecis doctior atque adeo ut Latina
eruditio nequaquam cum Graeca scientia conveniret (“He was eminently
accomplished in liberal knowledge, but better read in Greek culture, so that
his Latin instruction was by no means comparable to his Greek learning”)*.

On the other hand, Libanius refers to the question in a laudatory tone in a speech
written to honour Julian’s consulate and consequently presents his competence in
both languages as impressive, although perhaps he might have preferred that
Julian had no knowledge of Latin at all (Lib. Or. 12.92)*:

VIK{G TOUG HEV PHTOPOS TH PIA0G0¢ig, ToG & av IAocOPovG Tij prTopsiq,
Tf] ToMGEL 8¢ AUPOTEPOVG, DGTEP 0D TOVG TOTAG AUPOTEPOLS EKEIVOLS Ko
v Ala ye Tavtag odg Eenv, Batépa Vi) Tehedtata €000, AEy® 8¢ 0DK
avT0g €maiov, MG pe ménekey 0 Kapyndoviog ékeivog (“You excel the
orators in philosophy, philosophers in oratory, and both alike in poetry.
Similarly you excel poets in both these accomplishments and indeed all
those just mentioned by your perfect Latinity, of which I cannot speak from
my own knowledge, but from the conviction that our Carthaginian friend
has inspired in me” [Translation taken from Norman 1969]).

Ammianus’ affirmation (super his aderat [luliano] latine quoque disserendi suf-
ficiens sermo (“Besides all this he had at his command adequate fluency also in
Latin conversation)) appears in a section in book 16 (sc. 16.5.7) of the Res
Gestae that glosses the virtues of Constantius’ successor. After referring to his
encouragement of poetry and rhetoric and prior to praising his wonderful memo-
ry*, the historian introduces this remark on Julian’s Latin. Located between the

* 1 have slightly modified the English version of J. S. Watson; cf. http:/www.tertul-
lian.org/fathers/eutropius_breviarium_2_text.htm. On the statements by Eutropius, cf. Rochette
2010, 461-463.

* On the passage by Libanius, cf. Rochette 2010, 463-464. On the relation between Julian
and Libanius, cf. Wiemer 1995; on Libanius’ attitude towards Latin, cf. Cribiore 2007, 206-
212. Libanius deals with Julian’s ability to speak in both languages in two other passages, Lib.
Or. 18.21: "Hv ovv ékeivep movtodams coeio cuvelkeyuévn kai Ssucvopév, momtad, PRTopeg,
YéVN PLA0GOQ®V, ToAAT pev ‘EALAG pmvi, o0k 0Alyn ¢ atépa (“He gathered together wisdom
of every kind and displayed it — poetry, oratory, the various schools of philosophy, much use
of Greek and not a little of Latin, for he was interested in both) and Lib. Ep. 668.1, a letter to
his friend Clearchus, AD 361: Zoi ktijpa mpénov TovAovog ovtoot, mpdtog peév &v 'EALAS
@OV}, Tp@TOG 8¢ &v Tf] TdV Kpatovviwv (“This Julian is just what you are looking for, fore-
most in Greek language, and foremost in that of the rulers”, [tr. editors]).

* Ammianus deals with Julian’s poetic and rhetorical activity in Amm. Marc. RG 16.5.7,
with his memory in Amm. Marc. 16.5.8.
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preceding and subsequent praising observations, this remark cannot be regarded as
a litotes, as was the case with Eusebius’ V'C 3.13.2; actually it constitutes a kind of
low point in comparison with all comments relative to the excellence of Julian’s
liberal education and wonderful memory. As suggested in a previous contribution
(Sanchez-Ostiz 2007, 295, 307-308), Ammianus may indicate subtly that he, a
Greek speaker as Julian, is more competent than he had been upon speaking or
even writing in Latin. Be it as it may, it seems true that Julian must be considered
bilingual, although dominantly Greek, according to the aforementioned study
(Sanchez-Ostiz 2007, 294, 301; cf. also Rochette 2010, 477). When he was Caesar
in Gaul, soldiers under his command and the people that Constantius trusted in,
must have been aware of this fact as all of them ended up actually vituperating
against Julian by calling him ‘Greek’.

The game of contrasts found by the reader in these two works — the Vita
Constantini and the Res Gestae — is highly suggestive. The author of the former, a
Christian, tells the story of the emperor who triggered the Empire’s conversion into
Christianity. The latter, surely pagan, praises as a hero the emperor who tried to
back out the process of Christianization begun by Constantine. The main charac-
ter in the former text is a bilingual who speaks Latin as his mother tongue. On the
other hand, the main figure in Ammianus’ Res Gestae is also a bilingual character,
yet his mother tongue is Greek. May there be any intention behind this game of
contrasts? Given the chronology of both authors, the following is the only contrast
that may entail intentionality: can Ammianus have known the Vita Constantini?
May he have tried to reply Eusebius regarding his emperor’s bilingualism?

An important work on Ammianus was published in the first decade of the 21st
century: Gavin Kelly’s Ammianus Marcellinus. The Allusive Historian (2008).
Special attention was drawn to his allusions and intertextual references. This
work (which is not an exhaustive study of intertextuality in Ammianus’ work)
does not pose the idea that the historian who was miles et Graecus (“a soldier and
a Greek”) may have gone through some of the works of the bishop of Caesarea.
It is true that simple coincidence in the mention of bilingualism of such two oppo-
site emperors constitutes a rather scarce ground to support this hypothesis. At the
same time, it cannot be discarded that Ammianus — whether an apostate or not*
— may have known Christian literature and, therefore, perhaps the writings of the
bishop of Caesarea; but a definitive answer for this question is yet to be found®.

7 Cf. Amm. Marc. RG 17.9.3: miles (...) lulianum compellationibus incessebat et probris,
Asianum appellans Graeculum et fallacem et specie sapientiae stolidum (“the soldiers ... assailed
Julian with foul names and opprobrious language, calling him an Asiatic, a Greekling and a
deceiver and a fool with a show of wisdom” [tr. Rolfe]); Amm. Marc. 17.11.1: lulianum (...)
appellantesque ‘loquacem talpam’ et ‘purpuratam simiam’ et ‘litterionem Graecum’ (“and call-
ing [Julian] a ‘chattering mole’ and ‘an ape in purple’ and ‘a Greekish pedant™ [tr. Rolfe]).

* On Ammianus as an apostate, cf. Barnes 1998, 82-84; Kelly 2008, 130.

* The underlying issue here is Ammianus’ sources. On this topic cf. Kelly 2008, 222-225.
In spite of being pagan and perhaps apostate, Ammianus seems to have used Christian sources.
Cf. Bleckmann 2007; Kelly 2008, 230, 253, 255.
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As long as other more significant coincidences between Eusebius’ works and
Ammianus’ Res Gestae are not identified and assessed, it seems advisable to
resign the possibility of an intertextual relation and turn to a simpler explanation
for the aforementioned game of contrasts. Ammianus and Eusebius themselves
were bilingual and therefore seem to have been particularly sensitive to their pre-
ferred emperors’ bilingualism. Ammianus does it with certain reservation, per-
haps because he compares his own case with that of Julian: the historian who
writes a work such as the Res Gestae in a language different from his own, seems
to feel certain unconscious superiority above the cultured emperor who could
only express himself in Latin with a sufficiens sermo®. On the other hand,
Eusebius deals with his emperor’s bilingualism as a panegyrist, according to the
general tone of his Life of Constantine, &ykopootikn tetpdfipAog: although
Constantine could not perhaps write in Greek or even read it, the main point is
that his knowledge of this language let him manage such an intricate situation as
that of the First Council of Nicaea.
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“ This hypothesis is basically the same as the one supported by Sanchez-Ostiz 2007, 307-308.
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