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Divine Providence and Human Logos in Themistins

Some Philosophical Sources of Discourse 6

Elisa Coda*

Abstract

Themistius’ Discourse 6 proclaims philantropia as the key term for the affinity between the ruler and God, and
logos as the cause of the aflinity of all the human beings among them and with God. Against the background of
the philosophical paideia that represents Themistius’ project for the élite in Constantinople, the Disconrse 6 is
analysed in comparison with another rhetorical work that two centuries earlier had been devoted to the same
topic: Dio of Prusa’s Olympic Discourse. The two orations share some common features, but the Disconrse 6
bears the traces of Themistius’ reading of the T7maeus, as well as of his exegesis of Aristotle’s De Anima.

1. Themistius’ Hellenic Wisdom

The Demegoria Constantii, which announces and motivates Themistius’ (ca. 317-389 AD)
adlection to the senate of Constantinople in 355 AD, illustrates his role and importance in the
development of the cultural policy of the Empire at that moment:

Gmovtayod yop THe olxovpévng Lhocootay Exidpmery Eomoudaxag pditota adthy eddnvely
Bobhopar xatd ThHY ToALY THY Huetépay. "Onep &4 nal muvddvopar Omdpoyety adtf Sie Ocuiotiov,
ouvedoLg UiV VEmV ©LAOGOEOUVTOY GBpuvopévy), Yivopdvy O %owoy Tatdeloens XaTaydyLoV,
dote dravtag amavTayodey GLOAOYOULEVNS TIOQAXEYWENXEVAL TT) TTOAEL XA TELY QLAOGOGLY, Xal
domep Ex TLvog dnpdtou Y Tic éx THe mhAews THe NueTépog QoLtdy dmavtayol to Suddy et THe
dpetiic. (...) MetahaBov yop map’ Hudv dEtdpatog Popainod dvtetopépet coptav Exkgixny,
dote T ALY Sta Tolto delnvusal ThHY fpetéoay xopuEry 6pod TUymMg %ol deeThc.!

While it is my heart’s desire that philosophy should shine in every part of the world, I especially wish
it to flourish throughout our city. And indeed I know that this has happened in her case because of

" Concetta Luna and Tiziano Dorandi read a first draft of this paper, saving me from many errors and suggesting
decisive improvements. My deepest thanks go to them; of all the shortcomings that may remain I only am responsible.

' Demeg. 20 D-21 A e 21 A-B, trans. Heather-Moncour in Politics, Philosophy, and Empire in the Fourth Century.
Select Orations of Themistins, Translated with an Introduction by P. Heather — D. Moncur, Liverpool U.P., Liverpool
2001 (Translated Texts for Historians, 36), p. 111. The origin of the Greek text of the Demegoria, or Constantii oratio, is
disputed, though there is a general consensus that Constance’s chancelry had a role: for details cf. ibid., p. 97, n. 154. An
analysis of this letter “as an historical document from a theoretical perspective” is provided by L.J. Daly, “Constantius’
Adlection of Themistius to the Byzantine Senate: Elite Mobility in the Late Roman Empire”, Proceedings of the Ohio
Academy of History 2002, pp. 14-27 (quotation from p. 26, URL: http://www.ohioacademyofhistory.org/wp-content/
uploads/2013/04/2002Daly.pdf last consulted 12 oct. 2018). The Greek text of the Discourses, including the passage of the
Demegoria quoted above, is quoted from Themistii orationes quae supersunt rec. H. Schenkl, opus cons. G. Downey, Vol. I,

Teubner, Leipzig 1965, Vol. 2 et 3 cons. G. Downey et A.F. Norman, Teubner, Leipzig 1971, 1974.

© Copyright 2018 Pacini Editore Studia graeco-arabica 8 / 2018



68 Elisa Coda

Themistius, since she takes pride in her companies of young philosophers and is a house of learning
open to all, so that all men from every quarter have conceded that the city is supreme in philosophy and
the teachings of virtue flow forth from her in every direction as if from some pure spring. (...) For in
receiving from us a Roman dignity, he offers Hellenic wisdom in return, so that for this reason our city

is revealed as the summit both of good fortune and of virtue (trans. Heather-Moncour, p. 111).

Themistius’ pivotal role in conveying to later ages the “Hellenic wisdom” — the sogta ‘EAAnvLxy
mentioned in the Demegoria — is well known. He sided with the idea of ethical and political
engagement of the philosopher, who “passing judgment in union with the highest power™ does not
limit himself to speaking about the philosophical ideals, but is constantly engaged in putting them
into practice.’ This was, in Themistius’ views, the stance of his father Eugenius, who used to declare
that his model was Socrates.” In his turn, Themistius set for himself the task to promote the cogta

? Them., Or. 34, § 7: BpaPebovoay ta dixata griocoplav wetd THhe peylotns Suvapeng, trans. R.J. Penella, The

Private Orations of Themistius, Univ. of California Press, Oakland CA 1999 (Transformation of the Classical Heritage),
p-214. The implications of Themistius” stance are stated by R. Sorabji in the section entitled “Themistius” of his
Introduction to Aristotle Re-Interpreted. New Findings on Seven Hundyed Years of the Ancient Commentators ed. by R. Sorabji,
Bloomsbury, London — Oxford — New York — New Delhi — Sydney 2016, as follows: “Historians know Themistius best as
a leading civil servant in the imperial capital Costantinople, serving six emperors in succession in dangerous times, five of
them Christian. (...) But he not only wrote the commentaries on Aristotle early in his career for his school which prepared
people, among other things, for civil service. He also insisted, against strong opposition, on openly advocating the ethics of
Plato and Aristotle in public life” (pp. 17-18).

3 In Or. 20, the funeral oration in honour of his father Eugenius, the latter’s soul is depicted as having a seat near to
Socrates’, Plato’s, and Aristotle’s (Or. 20, 234 C-D: xadilovst te mapd Sorpdret xal [IAdtwve, dyoyévreg nal to o
s Tov Yelov "Aptototéhny). On Eugenius’ ethical commitment cf. Or. 20, 238 D-239 A: toltov odv tov Tpbmoy
%l Eml phocoglag obyl Abyov yefivar éntdetfy motetodar, 000¢ évdévde modev texpatpesdar botig moppw HnoL
cogtag, olov el pet’ éniotnung Statpoito Téyadd xal pdoxot ThHY Gpety wéyLtatov elvar TéY AoLmdy xal Oreppépety
Roxp® To GAA, Té TE TOD codpatog Aeydueva xal 8cwv EEndev Tiyn Bactielet, AN el ppovoly TobTov TOV TE6ToY
%ol TEoatpoTTo xal THY dyadiy medbiy del Eminpocdey dyot thg yenpata 7 §6Eav epolong. dhhwg 8 Eyovta TF wiv
YAGOTTY QLhocoghceLy, TH xopdla 8¢ 0ddapds (“Similarly, my father would say, in philosophy it is not necessary to make
a show of words. He used to say that we do not judge that a person is well advanced in wisdom because we have observed,
for example, that he can skillfully distinguish the various things that are good and says that virtue is greater than and far
superior to everything else, superior to what people call the things of the body and to what fortune rules over without
our having any say in the matter. No, it is not on any such basis that we would judge a person to be well advanced in
wisdom; rather, we would try to determine whether the person’s thinking is in line with his words, whether he is really
committed to his principles, whether he always prefers the morally good action to the action that brings wealth or fame.
It was my father’s contention that anyone not so disposed would be a philosopher only in word, not in his heart” (trans.
Penella, The Private Orations, pp. 57-8). In affirming that elegance should not prevail over moral commitment (Or. 21,
246 A-247 A, Or. 28, 343 B-C), Themistius criticizes those who indulge in flourishings: the ‘sophists’ of his time (Or.
22,265 B: oi 3¢ ddovot xat mposddovat; Or. 26,315 C: & Méyw pndt dhhws ¢dety xal mpooddety Op.iv; 28, 341 B-D).
On Eugenius cf. O. Ballériaux, “Eugenios”, in R. Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire des Philosophes Antigues (henceforth DPhA),
Tome I1I, CNRS-Editions, Paris 2000, pp. 306-7. Themistius’ presents the philosophical education at Eugenius’ feets as
his ancestors’ legacy (cf. Or. 20, 233 D; 23,288 D, 2, 28 D-29 A). He was the only one among his brothers to become
a philosopher (Or. 20, 233 D-234 A), even though philosophy was part and parcel of the education of the upper class:
cf. Or. 27,332 D-333 B).

4 0r. 20,239 A-B and D: Todtwy 3¢ andvtev napadelypata drnépove Toxedtn tov "Adnvatov, dg obte olxot
Omo Bavdinmng hodogodpevog obte Hmd Kortiov xal tdv toLdxovta Tupdvvay drethodvtey, el pi) petadioetor xol
Yepameloet Ty xadeotdoay molitelay, dmontevely Te kol dEerdoeLy xal dvixeota Eoya doydoeadut bung odx #detaé
mote 000¢ éEemhdyn 00E kivduvoy dhhov EvbuLaey obtw detvéy Te xal pofepdy Gg TO xaxdv vt dyadod yevéadar xal
duooelT avt’ edoeBobs. (...) Totalta 3¢ dmépaive xal Té Eavtob xal dvtixpug mapaminote Tols Taxpatixols (“My
father used to point to Socrates the Athenian as one who exemplified all these qualities of the true philosopher. Socrates
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Divine Providence and human logos in Themistins 69

‘EAAnvind as the basis of the ideal of cosmic order that should have been shared, in his eyes, by the
cultivated ¢lite of his age. To this end, Themistius made use of careful rhetorical tools,” of an endless
stock of quotations, of allusions to Pagan myths and their philosophical interpretations, and of the
reworking of philosophical models. A Platonic philosopher for him is not one who attended Plato’s
lectures in a remote past; rather, he is the one who puts into practice Plato’s ideal of philosophy as
the ruling force of human society.

- . ~ , ~ , . , N .
nal el o yen xahely xAnpovépoy Tav ITAdtavog Tob Yelov Soypdrtwy, oby olte XreloLrmov
\ ~ S | ’ 3 \ \ \ ’ 9 ~ ’ o ! ’
¥eh xahelv #) Bevoxpdtny, dhh& Tov <tiv> yvoprny adtod BeBaidoavta fiv mdvtev pditota
éxelvog emotnoato dv elg Epyov éxfBiivar, xal L8l elg TadTOV GUVTEE OVGAY dUvapLy TOALTLXRY
%ol @rhocoplay, xal Wi Topeuopévas yuwels O7 @edvnoLy xal éEouctav. (...) xal duvhcousty ol
s g . , sy oo Sy . P S ,
¢pekiic dvdpnmor Tov @zodboLov Eml TF xAvoeL THe TEog T& xoLve pLhocoglag, g TOV "AdpLavéy,
oc Tov Mdpxov, ¢ tov "Avtavivoy Tolg mpomdtopas £autob kol ToALTag %ol GEYNYETAG, 00g
b 3 ! b4 ~ e ’ ~ 3 \ \ 3 ’ S ~ 3 \ 3 \
oUx fydmnoey dypt tHe dAovpyidog xhnpovouficar, aAAG Tig elxdvag adTdY Emavayayoy elg ThY
Baothida due paxpod ypbvou xal errocoplay autd xaddmep EETVOL GUUTAPEGTNOATO.

If anyone should be called the heir of the divine Plato’s teachings, it should not be Speusippus or
Xenocrates, but the person who made Plato’s vision prevail, that vision that the famous philosopher
most wanted to put into practice, and he most wanted to see political power and philosophy coming
together, not good judgment and secular authority going their separate ways. (...) Future generations
will sing the praises of Theodosius for his summoning of philosophy to the public sphere, just as
they will praise Hadrian, Marcus [Aurelius], and Antoninus [Pius], who are his ancestors, his fellow
citizens, founders of his line. Theodosius was not content merely to inherit the purple from them; he
also brought them back into the palace as exemplars after a long lapse of time and set philosophy by his
side, just as they had done.

was rebuked at home by Xanthippe and also by Critias and the Thirty Tyrants, who threatened to kill him and drive
him out and do horrible things to him if he did not change his mind and be of service to the regime that was in power.
Nonetheless, he never succumbed to fear. He was never frightened, nor did he think that there was any danger so terrible
and formidable than to become wicked instead of good, or impious instead of pious. (...) My father showed the world
actions of his own that were very similar to those of Socrates” (trans. Penella, The Private Orations, pp. 58-9, modified).
Themistius has repeatedly recourse to Socrates as to his model (Or. 34): cf. L.J. Daly, 4 Mandarin of Late Antiquity: The
Political Life and Thought of Themistius, Dissertation at Loyola University, Chicago 1970 (http://ecommons.luc.edu/
luc_diss/1019). Socrates is an important figure in the Discourses, addressed as a model of Lebenswahl; this point deserves
further investigation that cannot be made here. Bibliographical references on Themistius’ political thought are given
below, n. 19. See also R. van den Berg, “Live Unnoticed! The Invisible Neoplatonic Politician”, in A. Smith, The Philosopher
and Society in Late Antiquity. Essays in Honour of Peter Brown, The Classical Press of Wales, Swansea 2005, pp. 101-15,
esp. 109-10. Van den Berg refers to Or. 26 and Or. 38, pointing to the singularity of Themistius’ stance.

5> Themistius advocated his own approach by explicitly criticizing those who refused to take part in public life; he
also had to face the charge of being himself a sophist, flattering emperors to achieve worldly success, rather than the true
philosopher he pretended to be. On Themistius’ position cf. Heather-Moncur, Politics, Philosophy, and Empire (above,
n. 1), pp. XI-XV; see also J. Schamp, “Thémistios et 'oracle des philosophes”, in F. Karfik - E. Song (eds.), Plato Revived.
Essays on Ancient Platonism in Honour of Dominic J. O’Meara, Berlin-Boston 2013 (Beitrige zur Altertumskunde, 317),
pp- 358-75, esp. 332-40.

¢ Or.34,7,esp.1. 7-12 and 17-23, trans. Penella, The Private Orations, p. 214, modified; cf. also Or. 17,214 A. Similar
remarks also in Or. 2,40 A (to Costance II); Or. 8, 107 C (to Valens); Or. 13, 166 B (to Gratian): references are given in
the relevant footnotes by R. Maisano (Temistio, Discorsi, a c. di R. Maisano, UTET, Torino 1995).
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70 Elisa Coda

Themistius was engaged in the transmission of Platonic and Aristotelian thought first and
foremost as a professor of philosophy:” he ran his own school since 345 AD, teaching for the most
part of his life at Costantinople but also elsewhere.® He was also, and for some mainly, a rhetor
managing the most prominent positions at the imperial court’ under the Emperors Constance II,
Julian, Jovian, Valentinian the Great and Valens, and Theodosius. His literary output'® reflects both
activities: we have both discourses and paraphrases of Aristotle’s works."!

Themistius’ paraphrases were known by pagan, Christian, Muslim, and Jewish authors, being
continuously read across the ages and in different cultural landscapes. Most of these paraphrases, even
though atan uneven rate, were destined to be read in translation, and this starting from Late Antiquity
(in Syriac), through the Middle Ages (in Arabic, Hebrew, and Latin), till the Early Renaissance (in
Latin)."? The rhetorical corpus,’ on the contrary, had almost no reception in the Syriac and Arabic
milieus;'* also in the Latin-speaking world it is only at the end of the 15™ century that a renewal of
interest for Themistius’ orations took place."> His fame as an elegant orator surpasses the reputation

7 0r. 31,352 C-D: Exé tolc Soxtpatdrols T6v doyoley othocbowy dxoroudicag, ol ddo eivar tie priocopiog 630bg

gEmyolvrae, Ty piv Yetotépay, T 3¢ Tolg xovolc deehpoatépay, Ty HUTY AusLteholoay Teoetiumnoa The ubvoy to by
{drov éEetalovong, xal v molteta Quhocoploy elhbumny, Embpevos Twuxrpdtel ol "Aptatotéhel kol mpbd ye TolTwY Tolg
Opvoupévorg Emta cogole, o ta Epya Tolc Abyots dyrataptEavtes olte dmpoxtov olte douvTeAd Tols xowvoic énedetEavto
gLrocoplay. TolTols dmacty dxoloucag Tecoapdxovta &t Tabta 6yedov éTéheca AetToupydy DTy éx TGV Abywv %ol
npeoBebay dpekiic dnboag adtol lote mpeoBelog odx dripwms 003t dd6Ewe 003E dvaking THe duetépus yetpotoviag, TG
pév %’ Eautoy, T 8¢ Tolg dototorg Hudv xowwvay (I followed the most highly regarded of the ancient philosophers, who
explain that there are two philosophical paths, one that is more concerned with divine matters, and a second that is more use-
ful in public affairs. I chose the kind of philosophy that is beneficial to you over that which investigates only what concerns me
personally. I elected the kind of philosophy that operates in the public arena. In so doing, I followed the example of Socrates and
Atristotle and their predecessors the celebrated Seven Wise Men, who, by combining deeds with their words, showed us a kind of
philosophy that is neither inactive nor useless to society. For nearly forty years now I have followed all these philosophers, putting
my learning to work in your service and going on a series of embassies for you, sometimes by myself and at other times in company
with the best of you. You yourselves know that on those embassies my service was neither dishonorable nor disreputable nor
unworthy of your appointment of me”, trans. Penella, 7he Private Orations, pp. 189-90). On the embassies cf. also Or. 17,214 B.

8 Some inaugural discourses are preserved in Greek, in part or in their entirety (Or. 24, to the students of Nicomedia;
Or. 27, to those of Paphlagonia; Or. 33, to those of Costantinople); information on Themistius’ students are given in
Or. 23,289 B. Finally, Or. 30 and 32 are considered scholastic exercises.

? Themistius was senator in 355, proconsul in 358, prefect of Constantinople under Theodosius I, in whose court he
was also appointed teacher of his son and successor Arcadius.

1o Cf.R.B. Todd, “Themistius”, in V. Brown ¢t al., Catalogus translationum et commentariorum, Vol. VIII, The Catholic
Univ. of America Press, Washington 2003, pp. 57-102; J. Schamp - R.B. Todd - J. Watt, “Thémistios”, in Goulet (ed.), DPhA,
Tome VI (2016), pp. 850-900. I have not been able to take into account for this article the recent study by M. Schramm,
“Themistios (§ 40)”, in Grundiss der Geschchte der Philosophie. Die Philosophie der Antike 5/1: Philosophie der Kaiserzeit und
der Spitantike, ed. Chr. Riedweg - Chr. Horn - D. Wyrwa, Basel, Schwabe 2018, pp. 410-427, 451-445 (Bibliographic)

" Themistius’ philosophical output was certainly larger than what is available to us: cf. Schamp-Todd-Watt, “Thémis-
tios” (above, n. 10), pp. 865-6 on the rhetorical works lost, and pp. 877-80 on the philosophical works lost.

12 Overview: E. Coda, “Themistius, Arabic”, in H. Lagerlund (ed.), Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy, Springer,
Dordrecht 2011, pp. 1260-66, and Schamp-Todd-Watt, “Thémistios” (above, n. 10), pp. 870-7.

13 Thirty-three orations have come down to us in Greck. However, some of them are fragmentary or incomplete (Or. 23,
25,33,28); Or. 12, which is included in several modern editions, is in reality a Humanist compilation in Greek, based on Or. 5
and other sources. The chronology of Themistius’ Discourses is disputed; cf. Maisano, Discorsi (above, n. 6), pp. 107-9.

4 Unknown to the Latin Middle Ages. For the scanty circulation of some Discourses in Syriac and Arabic sce the
relevant section by J. Watt in Schamp-Todd-Watt, “Thémistios” (above, n. 10), pp. 861-4.

15 Cfr. Todd, “Themistius” (above, n. 10); E. Coda, “Breve nota su una traduzione ebraico-latina umanistica: Mosé
Alatino (1529-1605) traduttore di Temistio”, Studia graeco-arabica 6 (2016), pp. 187-210.
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as a philosopher, but even if the paraphrases are consulted chiefly in search for specific exegeses of
one or another Aristotelian passage, philosophy — not rhetoric — was for Themistius the pinnacle of
wisdom, and specific philosophical doctrines are interspersed also in the Discourses, but for the most
part outside a technical context, as this article aims to show.

Notwithstanding his importance, Themistius has been studied in an oddly asymmetrical
way. Historians focus on the Discourses, almost completely discarding the philosophical
works. His political thought has attracted much attention, with special reference to his
conception of Imperial power,'¢ that becomes even more significant against the background
of the relationship between Hellenism and the Roman Empire, or Hellenism and Christianity
towards the end of Antiquity.'” Scholars noticed several features of Themistius’ vision of
history and politics, pointing to his conception of true kingship: the philosophical justification
of its divine origin and the use of the model of the basileus as “living law” (vép.og Euduyog, Or.
5, 64 B) have been highlighted,' as well as the political function of the ideal of philanthropia.”

Other topics that have attracted scholarly interest are his relationship with Julian®

6 Cf. J. Vanderspoel, Themistius and the Imperial Court. Oratory, Civic Duty and Paideia from Constantius to
Theodosius, The Univ. of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor 1995; G. Dagron, “L’Empire romain d’Orient au IV si¢cle et les
traditions politiques de Uhellénisme. Le témoignage de Thémistios”, Travaux et Mémoires du centre de recherche d’Histoire
et civilisation byzantines 3 (1968), pp. 1-242; L.J. Daly, “The Mandarin and the Barbarians: the Response of Themistius to
the Gothic Challenge”, Historia 21 (1972), pp. 351-72; G. Downey, “Themistius and the Defence of Hellenism in the 4th
Century”, Harvard Theological Review 50 (1957), pp. 259-74.

17 Cfr. G. Downey, “Allusions to Christianity in Themistius’ Orations”, Studia Patristica 5 (1962), pp. 480-88;
LJ. Daly, “Themistius’ Plea for Religious Tolerance”, Greek Roman and Byzantine Studies 12 (1971), pp. 65-79; S.A. Stertz,
“Themistius: A Hellenic Philosopher and Statesman in the Christian Roman Empire”, The Classical Journal 71 (1976),
pp- 349-98; I. Muiioz Valle, “Temistio y la promocién de la cultura griega bajo los emperadores cristianos”, Scriptorium
Victoriense 23 (1976), pp. 164-201.

'8 Chiefly by Dagron, “L’Empire romain d’Orient”, and Vanderspoel, Themistins and the Imperial Court (both quoted
above, n. 16). On the notion itself see G.D. Aalders, “Nép.og Zudvyoc”, in P. Steinmetz (ed.), Politeia und Res Publica.
Beitrige zum Verstindnis von Politik, Recht und Staat in der Antike, Franz Steiner, Wiesbaden 1969 (Palingenesia, 4),
pp- 315-29. A new approach to this important topic is offered by P. Van Nuffelen, Rethinking the Gods: Philosophical
Readings of Religion in the Post Hellenistic Period, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2011 (Greek Culture in the Roman World),
in part. pp. 148-53.

Y It was first J. Scharold, Dio Chrysostomus und Themistius, W. Trinkl, Burghausen 1912 (Wissenschaftliche
Abhandlung zum Jahresberichte des Koniglichen humanistischen Gymnasiums Burghausen), pp. 11-32, to remark that
the model of Themistius’ ptadvdpnmoc Bastiels is Dio of Prusa. On Themistius’ philanthropia cf. L.J. Daly, “Themistius’
Concept of Philanthropia”, Byzantion 45 (1975), pp. 22-40; G. Downey, “Philanthropia in Religion and Statecraft in the
4* Century after Christ”, Historia 4 (1955), pp. 199-20; Dagron, “L’Empire romain d’Orient” (above, n. 16), pp. 136-7.
Also Julian the Emperor, who was a pupil of Themistius, had recourse to this notion and gave it a special twist, according
to M.C. De Vita, Giuliano Imperatore filosofo neoplatonico, Vita e Pensiero, Milano 2011 (Temi metafisici e problemi del
pensiero antico. Studi e testi, 121), pp. 248-9: “Giuliano esorta poi alla pratica della philanthropia, che viene esaltata con
numerosi exempla di tradizione ellenica, quasi a sottolineare, indirettamente, I'indebita ‘usurpazione’ del concetto da parte
dei cristiani del tempo”. Valuable remarks are offered also by M. Schramm, “Platonic Ethics and Politics in Themistius and
Julian”, in R.C. Fowler (ed.), Plato in the Third Sophistic, De Gruyter, Berlin 2014 (Millennium Studies in the Culture and
History of the First Millennium CE, 50), pp. 131-44: “Themistius’ political theory is based on the paradigm of the Repub-
lic with a few Hellenistic elements (the king is a philosopher, he is god-like, and his main virtue is puiavdpwmnia), whereas
Julian used the Laws with elements from Iamblichus’ philosophy (the king is only a guardian of the godly laws and needs
help from gods, demons and philosophers, and his main virtue is picty, or edoéPeta)” (pp. 131-2). However, as observed
by Van den Bergh, “Live Unnoticed!” (above, n. 4), pp. 108-9, with n. 27 on p. 113, it was Themistius who taught Plato’s
Laws to Julian.

? For a valuable overview on Themistius and Julian cf. Heather-Moncur, Politics, Philosophy, and Empire in the
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and religious tolerance as a key-concept of true kingship.*! Conversely, historians of philosophy
only seldom take into account the discourses, as if they were of little interest to explore Themistius’
Aristotelianism. An all-round picture is hampered also by the fact that the paraphrases preserved
in Greek are far better known than those surviving only in the Oriental tradition, notwithstanding
their importance: the paraphrases of O the Heavens and of Book Lambda of the Metaphysics
are lost in Greek and especially that of On the Heavens is almost totally discarded as a source
for understanding Themistius’ own philosophical stance, due to the fact that it exists only in a
Hebrew version made out of the Arabic lost version of the lost Greek original, and in a Latin
version of the Hebrew version.

Among the topics that the historians of philosophy usually discuss, a prominent position is
granted to the question of Themistius’ philosophical allegiance. According to some, his work
unquestionably belongs to the Neoplatonic tradition.” For others, Themistius’ exegeses fully belong
to the Aristotelian and Peripatetic tradition, with no special traits of the Neoplatonic typical themes.”
Notwithstanding the different perspectives, there is a general scholarly agreement that the paideia
advocated by Themistius is the real key to understanding his thought.** There are indeed different

Fourth Century (above, n. 1), pp. 138-42; details in L.J. Daly, “In a Borderland’: Themistius’ Ambivalence toward Julian”,
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 73 (1980), pp. 1-11; U. Criscuolo, “Sull’Epistola di Giuliano Imperatore al filosofo Temistio”,
Koinonia 7 (1983), pp. 89-111; T. Brauch, “Themistius and the Emperor Julian”, Byzantion 63 (1993), pp. 79-115;
E. Pack, “Libanio, Temistio ¢ la reazione giulianea”, in G. Cambiano - L. Canfora - D. Lanza (eds.), Lo spazio
letterario della Grecia antica, 1.3, Roma 1994, pp. 651-97. See also De Vita, Giuliano Imperatore (above, n. 19), p. 101
with n. 87, who compares the notion of basileus philosophos in Themistius and Julian, and the recent exaustive study by
R. Chiaradonna, “La figura del filosofo nel IV secolo d. C. Considerazioni sulla Lettera a Temistio di Giuliano
Imperatore”, Aitia[online]5(2015), URL: http://journals.openedition.org/aitia/1293 ~ last consulted 12 October 2018.
On the Epistle on Government attributed to Themistius in Arabic see the section by J. Watt in Schamp-Todd-
Watt, “Thémistios” (above, n. 10), esp. pp. 862-3. In other important studies of his, listed in the above mentioned
contribution, Watt has provided an analysis of the reception of this work in the Syro-Christian and Arabic-Islamic
worlds. The authorship of the Epistle on Government has been challenged, chiefly because there is no trace in it of the key
notions of philanthropia and nomos empsychos. Possible explanations have been advanced, examined by M. Conterno,
Temistio Orientale, Paideia Brescia 2014, esp. pp. 27-40, and S. Swain, Themistius, Julian, and Greek Political Theory
under Rome. Texts, Translations, and Studies of Four Key Works, Cambridge U.P, Cambridge 2013, Ch. 2 (“Themistius,
Letter to Julian”), pp. 22-51.

2 See above n. 17.

2 Cf. 1. Hadot, Athenian and Alexandrian Neoplatonism and the Harmonization of Aristotle and Plato, Brill, Leiden-
Boston 2015 (Studies in Platonism, Neoplatonism, and the Platonic Tradition, 18), with reference to previous scholarship,
and p. 75 for the assessment of Themistius’ Neoplatonism.

2 H.J. Blumenthal, “Photius on Themistius (Cod. 74): Did Themistius Write Commentaries on Aristotle?”, Hermes
107 (1979), pp- 168-82; J. Vanderspoel, “The Themistius’ Collection of Commentaries on Plato and Aristotle”, Phoenix 43
(1989), pp. 162-4; D.J. O’Meara, Platonopolis. Platonic Political Philosophy in Late Antiquity, Oxford U.P., Oxford 2003,
esp. pp. 206-8. For a valuable survey of the historiographical question cf. I. Kupreeva, “Themistius”, in L.P. Gerson (ed.),
The Cambridge History of Philosophy in Late Antiquity, Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2010, vol. I, pp. 397-416. Cf. also the
balanced assessment by Sorabji, “Themistius” (above, n. 2): “What Themistius does have in common with the philosophers
whom we call Neoplatonists is that he wishes to harmonise Plato and Aristotle wherever possible. But that is not a sufficient
condition for being a Neoplatonist: there were harmonisers before Neoplatonism, and Themistius prefers harmony but
does not think it is his business to argue for harmony at length. It should be less controversial that Themistius dod not agree
with Iamblichus’ version of Neoplatonism” (p. 20).

% Cf.G. Downey, “Education and Public Problems as Seen by Themistius”, Transactions and Proceedings of the Ameri-
can Philological Association 86 (1955), pp. 291-307; B. Colpi, Die Paideia des Themistios. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der
Bildung im vierten Jahrhundert nach Christus, P. Lang, Frankfurt 1987; R.J. Penella, “Plato (and Others) in the Orations of
Themistius”, in Fowler, Plato in the Third Sophistic (above, n. 19), pp. 145-61.
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ideas on his conception of the political engagement of the philosopher, whether or not it is the same
as that of the later Neoplatonic philosophers — most noticeably, D.J. O’Meara disagrees with this;*
but it is fair to say that for Themistius if the philosopher holds a position apt to influence the law-
giver, the philosophical ideals can be transformed into concrete rules for social life.?®

An ecumenical vision completes this position. The exposure of the élite to a training in Hellenic
wisdom is for Themistius independent of any specific religious affiliation and, in the same vein, he is
alien from any specific philosophical affiliation to this or that school, if this means antagonism among
them. This was neither Plato’s nor Aristotle’s attitude, in Themistius’ eyes: his stance when he deals
with this point, coupled with the presence of Platonic and Neoplatonic topics in his Aristotelian
paraphrases, made him to be classified among the proponents of the “harmony between Plato and
Aristotle”.”” However, it is primarily his ideal of paideia, in my opinion, that inspires his treatment of
the topic of Plato and Aristotle in agreement.

It is in this vein that this harmony is presented as the legacy of Themistius’ father Eugenius:

0r.20,235C
To pév obv mpbonmov xat T6 oyfue Aoy povovol d7dev énflv "Aptatotéhoug Tolc puoTrplots.
Gmovto 88 GUAE GUVAVEGYYUTO TEY GOPAY T& GVEXTOEX, XUl GUVETWTTEUGE T& Lepd xul B6oa
[Mu9arybpac 6 Tdyprog € Alydmrou éxbuioey elc iy ‘EAAdda xal §oa otepov 8v TF motxiiy
otod Zivev 6 Kutiebs. o pév yop TThdtwvos tob peydhou dyytdupd te detl émedeinvue xal &v
I , S , ) . , s 3 _ ~
T a0t TeptBoh, xal 008E peTuwELévvuto Ty oTohy petafBalvoy el Ty "Axadnuiay Ex Tol
Avxetov, A& Tohhdxts "Aptototérel TpoRoag eic Ty ITAdtavog Ennyev Lepovpyiay. (...) elvar
VN s . , o , I ) - ,
vop 8 thic TTAdtavog Baxyelog thv Aptototéhoug griocoploy &uo pev yevwwalov TeoTéAeLOY,
Gpa & Yoryrov te xal uiaxthoLov. edBdTov Te yap olomg EtL xal edemtdpdpov Tols copLoTals,
tevyloal te "Aptototédn xal meptppalacdur mavtayddev ol dmoxhelont Tag EmLBovAdg TAY
doypdrov (...) Tedg pév &1 ITAdtmva tév copdy odte adtéc mote éotaciacey olte "ApLoToTédy
badtug deto. (...). 00depla yop priocopla mhppm AmenloTaL ol paxedy drocrnvol Tie Etépos,
5 s T 5 , eQ ~ \ , \ , s ’ e \ ~ e Q1
GAN’ otov ebpetag 6800 xal peydhng pLrpal Stacyioets te xal drovelsets, al wev mAetov, al ¢
Elattov mepteAdoloat, elg TadTov Huwg TEpag cuvdEousty.
To be sure, the visage and shape impressed upon these sacred mysteries were almost entirely those of
Aristotle. Nevertheless, my father helped to open up all the shrines of the sages. He was one of those
who were fully initiated in the sacred knowledge that Pythagoras of Samos brought back to Greece
from Egyptand in what Zeno of Citium later taught in the Painted Stoa. He always displayed the works
of the great Plato right at the door [of Aristotle’s ‘temple’] and in the very temple precinct. When

» O’Meara, Platonopolis. Platonic Political Philosophy in Late Antiquity, Clarendon Press, Oxford 2003, 20057,
p- 208: “[Themistius] shares with the Neoplatonic philosophers of his time neither their metaphysical and political theory,
nor their attitude to the involvement of the philosopher in political life. Themistius appeals to a monarchic ideology of a
traditional kind such as that advocated by Dio Chrysostom in the second century AD. Themistius’ view of the political
vocation of the philosopher appears to be more sanguine, optimistic, if not disingenuous, than that of the Neoplatonists.
His subordination of the philosopher to the king, of knowledge to action, is certainly a reversal of the Neoplatonic scale of
values”, ibid., p. 208.

% O’Meara, Platonopolis (above, n. 23), p. 99, outlines as follows the grounds for the political engagement of the Neo-
platonic philosopher in Late Antiquity: “As the primary expression of political science, the expression ofa divine model, a
transcendent good, law communicates the good, as a common good, to lives lived on the human level. It expresses moral
values and makes possible the benefits which they bring”.

¥ Hadot, Athenian and Alexandrian Neoplatonism (above, n. 22), pp. 56-60 and 74-97.
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passing from the Lyceum to the Academy, he did not change his clothes; he would often first make a
sacrifice to Aristotle and then end by worshiping Plato. (...). For he (sci/. Eugenius) felt that Aristotle’s
philosophy is an excellent preliminary rite to Plato’s frenzy and, at the same time, a defensive wall and
safeguard for it. Plato’s philosophy is still too accessible, still assailable by sophists, he thought; Aristotle
provided fortifications for him, fenced him in on all sides, and kept his teachings from being assailed by
plots. (...) My father, then, never quarrelled with the wise Plato, nor did he think that Aristotle ever did
so lightly. (...). For no philosophical school has settled far off from the others or keeps a great distance
between itself and another school. The schools of philosophy are like side roads that, though they break
away and deviate from a wide and long highway, nonetheless all reach the same point in the end, some

of them extending the road, others shortening it (trans. Penella, pp. 54-55, modified).”

Themistius was convinced that various ways might lead to one and the same truth, great enough
and universal enough to include them all; hence, his treatment of tolerance (especially religious),”
that in his view an emperor was expected to practice, is less a plea for a solid state than an exhortation
to imitate in mankind that universal rule imparted by the divine Intellect upon the multifarious
cosmos. This was Themistius’ spiritual world and the intellectual task he set for himself, and this
granted him a posterity in cultural areas as different as the Arabic and Latin Medieval worlds, and
the Early Reinassance Europe.

2. Themistius’ Discourse 6 and Dio of Prusa’s Olympicus

Ready to promote religious tolerance for the philosophical reasons just mentioned,* Themistius
uses the language of the Grecek religion both public and mysteric, not without echoing also some
Christian images; he does not refer in his speeches to any specific creedal tenet.”! The Orphic
mysteries, as well as the doctrines of ‘Orphic’ origin allegedly taught to Pythagoras and thereafter
transmitted to Plato and Aristotle, feature among the elements of the cultural heritage of a
learned man. His writings are free from that militant paganism which after Julian will nourish the

2 Cf. Marinus, Proclus ou sur le bonheur. Texte établi, traduit et annoté par H.-D. Saffrey et A.-Ph. Segonds avec la
collaboration de C. Luna, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 2001 (CUF), p. 109, who quote this passage in their commentary upon
the education imparted by Syrianus to the young Proclus in the same way, namely going from Aristotle to Plato, as follows:
“La doctrine générale des néoplatoniciens est que I’ Aristotélisme sert de ‘sacrifices préparatoires’ a la mystagogie de Platon,
cf. Thémistius, Or. 20, t. IL, p. 6.13-19”.

» Seeesp. Or. 5and 6.

3 Them., Or. 5,70 A: tabty voprle ydvuodar T4 motnthle %ol ToV T00 TavTods doynyétny: dAhng XVpoug EXéhet
noAttevesdur, dhhag "EXnvas, dAhag Alyurtious, xal 008’ adtols Tdpous bpotng, GAN’ #dn xataxexeppdtiotal eig
uxpd. tg Yo 00dels T6 méhag To adta Umelhngey dxptPas, GAA 6 pév Todl, 6 8¢ Todt. Tt oby Bralbpeda Té duyova;
(“Consider that the Creator of the universe also takes pleasure in such diversity. He wishes the Syrians to organise their
affairs in one way, and the Greeks in another, the Egyptians in another, and does not wish there to be uniformity among
the Syrians themselves but has already fragmented them into small sects. No individual has exactly the same beliefs as his
neighbour, but one man believes this and another that. Why then do we use force where it is ineffectual?”, trans. Heather-
Moncur, Politics, Philosophy, and Empire in the Fourth Century [above n. 1] p. 170).

3! Themistius is not usually considered as one who entered the debate on the priority of Greek over Judaco-Christian
moral teaching; however, there are also other opinions about his position in the debate: cf. Heather-Moncur, Politics, Phi-

losophy, and Empire in the Fourth Century (above n. 1), pp. 7-11 and 61-69.
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religiosity®” of late Neoplatonism,* as well as from any ‘theological’ exegesis of Plato’s dialogues. The

strenuous defense of pagan cults — be they Greek or Barbarian — that characterizes previous authors
like Porphyry,* or later ones like Proclus,® can hardly be found in his works.

The Discourse 6, Durddehpor 7 mepl ouravdpwntiag (Brotherly love, or On Philanthropia)
addresses the Emperors Valens and Valentinian® and was read in the Senate of Constantinople
in front of Valens.?”” Its main topics are the divisio imperii, which Themistius describes as the
ideal condition for good relations between the two emperors, and the exhaltation of the role of
Costantinople as the capital of the Roman Empire. The city is depicted at the end of the speech as

3 By ‘religiosity’ I mean both speculation about the gods as the counterpart of the metaphysical entities of the
Neoplatonic cosmos and the allegiance to the revival of ‘Greek’ religion in intellectual milieus after Julian. Dodds famously
pointed to the identification of the Olympian gods with the principles of the metaphysical hierarchy subordinated to the One
as to the typical feature of Proclus’ theology: cf. E.R. Dodds, Proclus, The Elements of Theology, 2™ revised ed. Clarendon Press,
Oxford 1963, p. 260, and the remarks on the main ideas governing the Proclean “Platonic Theology” by H.-D. Saffrey, “Les
débuts de la théologie comme science (III-V<si¢cle)”, Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 80 (1996), pp. 201-20,
repr. in Id., Le néoplatonisme aprés Plotin, Vrin, Paris 2000 (Histoire des doctrines de ' Antiquité classique, 24), pp. 219-38.
On the coexistence in Proclus of the philosophical interpretation of religion and the practice of pagan cults cf. A.-J. Festugiére,
“Proclus et la religion traditionnelle”, in Mélanges d'archéologie et d’histoire offerts a A. Piganiol édités par R. Chevalier, EPHE,
Paris 1966, pp. 1581-90, repr. in Id., Etudes de philosophie grecque, Vrin, Paris 1971, pp. 575-84 and Marinus, Proclus ou sur le
bonheur (above, n. 28), § 18.21-34 Saffrey-Segonds-Luna, with the notes of pp. 127-9.

3 H.-D. Saffrey, “Accorder entre elles les traditions théologiques: une caractéristique du néoplatonisme athénien”, in
E.P.Bos-P.A. Mcijer, On Proclus and his Influence in Medieval Philosophy, Brill, Leiden - New York - Ké1n 1992 (Philosophia
Antiqua, 53), pp. 35-50, repr. in Id., Le néoplatonisme aprés Plotin (above, n. 32), pp. 143-58; 1d., “Proclus, les Muses
et 'amour des livres 2 Athenes au Ve siecle”, in H.J. Westra (ed.), From Athens to Chartres. Neoplatonism and Medieval
Thought. Studies in Honour of E. Jeaunean, Brill, Leiden - New York - Koln 1992 (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte
des Mittelalters, 35), pp. 163-71, repr. in Le néoplatonisme aprés Plotin, pp. 169-77. The main aspects of this attitude are
highlighted in another important study by H.D. Saffrey, quoted below, n. 34. See also P. Athanassiadi - C. Macris, “La
philosophisation du religicux”, in L. Bricault - C. Bonnet (ed.), Panthée: Religious Transformations in the Graeco-Roman
Empire, Brill, Leiden-Boston 2013 (Religions in the Gracco-Roman World, 177), pp. 41-83, and the valuable survey by
G.G. Stroumsa, “Les Sages sémitisés. Nouvel ethos et mutation religieuse dans 'Empire romain”, ibid., pp. 293-307.

3% See A.P. Johnson, Religion and Identity in Porphyry of Tyre. The Limits of Hellenism in Late Antiquity,
Cambridge U.P., Cambridge 2013 (Greek Culture in the Roman World), esp. pp. 189-299.

3 H.-D. Saffrey, “Le théme du malheur des temps chez les derniers philosophes néoplatoniciens”, in M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé - G. Madec - D. O'Brien (ed.), SOOIHE MAIHTOPEX. Chercheurs de sagesse. Hommage a Jean Pépin, Erudes
Augustiniennes, Paris 1992 (Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes. Série Antiquité, 131), pp. 421-31 (repr. in Le
néoplatonisme aprés Plotin [above n. 32], pp. 207-17), in part. p. 208 (of the reprint): “Les intellectuels paiens de ce temps
deviennent les uns apres les autres des prophétes de malheur, et ils dénoncent comme cause de tous les maux de leurs con-
citoyens, les empereurs et les fonctionnaires chrétiens, et les moines qui exercent de plus en plus d’influence dans la société.
A mesure que le Christianisme est devenu la religion dominante dans 'Empire romain, et surtout une fois qu’il a été choisi
comme religion d’Etat dans 'Empire Byzantin, les empereurs se sont détournés de lantique religion paienne, et méme se
sont efforcés de la reduire. A partir de Constantin (306-324) et avec Théodose (379-395) et surtout Justinien (527-565),
la [égislation s’est faite de plus en plus répressive, et méme si elle n’a pas été partout appliquée avec rigueur, elle a constitué
une pression sociologique et une menace psychologique indubitables. Dans le méme temps, puisque les rites cultuels étaient
entravés et les lieux de culte interdits, les philosophes néoplatoniciens se sont sentis les derniers dépositaires de la religion
qui était pratiquée dans 'Orient gréco-romain depuis presque un millénaire. Leur philosophie se muait en théologie, et ils
s'efforcaient de pratiquer encore clandestinement quelques rites”. Themistius’ attitude is different: see above, n. 17.

3¢ In the opening lines of the oration Themistius addresses the two Emperors (& Baotiels, 71 C, mévtog 8¢ xal duiv
%pttéov Tobg Adyoug, 72 A), but then he uses the singular, speaking to Valens alone (t¢ xpatolvre 8¢ 60, péhdov 8¢ xal 4
tob mihBoug Yo el ot mepuxet, 74 A), and alluding to a speech of his to the Senate made the previous day.

% The exact date of this oration is unknown and disputed. In the Downey-Norman edition, the date is Winter

364/365.
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“a place through which all must pass who arrive from and set out in all directions, so that whenever
it keeps them closest to home, it puts them at the very centre of the whole empire. (...) it has
long been the hearth of the Muses of Plato and Aristotle, and now no less, by God, preserves the
kindling sparks”.*® The assessment of the importance of Costantinople as the “New Rome™ is
a key point in Themistius’ view of imperial policy. This political stance of Discourse 6 gives also
room to philosophy.

From the outset a close relationship between Bactieta and philosophy is asserted: “there is a
goodwill and affinity between kingship and philosophy that comes on you, Kings, from high and God
sent both down to earth for the same purpose — to care for and correct mankind, the one teaching
what is good, the other putting it into practice”.* Kingship and philosophy derive from God, whose
power endures “for all time, according to its own laws, which it itself has laid down and preserves
unchanged for the protection of creation”.#! The states which are characterised by disorder (tapaym),
like Minos’ and Lycurgus’ tyrannies, are transient; Valen and Valentinian, on the contrary, rule in
a way that imitates the changelessness of the divine cosmic order. Their proclamation® descends
from above, dvadev xdtetowy (73 C), through divine consent (értvedoavtog ol Yeol), although
performed through the Staxovia of human beings.

The ofhicial and even ceremonious stance of this part of Discourse 6 is evident:* the proof of the
divine consent to the election of the two emperors is provided, says Themistius, by their mutual
affection (eUvota) and respect (omwoudy). Thus, allusions to the political value of power-sharing
in the division of the Empire intertwines with the plea for the independence of Costantinople.*
Discourse 6 is meant to provide the doctrinal basis for these political assessments, and it is philosophy
that grants it. First comes the topic of philanthropia.

The foundations of this practice lie in that the whole of mankind shares in the same origin:
one and the same God. All human beings have a common father; they are the only ones among
living beings to be aware of this common nature, and this is made possible by intellect, “the divine
seed” which exists only in them. For this reason everyone can recognise in another human being his
brother, sharing like him in an intellection that spreads from the same origin.

# Or. 6,83 D-84 A.

¥ Cf.]. Vanderspoel, “A Tale of Two Cities: Themistius on Rome and Constantinople”, in L. Grig - G. Kelly (eds.),
Two Romes: Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity, Oxford U.P., New York 2012 (Oxford Studies in Late Antiquity),
pp- 223-40.

9 Or. 6,72 A-B: dvedev, & Bacthele, elvora xal cuyyéveta Bastieta mpds prhocogiay Eotl xal dnl thv adtay ypetay
ratémepdey 6 Yeoc aupotépus elg ThHY YTy, émipeietodar xal énavopPolicdar tobg dvdpamous, Thv wév diddoxovcay
T dyadd, Ty 8¢ yopnyoloay, trans. Heather-Moncur, Politics, Philosophy, and Empire in the Fourth Century (above n. 1)
p- 181. The evora and the suyyévera of the emperors is also a sign of the lasting alliance between kingship and philosophy.

1 0Or. 6,73 A: nata Tobg vopoug Tobg Eautiig dtefrovomng Tov dmavta aldéve, obg adty Yepévn mpog cutnelay TéY
8vtav dxLvitoug Stapuidtret, trans. Heather-Moncur, p. 182.

# Themistius alludes to the proclamation (&vépenois) by the Homeric saying “the will of Zeus” ( tob Atog Bouks): 73 C.

# Themistius’ plea in Discourse 6 has been interpreted as an attempt to influence in his own favour the imperial
policy-making: see Vanderspoel, Themistius and the Imperial Court (above, n. 16), pp. 148-53, and Dagron, “L’Empire
romain d’Orient” (above, n. 16), pp. 95-112. However P. Heather, “Themistius a Political Philosopher”, in M. Whitby (ed.),
The Propaganda of Power. The Role of Panegyric in Late Antiquity, Brill, Leiden - Boston - Kéln 2018 (Mnemosyne,
Supplements, 183), pp. 125-50, points to the fact that Themistius’ self-portraits as “championing senatorial opinion to
the emperor”, in Or. 5 and 16 “are perhaps the most blatant instances of Themistius selling, or attempting to sell, imperial
policy to the Senate, rather than representing senatorial opinion to the emperor” (p. 145).

“ Or. 6,76 B: “Both (the Princes) conduct with the same bridles (dyovoy dp.dm Tale adtats fviatc)

»
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Or. 6,77 B-D
%alToL THoE TOD CALATOS EVapYeoTépa 7] xata YPuyny cuyYéveta xal 6LoLdTYg, 6Tay GG TEQUXRE
draclnror; mepl dpetiic dmavtes dpoLafnrobuey, xaxtay duoroyely aloyuvdpede, povodévree
, ~ ; , san , o , s , , , .
od xaptepoluey, entPoapeda aArnious v Tols YoplfoLs, amapdxAnTol GuUVTEEYOUEY €lg TOUG
nvdlvoug, pla Teopoe Nudc TLdvelrar, xowny xexthpede mateday odcloy, ThHv YHv xal Ty
YdhatToy xal TV Gépa xal TO Bdwp, xal 87 xal putd xal (B, xal To Yty Stevetpdpedo mpodg
3oy C Sy o s C e , - , o a ,
GAMHAoUE, T& 88 Tt xal YDV dvépnTa ALY TEY xTNUdTeY. 86 TEAAL povoL TEY Tl yiig TLrTopévey
, , ~ o , . , s s e , son s
aloBavbpeda Tob matpoc 1) capéotepov 1) auudpbdTepoy. xal yap el Ta dpekiic SteaTnauey, AAA
s s ey Y , , ., , . , " , , ,
elc éxelvoy ve dmavteg énepetdbpeda. Odx dpa pdtny 6 copdratos "Ounpog aneoyedialey év
Tolg neot, cuveyds dVLPVEY TOV adTov xal Eva matépa dvdpdy Te Jedv te. naltol did Tt adtdy
s , , SRy L A7 o~ e o oy " , )
oby mmov Aéyer matépa 00dE wo Alo xuvav ) Aedvtwv; 6Tt Tolg pév dilolg draot {polg ol
pETEGTLY, OLpaL, 0008 PLxpd pepls TOD YEVWNTOR0S" 0U%oly olte Exelvou cuvLdoty olte dAAAmY,
, , o , - , o , ! I,
elc avDpdmoug 8t pdvoug xadnret Tol Seutépou xpaTiipog amopEoT). xal TO AbYOU %OLVEVELY 003EY
&Aho EoTiy 7 TO xoLvevely Tob delov oépuatos.
And yet is the spiritual kinship and likeness not much more obvious than the physical, when it is
preserved as it was created? We all try to outdo each other in virtue, we are all ashamed to admit to
wickedness, we cannot endure in isolation, we call for each other’s help in emergencies; we hasten
unsummoned into dangers, a single nurse nurtures us, we hold a common ancestral property — the
earth, sea, air and water, indeed all that grows and lives — some of which we have divided up between
us as possessions, the rest remaining as yet undivided among us. I pass over the rest. We alone of all
creatures of earth recognise our Father, either more clearly or more dimly, and even if we are set apart
from one another in hierarchical order, we all lean on Him for support. Surely Homer, in his great
wisdom, was not casually improvising in his verses when ceaselessly celebrating the Father of both men
and gods® as one and the same. And yet why does he not call him father of horses, or by Zeus, of dogs or
lions? Because in all other beasts there is not, in my opinion, the smallest share of their creator. And so
they have no understanding either of him or of each other: it is on mankind alone that the outpouring
from the second bowl flows down.“ To share the faculty of reason is nothing other than to share the
divine seed (trans. Heather-Moncur, pp. 188-9).

The topic of the unity of mankind as the offspring of a unique God whose rationality pervades
the entire cosmos obviously echoes Stoicism, but other elements are detectable that provide an
interesting example of the way in which Themistius intertwines his rhetoric and his activity as a
philosophy teacher.

First an account of the common background of Discourse 6 is in order. Immediately adopted by
Christianity, the topic of the Tapousta of the one invisible God to each and every human being has
famously been traced back to Stoicism by Eduard Norden in his analysis of Paul’s Areopagus speech.

# See e.g. I1. 1 544, 11 68 and V 426; on the ever recurring formula “ratfp dvdoév te Yedv te” see G.M. Calhoun,
“Zeus the Father in Homer”, Transactions of the American Philological Association 66 (1935), pp. 1-17 (the quotation, p. 1).
In the Timeaus, too, the Demiurge is tountig xal wathp, 28 C 3; 6 yevwhoag watip, 37 C 7. Cf. also below, n. 54.

% Tim.,41 D 4-7: “When he had finished this speech, the turned again to the mixing bowl he had used before (¢ri tov
TpbTepov npatipa), the one in which he had blended and mixed the soul of the universe, He began to pour into it what
remained of the previous ingredients and to mix them in somewhat the same way, though these were no longer invariably and
constantly pure, but of a second and third grade of purity” (trans. D.J. Zeyl in Plato. Complete Works, Edited with Introduc-
tion and notes by J.M. Cooper, Associate Editor D.S. Hutchinson, Hackett, Indianapolis-Cambridge 1997, p. 1245).
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Since then, this topic counts as a commonplace in reconstructing the salient trends of the religious
discourse in the Imperial age and in late Antiquity.”” That Themistius’ Discourse 6 belongs to this
tradition is shown by the fact that here too, as in other earlier examples, resonates that magnificent
synthesis of the theology of ancient Stoicism that is Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus. This is true in
particular for the topic of the xotvog Aéyog,” but also the idea of God as a father who originates
the harmonious differences of the entire universe belongs to the same tradition of thought. All this
is reminiscent of the intermingling of Stoicism and the Timaeus that is such a prominent feature of
Graeco-Roman philosophy between Hellenism and the Imperial age.”

Callingattention to the Stoic background of Acts 17, Norden had observed that the omnipresence
of the divine lurks in the background of both Paul’s parousia of God to each and every human being
(Acts 17, 27) and the Olympicus of Dio of Prusa (ca. 40—ca. 120 AD).*® Also the topic of the innate
feeling of God as the cause of the order of the universe (mpdtn Tob deol Evvora) is widespread.
J. Scharold, the early 20* century scholar who listed a number of parallels between Themistius’
rhetorical works and the orations of Dio of Prusa, claiming that Dio is almost everywhere the
source of Themistius,’' referred to the mpoty tol Yol Evvora as to a point of contact between

# E. Norden, Agnostos Theos. Untersuchungen zur Formengeschichte religidser Rede, Teubner, Leipzig-Berlin 1913,
19232, Cf. in part the commentary to Acts 17, 28: &v adtd yap {Buev xal xwvobpeda xat éopév. “Wenn wir endlich noch
die bekannten stoischen Etymologien erwigen: Zebc dmé tob néot dedoxévar w6 (v (Chrisipp. ap. Stob., Ec/. 131,12 W.)
naholpey abtov xal Zive xal Alo..., o v el Ayorpey 8t 8v @uev 16 Giv (Ps.Arist. De Mundo 7,401 a 13), wo also die
Ubereinstimmung mit der Stelle der Acta sich bis auf die Verbalform selbst erstrecke), so werden wir in {&p.ev, xtvodpedo,
gopsv, stoische Begriffe zu erkennen haben, die aber vielleicht erst der Verf. der Acta zu ciner formelhaften, feierlich klin-
genden Trias verbunden hat” (p. 22). See also the useful bibliography appended by C.O. Tommasi Moreschini to the In-
troduction of her Italian trans. of Agnostos Theos: “Per un bilancio di Agnostos Theos” (Introductory chapter in E. Norden,
Agnostos Theos. Ricerche sulla storia della forma del discorso religioso, Morcelliana, Brescia 2002 [Letteratura cristiana antica.
Studi], including works published up to 2002).

# Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus is preserved by Stobaeus, Ec/. 1 1, 12 = no. 537 in SVF I; cf. the still fundamental
essay by M. Pohlenz, “Kleanthes’ Zeushymnus”, Hermes 75 (1940), pp. 117-232, and now the commented translation by
J.C. Thom, Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen 2005 (Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum, 3).
It is thorugh the xotvdc Adyoc that, in this hymn, Zeus rules the universe (0orog Bactheds Sié mavtée); the last verse
celebrates the xovog vopog to which Gods and mortals are equally submitted, as to Zeus’ yvépn. For a general overview
see K. Algra, “Stoic Theology”, in B. Inwood (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Stoics, Cambridge 2003, pp. 153-78.
E. Asmis, “Myth and Philosophy in Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus”, Greck, Roman and Byzantine Studies 47 (2007), pp. 413-
29, remarks: “Following Cleanthes, he [= a Stoic reader of the Hymn] equates the lightning, in the first place, with the
all-pervasive, ever-living fire of Zeus [...] with both ‘common reason’, koinos logos, and ‘common law’, koinos nomos. Logos
pervades all things as the rational force of fire. ‘Law’ is logos viewed as an imperative force: it is reason that commands
right action and prohibits wrong-doing. (...) For the Stoic, the image of lightning unifies the entire poem by means of a
conceptual progression that begins and ends with zom0s. The semantic weight of the lightning bolt, concentrated in line
10, spread out, so to speak, from the center to the periphery. The term 7omos is first introduced in 2 as the culmination of a
series of attributes of Zeus; and it closes the poem in the last line as the ultimate object of worship” (pp. 419-20).

¥ G. Reydams-Schils, Demiurge and Providence. Stoic and Platonist Readings of Plato’s Timaeus, Brepols, Turnhout
1999 (Monothéismes et Philosophie).

>0 Norden, Agnostos Theos (above, n. 47), p. 19: “Durch diese Worte soll erklirt werden, wie leicht es ist, Gott zu
finden: ‘der ja doch nicht ferne ist von einem Jeden von uns’. Hierzu gibt es nun cine schon von Wettstein (...) notierte
tberraschende Parallele in einer Rede des Dion von Prusa, die uns auch noch weiterhin beschiftigen wird. Namlich in
seinem’OAvpmixds 7 mepl tig Tedtye Tob Yeob évvolag (12,28 =1 p. 162 v. Arnim) sagt er: die Vorstellung cines gdttlichen
Wesen sei dem Menschengeschlechte infolge seiner Verwandtschaft mit Gott eingepflanzt: dte yap 0b poxpdy 038’ Ew
ol Yetov Stontopévor xad’ Eautolg (...) 00k EdUvavto péyet Thctovos aEbvetor pévery”.

5! Scharold, Dio Chrysostomus und Themistius (above,n.19), p. 46, concludes his comparison stating that “Ein Riickblick
aufdie im vorausgehenden angefithrten Stellen, die beiden Rhetoren gemeinsam sind, rechtfertigt die wiederholt aufgestellte
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Themistius” Discourse 1 and Dio’s Olympicus>* The fact that now we can read the Olympicus in the
brand-new critical edition accompanied by comprehensive introduction and detailed commentaries
by G. Ventrella, T. Grandjean and L. Thévenet®® permits a comparison of the ways in which these two
rhetorical pieces — the Olympicus at the end of the 1% cent., and Discourse 6 towards the middle of the 4™
— claborate on the Homeric and Platonic topic of divine fatherhood** along the Stoic lines of logos as the
token of the suyyéveta between mankind and God. This is what the two orations have in common; in
the next section I will focus on some differences. Let’s first read the relevant passage of Dio’s Olympicus.

Olympicus (Or. X11), 27-29
VN oy , . . ~ c ~ . -
mepl 8¢ Jedv THg e xaddhou plccwg xal wdhiota Tob TAVTOV Hyewbvos TedToV PV xal v
, , Cas Ny . ; , c o ere gy <
mpdtorg 86&a xal Emivota ko) Tob Edumavtog dvdowmivou yévoug, buolug piv ‘EAMvey, poteg
3t BopPhowy, dvoryxato xal Euputog v Tavtl T AoYLrd YLYvopévr xatd eUoLy dveu Yvntol
ddaondrov xal puoTayeyod <od> ywple dydmne xal yupdc Stk te v Luyyévetay THY mEodg
s . . ; S o . G o ) ,
adTOVE %ol TOAAK LapTupta Tahndole, 0dx Edvta xatavuotaar xal dpehficat Tolg TeesBuTtdTous
N , p S Cans y ~ Q. , S TR,

7ol mohatotdToug: dte Yhe o0 paxpeav 008’ Ew tol Yelov Sipntouvor xad’ adTols, GAAG v
adT6 péow mepurdTes, uiAhoV 8¢ cuumepurdTES Exelve nal mpooeydpevol ThvTe TE6TOY, obX
3 A ! ’ 3 ’ 3 b ’ \ ’ 9 ’ \ 9 ~
&d0vavto péypr mhelovog aEvvetol pévely, dhhwg Te EUveoty xal Abyov eldngétes mepl adTob,
g \a , , ; ) , , , ~ . v S
dre 07 mepthapmopevol mhvtodev Yelorg xal peydhois dopacty odpavod Te xal &oTpwy, ETL 8¢
HAov Te xal GeEMVTG, YunTog T xal Hipépag vTuyydvovteg moxihots xal dvopolotg eldeoty, 8ete
Te qumydvoug bpdvtec ol Qovig dxovovTtes TavTodamas dvéuey Te xal DAng xal ToTapdy kol
YahdrTrg, EtL 88 Ly Auépwv nal dyptov, adtol Te pdbyyov AdLotov xal cagéotatov tévteg xal
AYATBVTES TTG AVIpLTivng PwVic TO TopoY xal émtatiipov, Emtdepevol ovpBoda Tols eig alodnoLy
GpLnvoupévols, g Ty T6 vor 9ty dvoudlety ol dMABcaL edpopds, dmelpny TRy LATOY Kol PVNLOS
%ol émvolog mapadapBdvovtes. mhc obv dyvétes elvar Epeihov nal pndepioy E€ety Omévoray Tol
omelpavTog xal PUTELGAVTOS %ol GOLOVTOG Xal TPEPOVTOG, TavTaybdey dumLpmidpevol The delog

pUoews dLd te Bdews xal axofic Eupmdaorng te dreyvis alodnoens;

Behauptung,dassThemistiusinseinenRedendenDio Chrysostomusbeniitzehat,allerdingsohneselbstseineQuellezunennen.
Esergibtsich aus diesem Abhingigkeitverhiltnis ferner ein Beweis fiir die iberragende Stellung, die Dio Chrysostomus in der
zweiten Sophistik eingenommen hat,und ein Bild der Arbeitsweise des Themistius”. A differentinterpretation of Themistius’
use of Dio’s exegesis of the myth of Heracles at the crossroads is offered by Colpi, Die Paideia des Themistios (above, n.
24), p. 160, and by J. Schamp, “Héraclés 4 la croisée des chemins: imitation et recréation chez Dion et chez Thémistios”, in
E. Amato et al. (eds.), Dion de Pruse: 'homme, son ceuvre et sa posterité. Actes du Colloque international de Nantes (21-23
mai 2015), Olms, Hildesheim 2016 (Spoudasmata, 169), pp. 489-504, esp. pp. 499-500. See also A. Brancacci, Rhetorike
Philosophousa. Dione Crisostomo nella cultura antica e bizantina, Bibliopolis, Napoli 1985 (Elenchos 11), esp. pp. 122-4.

52 Scharold, Dio Chrysostomus und Themistius (above, n. 19), p. 14, refers to the Olympicus in relationship to
Themistius’ Or. 1, as for the topic of the universal feeling of the divine (mpdty Tob Heol Evvora) based on the universal
grasp of the cosmic order.

53 The Greek text of the Olympicus is quoted after the edition by G. Ventrella: Dion de Pruse, (Euwvres, Disconrs
Olympique ou Sur la conception premiére de la divinité (Or. XII), A Athénes, Sur sa fuite (Or. XIII), Texte établi, introduit et
commenté par G. Ventrella, traduit par T. Grandjean et L. Thévenet, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 2017 (CUF). The English
translation quoted is by J.W. Cohoon, Dio Chrysostom. Discourses, Greek Texts and facing English Trans., 5 vols, Harvard
U.P., Cambridge (MA) 1932-1951 (Loeb Classical Library, 339), in part. vol. I, Discourses 12-30. Cf. also Dio Chrysostom,
Orations VIL XII, XXXVT ed. by D.A. Russell, Cambridge U.P., New York 1992 (Cambridge Greek and Latin Classics).

> Dio Chrysostom, Olympicus, 22: obtog yop 87 xowvoc avdpdmov xal Yy Bastiels te xal doywv xal mevTavlg
»at wathp, “alike of men and gods the king and ruler and lord and father”, trans. Cohoon, p. 25. For Zeus as ‘father’ in the
Homeric poems see above, n. 45.
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Now concerning the nature of the gods in general, and especially that of the ruler of the universe, first
and foremost an idea regarding him and a conception of him common to the whole human race, to the
Grecks and to the Barbarians alike, a conception that is inevitable and innate in every creature endowed
with reason,” arising by nature without the aid of a human teacher or priest, <not> deprived of love and
joy has made its way because of mankind’s kinship with the Gods*® and of the many picces of evidence
of the truth, which did not suffer the earliest and most ancient men to doze and grow indifferent to
them; for inasmuch as these earlier men were not living dispersed far away from the divine being or
beyond his borders apart by themselves, but had grown up in his company and had remained close to
him in every way, they could not for any length of time continue to be unintelligent beings, especially
since they had received intelligence and the capacity for reason on this, illumined as they were on every
side by the divine and magnificent glories of heaven and the stars as well as of the sun and moon, by
night and day encountering varied and dissimilar forms, seeing wondrous sights and hearing manifold
voices of winds and forest and rivers and sea, of animals tame and wild; while they themselves uttered
a most pleasing and clear sound, and taking delight in the limpid and intelligent quality of the human
voice, attached symbols to the objects that reached their senses, so as to be able to name and designate
everything perceived, thus easily acquiring memories and concepts of innumerable things. How, then,
could they have remained ignorant and conceived no inkling of him who had sowed and planted and was
now preserving and nourishing them, when on every side they were filled with the divine nature through

both sight and hearing, and in fact through every sense? (trans. Cohoon, pp. 31 and 33, modified).””

The parallel reading of the two texts shows more than one affinity in the two orations. For Dio
as well as for Themistius mankind shares in an innate knowledge of the divine that is both common
and exclusive: all human beings, and only human beings know God by nature, not by instruction;
proof is given through a comparison with other living beings, the animals, whose lack of articulated
language (in Dio) or of rationality (in Themistius) prevents them from being aware of something
that human beings, instead, spontancously know: God’s universal causality (tob mévtwv fyepbévos
.. 86 o xal Emivora xow) Tob EVpmavtog avdpwnivou yévous in Dio, alodavépeda tod matpde
in Themistius). However, Themistius’ treatment bears the clear traces of his activity as a professor

of philosophy.
3. Themistius, the Rbetor and Themistius, the Commentator

Under closer inspection some differences appear in the use of the image of the “seed” by Dio
and Themistius.® While Dio’s allusion to the principle who “had sowed and planted and was now
preserving and nourishing (tol omelpavtog xal guteboavtog xal celovtog xal TEEpovTtog)”
echoes the Moyou omepuatixol attesting the divine as omnipresent in nature — a basically Stoic

%5 Reference to previous scholarship on Stoic theology with special reference to Posidonius as a possible source of Dio
of Prusa is given in Russell’s commentary ad loc., quoted above, n. 53, p. 177, now superseded by Ventrella - Grandjean
- Thévenet, quoted above n. 53, pp. 37-62, on the sources of the Olympicus, esp. pp. 40-46 on the sources of the passage
quoted above.

56 Cf. E. des Places, Syngencia. La parenté de I'homme avec Dieun, d’Homeére 4 la patristique, Klincksieck, Paris 1964
(Etudes et commentaires, 51).

57 Cf. Ventrella - Grandjean - Thévenet, quoted above n. 53, pp. 250-82, and H.-J. Klauck, “Nature, Art, and Thought:
Dio Chrisostom and the Theologia Tripertita”, The Journal of Religion 87 (2007), pp. 333-54.

58 On the sources of Dio’s use of this image cf. Ventrella (above, n. 53), pp. 279-81, pointing to Stoic sources,

chiefly Chrysippus.
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idea, even though some scholars have detected also Platonic themes in it — Themistius refers to the
Timaeus as to his explicit source. When writing that “To share the faculty of reason is nothing other
than to share the divine seed (093&v dAho éotiv # xowvwvely Tob delov onéppatog)”, he is quoting
verbatim Tim. 73 C 7.9 This quotation is connected, in Themistius’ presentation, to another one
that occurs earlier in the Timaeus, that of the “mixing bowl” of Tim. 41 D 4. Both quotations are
combined to each other and with another passage, less literally echoed, in which the Demiurge is
depicted as sowing the souls (777. 41 D 8 - 42 A 2) to provide a consistent account of the divine
ancestry of mankind based on clearly recognisable allusions to Plato.

Homer’s claim that Zeus is the father of both men and gods — not of irrational animals — is
explained along the lines of the Timaeus: they only, men and gods, share in rationality, although
to different degrees. The passage just mentioned, with the Demiurge sowing the souls in different
bodies, heavenly and terrestrial, according to a hierarchy,®! forms the background of this claim. Even
more explicit is the reference to the “mixing bowl”, that contains a detail apt to prove that Themistius
does not limit himself to referring generically to the narrative of the generation of the soul in the
Timaeus, but has in mind a precise scholarly tradition. He says: “it is on mankind alone that the
outpouring from the second bowl flows down”. In this sentence the allusion to a “second” bowl is
puzzling, because the bowl in the Timeus is obviously only one;** note, however, that there is a well-
established exegetical tradition (Atticus, in part Plotinus, Porphyry, and Theodorus of Asine) that
understands the expression émtt Tov mpéTepov xpatijpa in the sense of distinguishing two “bowls”
in the myth of the production of the soul.®® The rationale for keeping distinct the bowl in which the
cosmic soul had been mixed from that in which the individual souls are produced by the Demiurge,

after his speech to the heavenly gods (7772.,41 A 7 - D 3), lies exactly in the hierarchy thus established

> On Dio of Prusa as a reader of Plato see M. Trapp, “Plato in Dio”, in S. Swain (ed.), Dio Chrysostom. Politics, Letters,
and Philosophy, Oxford U.P., Oxford 2000, pp. 213-39, esp. p. 228, pointing to “Plato’s immense importance as an authority
on its [i.e., of the Olympicus] chosen subject-matter(s)”. G. Hertz, “Dion aux prises avec la 9elo xal quiyavog giotg: étude
de 'Olympitkeos et de son ancrage platonicien”, in Amato ez al. (eds.), Dion de Pruse: I'homme, son eeuvre et sa postérité (above,
n. 51), pp. 199-215, says: “L’image de I’ “artisan’ (...) dans le Discours olympique semble témoigner en faveur d’un ancrage
du discours plus platonicien que stoicien. (...) D’aprés eux (= the Stoics) le principe actif pénetre en effet la matiére inerte
et I'anime par la diffusion en elle de ‘raisons séminales’ (ceppatinol Adyor). Ce modele de copulation cosmogonique (...)
apparait totalement absent de I'Olympikos, quoique Dion, lorsqu’il le juge opportun, sache a 'occasion nourrir son propos de
tel élément doctrinal stoicien (...). Plutdt que le modele naturaliste stoicien, lauteur du Discours olympique préfere de toute
¢évidence I'analogie platonicienne du créateur donnant forme, par son travail, 2 un matériau extérieur a lui” (pp. 203-4).

@ Plato, Tim., 73 C 7; the expression belongs to the section in which the formation of the human body is described,
and the narrow context is that of the construction of head as the seat of the soul (73 C 6 - D 1): “He then proceeded to mold
the ‘field’, as it were, that was to receive the divine seed, making it round, and called this portion of the marrow ‘brain’”
(trans. Zeyl, quoted above n. 45, p. 1274).

' Tim., 41 D 8 -42 A 2: “And when he had compounded it all, he divided the mixture into a number of souls equal to
the number of the stars, and assigned each soul to a star. He mounted each soul in a carriage, as it were, and showed it the
nature of the Universe. He described to them the laws that had been foreordained: They would all be assigned one and the
same initial birth, so that none would be less well treated by him than any other. Then he would sow each of the souls into
that instrument of time suitable to it (cmapeicag adtig elg T mpoohHrovta Exdotalg éxaata dpyava yebvay), where
they were to acquire the nature of being the most god-fearing of living things, and, since humans have a twofold nature, the
superior kind should be such as would from then on be called ‘man’” (trans. Zeyl [see above, n. 45] p. 1254).

6 Tim., 41 D 4; the passage is quoted above, n. 45.

¢ Cf. D’Ancona et al., Plotino. La discesa dellanima nei corpi (Enn. IV 8(6]. Plotiniana arabica (pseudo-Teologia di
Abristotele, capitoli 1 e 7; Detti del Sapiente Greco), Il Poligrafo, Padova 2003 (Subsidia mediaevalia patavina, 4) pp. 172-3,
with bibliographical references to previous literature.
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between the soul of the cosmos and the individual souls. Different in degree, as shown by the fact
that they are produced not in the mixing bowl of the cosmic soul, but in a “second” one, they share
nonetheless in the “divine seed” of rationality that brute animals do not possess.

For this reason, adds Themistius, animals cannot be aware of their creator, nor can they know
(or understand) each other: “Because in all other beasts there is not, in my opinion, the smallest
share of their creator. And so they have no understanding either of him or of each other (67t Totg
neEv &Ahotg drmact {potg od péteaTiy, olpat, 008E wixpd pepls Tl YeVvATOopos: 000y olte
éxelvou cuvLaEoLy obte GAANALY) .

This topic, in turn, reveals Themistius the professor of philosophy. The idea comes from his
exegesis of Aristotle’s De Anima, 111 5, 430 a 25, where he presents, as an additional argument
supporting the unicity of the Agent Intellect for the whole of mankind, the presence in mankind
of the common notions (xotval #vvotat). These make human beings capable of understanding,
without any previous instruction and all in the same way, the primary definitions and axioms
() adtdaxtog xal 6pola T@V TEdTWY Bpwv clvestg xal TAV mpdTwy dEtopdtey).t* To this
common share in rationality we owe, says Themistius, that we human beings understand each other,
that we can overcome the subjectivity of sense-perception — as taught by Plato — and that the student
understands the teacher and vice versa:

poTe Yo 000& T6 cuvtévar G ALY Ontfipyey &v, el Wi Tig My elg volc, ob mévteg Exotvmvolpey,
xal T6 [TAdtwvog dandée, dg el un Tt Av Tols dvdpdmorg <ndBoc> tolc ey &hho Tt tolc 3t dAho Tt
TadTOY, GAAG TLg NPV EOLoY T Enacye tddog 1) ol dAkor, 0 &v 7y p&SLov évdetfaodar T6 ETépn
C ~ p e e s , . , ~ , N
6 fautol mdnua. olte 8¢ xal dv talc émothuats 6 Stddoxmy T pavddvovtt Te adtd voet:
bl \ \ A 3 \ ’ \ \ ’ b \ 9 T \ ’ ~ ’ \ ~
008¢ v &v v T6 dLddonely nal t6 wavddvery, el pi) Tadto Av T6 vénpo ol diddonovtog xal Tob
pavddvovtog. el 8& Tadtov Gomep avdyxn, dnhovote xal 6 adtog yivetar vodg 6 Tob Stddorovtog Té
Tod pavddvovtog, elmep Tadtov Eml ol vol 7 odola Tf) évepyetla, xal Sta tobto towg én’ dvdpdmawy
povVev T0 Sddoxety xal To pavddvely xal t6 cuvtévar Bhag GAAAwY, étl 8¢ Tév &y (dwv 00%éTL,
, ‘e oy ~ " , \ , a e
dubte pmdt N naTaoneun TAY dAhwy Yuydv toradty, Gote déxeodar Tov Suvdpet volv xal Oitd Tol

évepyela vol tehetobodal.”

For we would not understand one another unless there were a single intellect that we all shared. And
Plato’s statement is true, ‘If there was not an <affection> that was identical, although individually
different for different human beings, but instead any one of us was uniquely affected in comparison
with other people, it would not be easy for that person to indicate to another how he was personally
affected. Similarly with bodies of knowledge, the teacher’s objects of thought are identical to those of
the learner; for there would not even be any teaching and learning unless the thought possessed by
teacher and lerner was identical. And if; as is necessary, that thought is identical, then clearly the teacher
also has an intellect identical to that of the learner, given that in the case of the intellect itse essence is
identical with its activity. But surely the reason why only in the case of human beings is there teaching,
learning and mutual understanding generally, but not at all in the case of the other animals, is that the
constitution of other souls is also not such that it can receive the potential intellect and be perfected by
the actual intellect (trans. Todd).®

¢ Themistii Iz libros Aristotelis De Anima paraphrasis edidit R. Heinze, Reimer, Berlin 1899 (CAG V.3), pp. 103.36-
104.2.

S Ibid. p. 104.2-14.

¢ Themistius. On Aristotle’s On the Soul, translated by R.B. Todd, Cornell U.P., Ithaca, New York 1996, p. 129.
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Daily experience, the comparison with other animals, the teaching of Plato, and the reference to
the universal and spontaneous share in the a3(3axtog »al 6pota ... sveoig of the first principles of
reasoning concur in the explanation of the Agent Intellect and of its role as the unique principle of
intellection for the whole of mankind. This topic, on which Themistius elaborates in the scholarly
context of his exegesis of Aristotle’s De Anima, features also in the Discourse 6, echoed by the
expression T6 cuvtévar Aoy in both places.

Discourse 6 is a laudatory speech grounded in Themistius’ views on kingship. It has an obvious
ceremonial stance and implies recourse to a great amount of literary antecedents and sources to
be fully understood. But the foundations of its key concept, philanthropia, are philosophical.
They consist of the idea that through rationality mankind shares in the affinity with that divine
ancestor who is the wotntag xal matne of the Timaeus, but also the divine Intellect of Aristotle’s
De Anima. This part of the Discourse 6 can be fully appreciated only if one takes into account
Themistius’ idiosyncratic way to understand Plato and Aristotle in agreement. They agree with
each other because they share in a common legacy of rationality that no educated man can disavow.
As shown by the passage of the paraphrase of the De Anima, in his eyes a Platonic epistemology
provides arguments for Aristotle’s Agent Intellect. Themistius the philosopher and Themistius
the rhetor shed light on one another; by examining in close connection the two sides of his literary
output one can reconstruct a profile that is neither that of an intellectual of the Second Sophistics,
nor that of a Neoplatonic philosopher in the sense that this label has after Proclus.
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