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“Our sense of curiosity about the places in which memory is crystallized, in which it
finds refuge, is associated with this specific moment in French history, a turning point in
which a sense of rupture with the past is inextricably bound up with a sense that a rift has
occurred in memory. But that rift has stirred memory sufficiently to raise the question of
its embodiement: there are sites, lieux de mémoire, in which a residual sense of continuity

remains.”
-Pierre Nora, Realms of Memory
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In early 540, the general Belisarius faced a problem. The Roman forces besieging the
town of Auximus had to contend with hilly, rocky terrain, and the men of the sorties sent
against the town could not see the ambushes waiting for them. The soldiers in the Roman
camps could see clearly when one was about to strike, but had no way to communicate
that fact to their compatriots. Into this difficult situation stepped Belisarius’ aide,
Procopius, making one of several appearances in his own History of the Wars:

BeAloapiw d¢ Tolg Tapolotv &tropovpévw MpokdTriog, O¢ T&dE
EuvEéypape, TIpogeNOwV elTrev: Ol TRIC TRATILYELY, W OTPATNYE, TO
TTXAGLOV €V TW Pwuaiwv oTpaTd XpWHEVOL VOUOUG TIVXG
ATTlOTAVTO 800, WV KTEPOC PEV EYKENEVLOUEVW TE ETTL TTAElOTOV
EWKEL KXL TOUC OTPATLWTAC €C HAXNV OPHAVTL, O d€ KANOC ETTL TO
OTPATOTIEOOV AVEKKAEL TOUG HOXOUEVOUC... ETTEL OE TavOV GpaOT
TE A TOLXKOTN TEXVN EEWALOOE KAL PLEX TRATTILYYL GHPW dNADTAL
XUAXAVOV, X0OTOC OUTW TO AOLTTOV TTOLEL. TRATTILYEL HEV TKIC
LTTTTLKOX G €YKEAEVOUL TOTC OTPATLWTALS dLXUAXETOXL TOTG
TTOAEp(OLG, TAIC O TTECIKAIC ETTL TRV AVAXWPNTLY AVAKXAEL TODG
VO paC. (6.23.23-27)

And when Belisarius was in perplexity because of this situation, Procopius, who
wrote this history, came before him and said, “The men, general, who blew the
trumpets in the Roman army in ancient times knew two different strains, one of
which seemed unmistakably to urge the soldiers on and impel them to battle,
while the other used to call the men who were fighting back to the camp... But
since at the present time such skill has become obsolete through ignorance and it
is impossible to express both commands by one trumpet, do you adopt the
following course hereafter. With the cavalry trumpets urge on the soldiers to
continue fighting against the enemy, but with those of the infantry call back the
men to retreat.”’

Belisarius is pleased with the suggestion, and implements it with great success.

! Text and translation adapted from those of Dewing, Procopius, with an English
translation. 7 vols. (1914-40) Loeb Classical Library: London and Cambridge. All
citations of Procopius are to the Wars unless otherwise specified.



Thus does Procopius of Caesarea encapsulate the state, utility, and importance of
Roman cultural memory in the sixth century. This passage is wonderfully illustrative of
the function of cultural memory of the Greco-Roman world in Procopius’ History of the
Wars.” Procopius, as a character in his own history, presents to an authority figure a
compelling case for how knowledge of classical history and the ancient world is directly
beneficial and eminently useful. Procopius is quick to note the greater skill and
knowledge reflected in the ancient practice, but neither as a character or as narrator does
he dwell overmuch on the loss of the Téxvn (expressed in a subordinate clause), but
instead moves swiftly to a way in which the surviving knowledge can be adapted to serve
present need. Procopius, as a historian, strives for a similar approach in the larger context
of his history. His work offers a compelling presentation of the continuing relevance and
indeed, renewed importance, of memory of the ancient world in general, and Roman
history in particular.

We will be considering, in what follows, the phenomenon of historical memory in
Procopius’ History of the Wars of Justinian, one of three extant works.” Memory is a
feature of the works of Procopius in desperate need of study for a whole constellation of
reasons, and because of its genre and subject, the eight-book Wars is the best place to

begin examining memory of the ancient world in Procopius’ works.* First and perhaps

? For more on the terminology of memory studies as it is used here, including “cultural
memory” and “historical memory,” see below, pp 29-40.

3 Procopius mentions a planned ecclesiastical history at SH 26.18; this work, if ever
written, has not survived.

* Though practicality prohibits a study of all three works together, in the panegyric
Buildings and the vitriolic Secret History memory does play an essential role as well, and
a comparison of the role of memory in each work would add to our understanding and



most importantly, memory of the ancient world was of particular interest to Procopius as
a historian. What is more, Procopius stands at a historical-turning point in the ancient
world, and a better understanding of the ways in which he, as an author, approached
questions of the relationship of his contemporary world to the classical past, of Roman
memory and Roman identity, will help us better understand the world of the sixth-century
Roman Empire more broadly: how the Roman past was remembered in Late Antiquity,
and thus what it meant to be a Roman in Late Antiquity. Finally, the way his history has
been used and approached by modern scholars makes a clear understanding of Procopius’
overall engagement with the ancient past crucial in understanding the work as a whole.

Naturally, as a writer of history Procopius is greatly concerned with the past.
Procopius, however, shows a particular concern with the distant past, beyond the scope of
the events of which he tells the history. Procopius’ Wars is a work of classical
historiography, a genre whose own history now spanned nearly a millennium (from the
writing of Herodotus and Thucydides in the fifth century BCE) and which had from its
beginning set great store in referencing and interacting with its own long and ever
lengthening tradition.” In the sixth century, however, classical historiography was no
longer the only means of writing about the past: the genre of ecclesiastical history

stretched back to Eusebius in the fourth century and was by Procopius’ day well-

appreciation of Procopius as a writer and to the role of memory in the sixth century more
broadly.

> See, for example: Croke, B and Emmett, A. (1983) “Historiography in Late Antiquity:
An Overview” in B Croke and A Emmett, eds, History and Historiography in Late
Antiquity. Sydney, New York. 1-12. Also Smith, R. (2006) “The Construction of the Past
in the Roman Empire” in D. S. Potter, ed, 4 Companion to the Roman Empire. Malden,
MA: Blackwell. 411-438.



established, while the Byzantine proclivity for chronicle-writing was well underway with
Procopius’ near-contemporary, John Malalas.® Procopius chose this particular ancient
mode of telling a story about the past, and he engages in the intertextual references to his
predecessors that were a standby feature of erudite classical composition, and takes active
part in debates of geography and ethnicity, historical causation, and the place of myth in
history that the genre had been considering for a thousand years.

Even beyond the generic and stylistic ways in which the distant past plays a role
in his history, Procopius works memories of the ancient world into his work in a wide
variety of ways, constructing a nuanced, carefully considered picture of the ancient past
and his contemporary world’s relationship to it. He makes many references to both the
historical past—primarily, but not exclusively, to Greco-Roman history—and to the
mythic past, such as the travels of Odysseus and of Jason and Medea. He draws his
readers’ attention to the long course of time that has passed since the height of the
classical era in a number of ways, overt and sub-textual. He comments on the ruined
state of buildings, or the changes of names over time. He muses over the functioning of
historical change and laments role of power in cultural remembering and forgetting. He
is intensely concerned, as we will see, with the role of Roman memory in the formulation
of contemporary Romanitas.

Nor was Procopius’ the only voice concerned with Roman memory in the sixth

century Empire, of course. On the contrary, the events of Justinian’s reign ensured that

% On Malalas and another sixth-century John, the Lydian, as comparanda for Procopius’
mode of relating to the past and utilizing cultural memory, see the conclusion below, Ch
5, pp 295-9.



the Roman past was a particularly relevant one. The emperor’s reform agenda brought
up troubled considerations of the empire’s distance from its classical roots and the
appropriate relationship to them. The wars of Justinian’s reign, whatever their original
impetus,’” quickly became attempts at re-conquest of territories that had been sundered
from the eastern Empire for half a century or more. The prospect of their re-integration
into the empire forced a confrontation with the realities of their long separation, including
the diverging nature of Romanitas in each, and the problematic nature of a Roman empire
sundered from the city of Rome. In the works of Procopius and his contemporaries, the
particular cultural capital of ancient and Roman memory goes hand-in-hand with their
authors’ awareness of the age of Justinian as a watershed moment in Roman history.
There are, then, two ways in which the character of the mid-sixth century calls out
for a study of Roman historical memory. Inasmuch as the authors of this period were
aware of their age as a historical turning-point, that is reflected in and impacts their
thinking about their age’s relationship to its own past. Similarly we, as historians, tend to
put a great deal of emphasis on such watershed moments (often quite justifiably), making
thorough study of all their nuances all the more desirable. Rather than letting our own
perceptions of the character of the age color our research and understanding of it, we can
turn a critical eye to the contemporary perspectives and viewpoints that are, after all, at
the root of our own. The study of memory in the sixth century allows us to do just that:

by investigating these Romans’ understanding of themselves as Romans, with regard to

" Below, p 214 n 301



the Roman past, we can come to better understand and perhaps adjust our own
perceptions of them as such.

Finally, in the scholarship on Procopius, there has for some time been a tension in
how best to interpret our author’s work, as we will discuss in more detail just below.
Long leaned upon as the last major classical historian of antiquity, he was also looked
down on for heavy stylistic and allusive “imitation” of the greats of classical
historiography, primarily Herodotus and Thucydides. In recent years, this tension has
found fuller articulation in the debate over whether to classify Procopius as a “classical,”
or a “classicizing,” historian. This debate is an unhelpful one in many ways, and one that
moreover looks at only a few aspects of a much larger picture of the way Procopius
remembers and engages with his ancient history. We will be much better prepared to
evaluate Procopius’ intertextual engagement with the historiographical tradition, and his
proper place in the halls of historiography, after we have set these isolated features in the

context of the whole spectrum of the text’s remembering.

% %k %k ok

In this introductory chapter, we will begin in the traditional manner by providing
some necessary historical background, and then reviewing the state of the field of
research on our topic, discussing the major themes and minor but key oversights in
scholarship on Procopius in the last 150 years, with a particular focus on Procopius’
relationship to his classical past. The various ways in which modern scholars have

studied Procopius’ attitude toward and use of the past: the assumptions they have worked



under, the analyses they have undertaken, and the conclusions they have reached, address
different parts of the larger question of historical memory in Procopius. A brief overview
of collective memory studies will then be necessary, including theoretical background
and an introduction to the terminology to be used here, including not least the “historical
memory” of the title, from a certain perspective rather a contradiction.

The penultimate section will be an analysis of the prologue of the Wars (1.1), a
preview of the multitude of ways in which Procopius invokes and crafts memory of the
ancient past into his historiography. While in the body of the dissertation we will for the
most part separate his uses of memory by the various forms they take, the better to
provide an overview of historical memory in the whole of the work, here we will consider
these closely associated memories together in their context.® As interesting as it is
programmatic, Procopius’ introduction to his history sets the tone for the many-layered
and sometimes contradictory ways in which Procopius invokes, imagines, and
interrogates the memory of the classical past. Finally, an overview of the chapters to

follow will end the introduction.

Part I: Historical Background

We can begin our review of the historical background to the study of Procopius’

Wars with a brief review of much the same material Procopius himself covers in his own

¥ As we will also do in Chapter Four, for example see below Ch 4 Part I: the City of
Rome.



survey of the run-up to the events of Justinian’s reign. The slow but inexorable division
between the eastern and western halves of the Roman Empire had begun centuries before
Procopius’ time with Diocletian’s tetrarchy in 293 and Constantine’s death in 337.
Control of the ever more unstable western half of the empire came piecemeal into the
hands of various Germanic groups. Visigoths famously invaded Italy and sacked Rome in
410 before moving off to settle in Hispania, while the Vandals moved through Gaul and
Hispania to take control of North Africa between 429 and 439. After the general Odoacer
deposed the last western emperor in 476, the emperor Zeno sent Theoderic and his
Ostrogoths to Italy to oust the usurper. This also conveniently sent these Goths far from
his own eastern empire, where they would ally and mingle with previous waves, such that
the distinctions had become blurred by Procopius’ time.”"

These events were all decades in the past, the latest of them on the edge of living
memory, at the accession of Justin I in the eastern Roman Empire in 518. Of humble
origins in Illyricum, he had risen through the ranks of the army to be commander of the
palace guards at the time of his predecessor’s death.!" Whether Procopius’ portrayal of
Justin in the Secret History as the hapless, illiterate, and doddering puppet to his

nephew’s machinations is grounded at all in reality, there is no denying that Justinian

? These events, key turning-points in the historical narratives of both the Romans and the
Goths, are debated by Procopius’ historical actors at 6.6.14-26.

1% See below, Ch 4 pp 207-212 on the divisions between Gothic groups and the various
barbarian identities in the Wars.

"' The story goes that Justin, as the comes excubitorum, was given cash with which to
bribe the palace guards in favor of another claimant to the throne, but Justin spent the
money on himself, as it were. Averil Cameron, “Chapter III: Justin and Justinian,” The
Cambridge Ancient History, XIV: Late Antiquity: Empire and Successors, Cambridge
University Press, 2000. 63.



became very influential during his uncle’s reign. Certainly, he benefited from Justin’s
repeal of a law forbidding members of the senatorial class from marrying the lower
classes (allowing him to wed Theodora in 525)'%, and was named him first his uncle’s
official successor in 526 and then co-emperor in early 527."

Justinian was nothing if not a polarizing figure, an industrious ruler and zealous
reformer whose reign left few aspects of his empire untouched. He involved himself in
the Christological debates of his age, as with his issuance of the Three Chapters Edict in
543/4 and the calling the Second Council of Constantinople in 553."* His codification of
Roman law resulted in the compilation of the Corpus Juris Civilis; and the new laws,
novellae Constitutiones, represented significant legal reforms cloaked in the language of
restoration.'” Procopius’ Buildings catalogues the extensive secular (both civic and
defensive) and religious constructions undertaken by Justinian’s regime, while the Secret
History, of course, criticizes the emperor’s activity in so many spheres as introducing

change solely for the sake of putting his name on so many new things.'® Justinian’s reign

2 Narrated by Procopius in the Secret History 9.51.

1 On Justin, see A. A. Vasiliev (1950) Justin the First. Cambridge; as well as more
recently, Cameron 2000.

'* Cameron (1985) Procopius and the sixth century. The transformation of the classical
heritage 10. Berkley.

26-28, 79, Patrick T R Gray (2005) “The Legacy of Chalcedon: Chistological Problems
and their Significance” in Maas, M. (2005). The Cambridge companion to the Age of
Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 227-235.

'> On Justinian’s legal reforms generally, see Caroline Humfress, “Law and Legal
Practice in the Age of Justinian,” The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian.
Cambridge, 2005. 161-184, and Tony Honor¢, Tribonian Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University
Press, 1978. On the novels, see Maas, Michael. 1986. "Roman history and Christian
ideology in Justinianic reform legislation". Dumbarton Oaks Papers. 40: 17-32, and pp
289-293 below.

16 See below, pp 293-5.
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saw something of a literary and cultural renaissance, of which Procopius was a part. This
was once credited to the emperor’s own interest in the classical tradition, but is now
viewed as more of an independent phenomenon.'”

Justinian’s wars in the east and the west could easily be said to be the most
relevant events of his reign to the present study. The empire had been involved in
intermittent border conflicts with its Sassanid Persian neighbors since the time of Justin’s
predecessor Anastasius (502), and the general Belisarius first came to Persian front in 527
and rose to prominence leading the Roman forces against first Kavadh I (Cabades in
Procopius’ Wars, r. 488-531) and then his successor Khosrau I (Chosroes, r. 531-579).
The conclusion of the so-called Eternal Peace in 532 between Constantinople and Persia
allowed Justinian to focus his resources on the war in the west, although hostilities
resumed in Lazia in 541 and continued intermittently for the next twenty years.

Meanwhile Justinian, having become embroiled in the succession troubles of the
Vandalic kings of North Africa, mounted an expedition under Belisarius in 533 that was
initially, ostensibly, intended to restore the sympathetic Vandal claimant to the throne.
The Roman forces’ speedy and spectacular victories, however, quickly changed the
narrative to one of re-conquest of the lost Roman province. For his achievement,

Belisarius was granted a traditional-style Roman triumph, which Procopius recounts in

7 For more, see Tony Honoré (1978) Tribonian. Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press;
Averil Cameron (1985) Procopius and the sixth century. The transformation of the
classical heritage 10. Berkley. 19-27; and Chritian Wildberg, “Philosophy in the Age of
Justinian,” Joseph D. Alchermes, “Art and Architecture in the Age of Justinian,” and
Claudia Rapp, “Literary Culture under Justinian,” all in Maas, M. (2005). The Cambridge
companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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detail (W 4.9)."® This paved the way for military expeditions against the Goths, first in
Sicily and Corsica (535), and then in mainland Italy. The expedition in Italy met with
early success, and after a forcible capture of Naples in 535/6, the Roman forces were
welcomed into Rome on 9 December 536, an event that looms large in Procopius’
narrative and the mantle of cultural memory he constructs around it (5.11-12)."

The Roman defense of Rome against Gothic siege, though ultimately successful,
stretched from February 537 to March 538, and the war itself began to drag. The Romans
and Goths traded advances and retreats, and the Franks became involved in the war to the
detriment of the Roman cause, until the new Gothic king, Totila, recaptured most of
southern Italy in 542 and re-took Rome in December 546. The city traded hands several
more times, until renewed Roman forces under the general Narses retook Ravenna in
552, subsequently defeating the Goths at the Battle of Busta Gallorum, at which Totila
was slain. The Roman victory was a pyrrhic one: incredibly destructive for Italy and
draining the eastern empire of resources, its gains barely outlived Justinian himself.
Much of Italy fell to the Lombards within a few years of his death, although Rome
remained under imperial sway in the Exarchate of Ravenna, finally conquered in 751.

Procopius himself was a first-hand witness to many of these events. We know
little of his life besides what he tells us of himself in his works. Likely born around 500,

he identifies himself as a native of Caesarea in Palaestina Prima, and would certainly

'8 1 refer to all books of the Wars numbered in continuous sequence, while some scholars
divide the numeration by theater (often using Roman numerals), thus Wars 1-2= Persian
Wars 1-11, Wars 3-4= Vandalic Wars 1-11, and Wars 5-8= Gothic Wars 1-IV. Wars 8, or
Gothic Wars IV, in fact covers events in all three theaters up to 552/3, dealing with
events on the Persian front and North Africa relatively briefly before returning to Italy.

¥ See below, pp 181-192.
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have received a traditional education in rhetoric based in the Greco-Roman classics,
perhaps in his native Caesarea or the celebrated school of Gaza. His post as Beliarius’
aide and his evident knowledge of Latin suggest he had some legal schooling as well, *'
and the law schools of Berytus or Constantinople have been suggested.”* The tenth-
century Suda, our only other main source for his early life, describes him as a “rhetor and

a sophist” (PNTWP K&l 0OWLOTAC) before noting that he served as Belisarius’

secretary (OTTOYPXPEVC XPNUKTLIOKG BeEALoaplov).23 Procopius was Beliasrius’

legal advisor and private secretary (he describes himself at 1.12.24 as E0BoULAOC,
elsewhere he uses TT&PEDPOC or DTTOYPAKPEVC), presumably with him on the eastern
front from the latter’s first deployment in 527 until his recall following the Roman defeat
at Callinicium in 531.** Procopius was in Constantinople to witness the Nika Riots in
532, where Belisarius helped lead the bloody suppression of an attempted overthrow of
Justinian, and was with Belisarius for the expedition against the Vandals in North Africa,
where he stayed when Belisarius returned to Constantinople in 534. Procopius rejoined

him for the expedition against the Orstrogoths in Italy, through the siege of Rome (537-8)

2% In its heydey in the fourth century, Cameron (1985) 5.

?1'Veh, O. (1952-3). Die Geschichtsschreibung und Weltauffassung des Prokop von
Caesarea. Bayreuth: Gymnasium Bayreuth. 5.

*2 Downey, G. (1958) “The Christian Schools of Palestine: a chapter in literary history,”
Harvard Review Bulletin 12, 314

3 “TIpoxoémoc” Suda On-line, pi 2479.2-3. http://www.stoa.org, accessed September
2014.

** Opinion on Procopius’ exact education and duties on Belisarius’ staff varies: see for
example Howard-Johnson, J. (2000) “The Education and Expertise of Procopius” Carrié,
J.-M., Duval, N., Roueché, C., & Association pour l'antiquité tardive (Lyons, France).
(2000). De @dificiis: Le texte de Procope et les réalités. Turnhout: Brepols, 19-30 who
argues based on the Buildings that Procopius was an architect and civil engineer.
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and capture of Ravenna (540). Belisarius was recalled and sent to the eastern front in
541, and in 542 Procopius was in Constantinople for the outbreak of plague that shook
the capital. Procopius would seem to have no longer been on the general’s staff when
Belisarius returned to Italy to fight Totila in 544. Thus the early books of the Wars are
richly detailed, written it may be guessed using the author’s notes or diaries, while the
narrative in the later years becomes sketchy as Procopius presumably relied upon the
accounts of other witnesses and official reports.”” Books 1-7 were published around
550/1, and the Secret History likely dates from the same period.”® Wars 8 can be
assumed to have been published in 554, the year to which it brings the narrative, while
the Buildings dates from either 554/5 or 559/60.> If the earlier dates are accepted for
both these works, we know nothing for certain of Procopius after 555, and certainly

nothing after 560 or so.

2% Cameron (1985) 8-9

2% In the Secret History, Procopius gives a span of thirty-two years for Justinian’s reign,
which must date the work to either 558/9, dating from Justinian’s acsension in 527, or
550, dating from the start of Justin’s reign in 518. The latter makes more sense in light of
the relevance of Procopius’ criticisms of Theodora, only recently dead in 550, as well as
the work’s intimate ties with the Wars. Haury, J. (1896) Zur Beurteilung des
Geschichtscheiberss Procopius von Casarea. Proramm des K. Wilhelms-Gymnasiums in
Muchen. 10ff. See also Cameron (1985) 9-10, but Evans, J. A. S. (1969) “The dates of
the Anecdota and the De Aedificiis of Procopius,” Classical Philology 64, 29-30.

27 Cameron again prefers the earlier date (pp 10-12), see also Greatrex, G. (1994) “The
dates of Procopius’ works” Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 18. 101-114.
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Part II: Scholarship on Procopius

Procopius’ Wars has essentially always been recognized as a, indeed the, major
historical source for the reign of Justinian. He was “rediscovered” in the renaissances of
the ninth (in Byzantium) and the fifteenth centuries (in the West).”® The discovery of a
manuscript of the Secret History in the Vatican Library in 1623, previously unkown, led
to a renewal of interest in Procopius and a flurry of debate as to the authenticity of this
scandalous piece. Procopius was the primary source for the period for generations of
historians of the late empire and ancient world: Gibbon,” Bury,*® Stein and Palanque, *'
and Jones™ all relied on Procopius, more or less uncritically. The first text of the Wars
was published before the discovery of the Secret History (it also included summaries of
each book of the Buildings) in 1607; the first complete edition of Procopius came in
1661-3, by Maltretus.”® It will come as no surprise to most that in the nineteenth century,
German scholars were responsible for the bulk of scholarship on Procopius. The edition
of Maltretus, with Latin translation, was re-published by Wilhelm Dindorf as part of the

Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae between 1833 and 1838.** While imperfect,*

2% Cameron (1985) ix.

%% Gibbon, E. (1900). The decline and fall of the Roman empire. New ed. New York: P.
Fenelon Collier.

% Bury, J. B. (1967). 4 history of the later Roman empire : from Arcadius to Irene (395
A.D. to 800 A.D.). Chicago: Argonaut Inc.

3! Stein, E., & Palanque, J. (1949). Histoire du Bas-Empire. Paris: Desclée de Brouwer
32 Jones, A. H. M. (1964). The later Roman Empire, 284-602: a social, economic and
administrative survey. Oxford: B. Blackwell.

3 Dewing v 1, xv.

3* Dindorf, W. and C. Maltret. 1833. Procopius. In: Corpus scriptorum historiae
Byzantinae. Bonnae: E. Weber.
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this text formed the basis of the detailed comparative work of Braun and others prior to
the first publication of the Teubner text (see below).

Procopius’ classicism, always evident, was given detailed study by Herman
Braun, who catalogued Procopius’ “imitation,” first of Thucydides in his 1885 doctoral
dissertation Procopius Caesariensis quatenus imitatus sit Thucydidem,*® and
subsequently of Herodotus in Die Nachahmung Herodts durch Prokop.” In both works,
though they are organized somewhat differently, Braun cites and quotes the relevant
passage of the model historian, followed by Procopius’ allusive passage, often quoting in
full the first or best instance of the imitation, and providing citations for any subsequent
or related instances. Though Braun does provide some amount of commentary on the
nature of the imitations (and the quality of Procopius’ prose), the works are essentially
lists of the allusive passages, with comments drawing attention to the commonalities of
language. These range from the small-scale and pervasive borrowing of vocabulary that
Braun considers to be particularly Thucydidean or Herodotean, to more substantial
similarities in phraseology and sentence structure in speeches, and descriptions of
characters and events.”® Thorough to a fault, Braun included in his study many instances
of “imitation” which scholars of more recent years would be more likely to attribute to a

more general classicizing style, or merely coincidence.

3% Braun laments using the ‘notoriously poor’ text and expresses hope in the speedy
publication of Haury’s text: Die Nachahmung Herodts durch Prokop. Beilage zum
Jahresbericht 1893/94 des K. Altes Gymnasium zu Nurnberg. Nuremburg. 4f

3% Braun, H. (1885) Procopius Caesariensis quatenus imitatus sit Thucydidem.
Diss.Erlangen.

37 Braun (1894).

¥ See below, Ch 2, pp 2ff
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Fellow countrymen Haury and Liberich followed Braun in the study of
Procopius’s allusions to classical historiographers. Haury, in his assessment of Procopius
as a historian, rejected many of Braun’s examples of “imitation” and sought to defend
Procopius’ credibility in reporting contemporary events.*” Lieberich, meanwhile, took
Braun’s work as a starting-point for studying the proems of other classical and Byzantine
Greek historians, first identifying further allusive gestures to the prologues of Diodorus
and Polybius in all three of Procopius’ works.* The early years of the twentieth century
saw the first publication of Haury’s long-awaited text of Procopius’ complete works as
part of the Teubner series (1905-13).*' Procopius was also inducted into the Loeb
Classical Library, with a text based on Haury’s and an English translation by H.B.
Dewing (1914-40).* Like Haury, Soyter also sought to assess Procopius’ credibility as a
historian, given the debt of language he owed his classical predecessors, the inaccuracy
of some information in the Wars, and inconsistencies between the Secret History and the
Buildings, ultimately defending him as one who understandably looked toward classical

Athens to understand the momentous events of his day. **

3% Haury, J. (1896) Zur Beurteilung des Geschichtscheiberss Procopius von Casarea.
Proramm des K. Wilhelms-Gymnasiums in Muchen. Munich.

¥ 1 ieberich, H. 1900. Studien zu den Proomien in der griechschen und byzantinischen
Geschichtsreibung, 2. Teil. Die byzantinischen

Geschichtsschreiber und Chronisten. Programm de K. Realgymnasiums Muchen.
Munich

* Haury, J. (1905). Procopii Caesariensis Opera omnia. Lipsiae: In aedibus B.G.
Teubneri.

*2 Dewing, H. B. (1914-40) Procopius, with an English translation. 7 vols. Loeb
Classical Library: London and Cambridge.

# Soyter, G. (1951) “Die Glaubwurdigkeit des Geschichtsschreibers Prokopios von
Kaisarea.” ByzZ 44: 541-45.
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Like their predecessors, two mid-twentieth century classicists—Otto Veh,
exploring Procopius’ worldview in Die Geschichtsschreibung und Weltauffassung des
Prokop von Caesarea,** and B. Rubin in his monumental Pauly-Wissowa article,"”—saw
in Procopius a largely reliable neutral observer to the momentous secular and religious
events of his day. They both concerned themselves, among other things, with the question
of Procopius’ personal religiosity in the face of the obvious interest in the classical world
and apparent distance from and disinterest in Christian matters. While Veh argued that
Procopius, though a Christian, was prevented by his ‘critical intellect’ from truly
embracing Christian dogma, Rubin claimed him as a “free-thinking skeptic,” a Christian
in name only. Both display the nineteenth- and early twentieth-century tendency to view
Procopius relative to his classical models.

In the meantime, a sea-change was beginning to take place in the wider world of
the study of classical historiography, drawing from the techniques of literary criticism to
analyze the rhetorical elements of ancient history-writing, and to seek to understand their
contribution to the work as a whole, its aims and methods, rather than assess the impact
on the author’s credibility as a reporter of historical fact that such literary devices
entailed. While there are many notable works on the more ‘mainstream’ classical
historians that could be cited in this trend, we will mention here one only, whose work

more directly impacts the study of our Late Antique historian: Jacqueline de Romily’s

* Veh, 0. (1952-3). Die Geschichtsschreibung und Weltauffassung des Prokop von
Caesarea. Bayreuth: Gymnasium Bayreuth

* Subsequently republished as a monograph: Rubin, B. (1954). Prokopios von Kaisareia.
Stuttgart: A. Druckenmiiller
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Histoire et raison chez Thucydides.” As we will explore in more detail in Chapter Two
below, one of the literary de Romily analyzes in Thucydides’ text is the conscious
arrangement of themes in the speeches of opposing commanders to their troops before
battles. These themes, playing out in the battle itself, validated the predictions of one of
the other of the commanders, providing a complex sub-textual commentary on each
sides’ leadership. Such a shift in approach to the study of history-writing would take
some time to take hold in the study of Procopius and other late classical historians,
revolutionized it in due time.

In the study of the sixth century, this wave of fresh approaches went hand in hand
with a flowering of scholarly interest in the period of the later Roman Empire. Peter
Brown is generally (and justly) credited with the ‘invention of Late Antiquity,” but his
work has been focused on the earlier centuries of Late Antiquity, as well as Christianity
and the Western Roman world. It is Averil Cameron, the matriarch to Brown’s patriarch,
if you will, whose work revolutionized the study of the sixth century generally and
Procopius specifically. Prior to her 1985 monograph on Procopius, Cameron's earlier
publications touched on several key strains in her arguments concerning the study of
Procopius. Regarding Procopius’ depth of engagement with classical sources, she
argued with Alan Cameron in “Christianity and tradition in the historiography of the late

empire,” that the conventions in the genre of classical historiography were so strong they

* de Romilly, Jacqueline. (1956) Histoire et raison chez Thucydide. Paris: Les Belles
lettres.
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were followed by Christian and pagan alike, and did not indicate personal religious
feelings.*’

Several of Cameron’s articles that are important to our present investigation turn
on the interpretation of a distinct feature in the writing of Procopius and other Late
Antique historians: the explanatory aside, or periphrasis, as Cameron terms it.* These
will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2 below, but they are, in brief, a device by
which late antique authors incorporated non-Attic words into their classicizing texts by
ascribing their use to a particular group: “[Latin term,] as the Romans say” is the most
common iteration in Procopius’ Wars. Cameron first studied these in an article with Alan
Cameron in 1964, where Procopius and other later authors were used to give context to
Ammianus Marcellinus’ use of the device,” and again in 1965, where she explained that
Procopius’ glosses of the name of the church of St. Sophia did not necessarily indicate
that his contemporaries were ignorant of its theological implications, but were rather part
of his classicizing affectation.”® Earlier scholars had long taken these explanatory asides
as indication of, among other things, Procopius’ distance from Christianity and thus
pagan sympathies, but Cameron drew together her arguments in “The scepticism of

Procopius” (1966)°" and again in her 1970 monograph on Agathias®* that these were a

7 Cameron, Alan and Averil Cameron (1964) “Christianity and tradition in the
historiography of the late empire.” Classical Quarterly 14: 316-28.

¥ Cameron (1985) 35ff

# Cameron and Cameron (1964)

%% Cameron, Averil. 1965. "Procopius and the Church of St. Sophia". The Harvard
Theological Review. 58 (1): 161-163.

> Cameron, Averil M. 1966. "The "Scepticism" of Procopius". Historia: Zeitschrift Fiir
Alte Geschichte. 15 (4): 466-482.
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rhetorical device and not indicative of personal religious inclinations or experiences on
his part. Finally, Continuity and Change in the Sixth Century (1981) drew together a
number of Cameron’s previous articles into one volume.”®> Thus Cameron combines a
close and comparative reading of Procopius’ text (and those of other late antique
historians) with an analysis of the cultural context in which he wrote to identify the
stylistic elements of Procopius’ writing as part of an intentional classicizing program.
Rather than taking these periphrases and other features of Procopius’ text as indicative of
his distance from his contemporary Christian world and essential affinity with the
classical world, she argues for an understanding of Procopius firmly rooted in his sixth-
century Byzantine world.

Nor is Cameron the only scholar whose work on dealt with or touched on
Procopius in the 1970s and 1980s. J.A.S Evans has argued in a series of articles that the
varied attitudes towards Justinian evident in the three works reflect Procopius’ evolving
feelings over the course of their composition dates.”® Evans also published a monograph
on Procopius as part of the Twayne World Authors series in 1972.°° This slim volume
presents a general overview of Procopius’ world and work: it contains little that was new,
but is notable for being the first English-language monograph on Procopius, as well as his

inclusion in a series on important authors.

32 Cameron (1970) Agathias. Oxford: Clarendon. Cameron complies a list of Procopius’
periphrases as Appendix J

>3 Cameron, Averil (1981) Continuity and Change in sixth century Byzantium. Variorum:
Collected Studies Series CS143. London.

>* See especially J. A. S. Evans (1969) “The dates of the Anecdota and the De Aedificiis
of Procopius,” Classical Philology 64, 29-30.

> Evans, J. A. S. (1972) Procopius. Twayne’s World Author Series 170: Greece, New
York.
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Cameron’s monograph, Procopius and the sixth century (1985), brought together
and fleshed out her arguments on Procopius from the preceding decades, arguing
passionately that the oft-studied classicizing elements in Procopius’ writing were more
superficial than substantial; that he shared much more in common, in terms of viewpoint,
concerns, and background with other Byzantine writers of his own day than with the
greats of classical historiography; and that it is in the context of the former, not the latter,
that he should be studied and understood. To rectify what she saw as an over-reliance on
the Wars and its classicizing style in understanding Procopius and his relationship with
his past and present, Cameron deals first with the once-neglected Buildings, then the
Secret History, and only then delves into the Wars, aiming thereby to place the latter in
the context of the other two. She contends that while together these three works begin to
form a reasonably good representation of sixth century Byzantium, the Wars on its own is
constrained by Procopius’ (classical) views of history as exclusively secular, and
primarily military and political. His choice not to include such events as church councils
represents, for Cameron, a failure of Procopius to reflect well his contemporary world.*
Conversely, those elements in the Wars which she judges to be out of place in a ‘true’
classicizing history—such as Procopius’ interest in the miraculous and in holy men—are
evidence of his underlying affinity with the sixth century and its pervasively Christian

worldview.”” In Cameron’s final judgment Procopius is “more of a reporter than a

%6 Cameron (1985) 226
>" Cameron (1985) 30-31, 113-133



22

historian, better at the narrative of events than at the analysis of causes or the delineation
of motives.”®

Cameron’s challenge to the traditional approach to and understanding of
Procopius as history-writer was met by Byzantine scholar Anthony Kaldellis in 2004. His
Procopius of Caesarea: tyranny, history and philosophy at the end of antiquity argues
just as passionately that the sophistication and pervasiveness of Procopius’ engagement
with the tradition of classical historiography marks his classicism as anything but
superficial, and that he deserves study alongside other classical historiographers.”” While
he lauds Cameron’s insight that relevant passages of Procopius’ work must be studied in
context of the work(s) as a whole, he faults her for not always carrying through on this,
arguing that he in fact will do s0.®” He promises that he will, pointedly amending
Cameron’s goal, “situate Procopius in his immediate historical context as well as his

transhistorical literary context.”!

His chapters are case-studies in Procopius’ engagement
with a variety of classical authors and traditions, such as Herodotean anecdotes and
Platonic philosophy. He examines Procopius’ use of rhetorical techniques, including
engagement with the classical tradition, to make subtle points about such weighty issues

as Justinian’s tyranny and the role of #yche in the unfolding of history. Disagreeing with

Cameron’s conclusions that Procopius was a fairly conventional Christian, he goes

>% Cameron (1985) 241

%% Kaldellis, A. (2004) Procopius of Caearea: tyranny, history and philosophy at the end
of antiquity. University of Pennsylvania Press: Philadelphia. Kaldellis himself casts the
debate and his book in this light, charting the development of the “classicizing” view of
Procopius, pp 26f.

 ibid 28-29

°!ibid 15



23

beyond even the “skeptical Christian” label to describe “the deism of Procopius.”®

Kaldellis’ approach—analyzing the minutiae of his classical references and situating
them, and him, in the contexts of both his contemporary sixth-century world and the
“trans-historical” world of classical historiography and literature—epitomizes the
contemporary approach to the study of Procopius.

These two monographs, Cameron’s and Kaldellis’, constitute the two poles of an
axis in current English scholarship on Procopius. The debate over the nature of the Wars
and Procopius more generally contributes a tension in understanding him that informs
much of recent scholarship. Cameron’s arguments concerning the importance of
Procopius’ contemporary context in analyzing him, as well as the influence of genre in
understanding his three works have been broadly accepted. This has not, however,
lessened the interest of scholars in the complex relationship Procopius creates between
his texts and the classical world (present author included). It has rather led to a more
nuanced and well-grounded approach to the study of such influence, and investigation
into the ways in which Procopius’ interest in the classical past interacted with and
informed his interest in his own contemporary world. The best example of this is the
work on Procopius by Charles Pazdernik, whose articles study the intertextual
relationships created by Procopius between the figure of Belisarius in his own history on

the one hand, and Thucydides’ Brasidas® and Xenophon’s Pharnabazus® on the other.

62 Kaldellis (2004) 172

63 Pazdernik, C. (2000) “Procopius and Thucydides on the Labors of War: Belisarius and
Brasidas in the Field.” Transactions of the APA 130: 149-87

64 Pazdernik, Charles. 2006. "Xenophon's Hellenica in Procopius' Wars: Pharnabazus and
Belisarius". Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies. 46 (2): 175.
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In the first of these, Pazdernik elucidates the ways in which Procopius uses Thucydidean
allusion (including the vocabulary of éAevBeplor and HOULAE(X) to not only cast his
general in a heroic light, but to explore the morally ambiguous nature of the “liberation
by force” that Belisarius was occasionally obliged to threaten or carry out. Thus
Pazdernik studies Procopius’ use of his classical sources, in order to investigate the
subtextual points the author sought to make about contemporary figures and events.

There have been, in addition, a variety of other approaches to Procopius and his
work in recent years that touch on issues important to the present study. In a conference
paper from 1996, Geoffrey Greatrex sought to contextualize the depth of Procopius’
engagement with the classical past; specifically, Republican Rome.®> To do so, he
compares the number and quality of Procopius’ references to this period to those of
Ammianus Marcellinus, and finds them lacking. Considering the availability in the sixth
century of classical sources covering the Republican period, Greatrex surmises that
Procopius must have made a choice not to included more mentions of Republican history,
perhaps because Belisarius’ late Roman army could not compare to the army at the height
of Rome’s glory in the Second Punic War, and so Procopius chose instead to concentrate
on the more remote, safer mythological past.*®

In 2001 the Association pour l'antiquité tardive’s eighth volume was dedicated

largely to papers from a conference which brought together literary scholars and

65 Greatrex, G. (1996b) “The Classical Past in the Classicizing Historians,” in L.
Hardwick and S. Ireland (eds) The Reception of Texts and Images, 2 Vols., Milton
Keynes, The Open University.

% For more on this approach, see below, pp 283-4.
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archaeologists to study Procopius’ Buildings.”” Several of these touch on themes related
to memory, such as Procopius’ text’s relation to earlier panegyric® and the role of
ekphrasis in the Buildings.”® In her “Conclusion” piece, Cameron remarks that she is less
certain than she was when she wrote her book that the influence of genre can fully
resolve questions about Procopius’ motivation in writing. She notes that while
Procopius’ Christianity is a non-issue to the contributors of the volume, the nature of the
work’s reception in contemporary Constantinople is still very much in debate.”
Certainly, this narrative of shift from earlier positivistic to more recent literary
critical approaches does not mean that approaches seeking to draw out historical data
from the texts in a more or less straightforward fashion are either no longer pursued or
undesirable. One such avenue of research that will impact our topic is into the plague
that ravaged the empire under Justinian, as well as that of the fourth-century Thucydidean
plague, which account influences Procopius’.”' P. Allen’s 1979 article on the Justinianic
plague laid important groundwork for further study of the epidemic by bringing together
(for the first time) the three major surviving accounts of the plague: those of Procopius,

Evagrius Scholasticus, and John of Ephesus. He compares symptoms across the three

67 Carrié, J.-M., Duval, N., Roueché, C., & Association pour l'antiquité tardive (Lyons,
France). (2001). De @dificiis: Le texte de Procope et les réalités. Turnhout: Brepols.

58 M. Whitby. “Procopius’ Buildings, Book I: a Panegyrical perspective.” Carrié, J.-M.,
Duval, N., Roueché¢, C., & Association pour I'antiquité tardive (Lyons, France). (2001).
De @dificiis: Le texte de Procope et les réalités. Turnhout: Brepols. 45-57.

69 R. Webb, “Ekphrasis, Amplification, and Persuasion in Procopius’ Buildings” Carrié,
J.-M., Duval, N., Roueché, C., & Association pour l'antiquité tardive (Lyons, France).
(2001). De &dificiis. Le texte de Procope et les réalités. Turnhout: Brepols. 67-71.
A, Cameron, “Conclusion” Carrié, J.-M., Duval, N., Roueché¢, C., & Association pour
'antiquité tardive (Lyons, France). (2001). De &dificiis. Le texte de Procope et les
réalités. Turnhout: Brepols. 177-180.

'see below, Ch 2, pp 72-9
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accounts, estimates a mortality rate, and looks at the socio-economic effects of the
plague. Meanwhile work of this sort and more has been done concerning the Athenian
plague of Thucydides, leading Littman et al to argue in 1973, and again based on new
paleopathology modeling in 2009, for identifying that mallady as smallpox.

The symptoms of plague which Procopius describes, so different from
Thucydides,* are so obviously similar to those of the Black Death of fourteenth century
Europe that it has commonly been identified as Yersinia pestis.”” Interestingly, a recent
study using DNA extracted from the tooth pulp of plague victims found in a Bavarian
cemetery determined that the strain of Y. pestis which led to the Justinianic plague is
unrelated to either the fourteenth or the early twentieth century outbreaks, and so must
have died out in the intervening years, with the later strains making the jump from rats to
humans independently.”* Peregrine Horden covers some of the same ground as Allen and
traces recent debate over the identification of the disease in his Cambridge Companion to
the Age of Justinian chapter, but makes a fascinating and compelling case for the ultimate
irrelevance of scientifically identifying the disease, and focusing rather on contemporary

interpretations and reactions.”

72 The differences in described symptoms allowed Soyter (541-2) to reassure doubters
that, although he borrowed language and structure from Thucydides’ account, this did not
necessarily detract from the historic reliability of Procopius’ account, thus preventing, in
Kaldellis’ words, “the details of that event... vanish[ing] from the history books in a puff
of Teutonic source-criticism.” (26)

> Allen pp 8ff

™ Wagner, D. “Yersinia pestis and the Plague of Justinian 541-543 AD: a genomic
analysis” The Lancet Infectious Diseases. 28 January 2014

7 Horden, Peregrine. (2005) “Mediterranean Plague in the Age of Justinian” in Maas, M.
The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. 134-160
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There are, in addition, a number of works on other topics relating to the sixth-
century empire that are highly relevant to our current study and its approach. The
Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian came out in 2006, and features numerous
essays relevant to our topic of Procopius and memory.”® Most important is Pazdernik’s

“Justinianic Ideology and the Power of the Past,””’

a worthy follow up to Michael Maas’
(the volume’s editor) own 1986 article on "Roman history and Christian ideology in
Justinianic reform legislation."”® Both of these deal with the way that Justinian’s
legislation utilized the memory of the ancient past, specifically Republican Rome and
legendary history, in order to justify innovation and reform.” Tony Honoré was studying
the references to classical Roman jurists in the legislation of Justinian’s queastor
Tribonian in 1978,%° and Maas has also published a monograph on the writings of another
sixth-century writer, John the Lydian, who wrote several antiquarian treatises on topics of
classical Roman culture.”!

Finally, the conference volume Reading the Past in Late Antiquity offers a

selection of essays that come variously near our approach, either in terms of subject

7 Maas, M. (2005). The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

" Pazdernik, Charles. (2005) “Justinianic Ideology and the Power of the Past” in in
Maas, M. The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. 185-212.

78 Maas, Michael. 1986. "Roman history and Christian ideology in Justinianic reform
legislation". Dumbarton Oaks Papers. 40: 17-32.

7 See below pp 289-93 for much more on this.

% T. Honoré. (1978) Tribonian. Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press.

81 M. Maas (1992). John Lydus and the Roman past: Antiquarianism and politics in the
age of Justinian. London: Routledge.
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matter or theoretical outlook.* “Literary Convention, Nostalgia, and Reality in
Ammianus Marcellinus” seeks to contextualize Ammianus’ classical historiographical
features,®® while “The Use of the Past in the Gallic Panegyrists” traces both the historical
periods from which exempla are drawn, and the way in which those exempla are used to
further the panegyrist’s rhetorical agenda.** The two essays on Procopius’ contemporary
John Malalas, “Malalas’ Use of the Past”® and “Malalas’ View of the Classical Past”*®
provide a neat encapsulation of the subdivided way in which questions of ancient
memory have been approached in late ancient authors. Lastly, the volume contains a
piece by K. Adshead on “Procopius’ Poliorcetica: Continuities and and Discontinuities”
which examines Procopius’ Thucydidean debt, and his originality, in portraying siege
warfare in the Wars and the Buildings. She suggests that Procopius’ shift in focus to the

construction of defenses in the latter reflects his desire to tackle “the key miliatry issue of

82 G. W. Clarke (1990). Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW,
Australia: Australian National University Press.

% T.D Barnes “Literary Convention, Nostalgia, and Reality in Ammianus Marcellinus” in
Clarke, G. W. Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia:
Australian National University Press. 59-92

# C. E. V. Nixon, “The Use of the Past in the Gallic Panegyrists” in Clarke, G. W.
Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National
University Press. 1-36.

8 E. Jeffreys (1990c) “Malalas’ Use of the Past” in Clarke, G. W. Reading the past in
late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National University Press.
121-146.

80 R. Scott (1990) “Malalas’ View of the Classical Past” In Reading the past in late
antiquity. ed. G. W. Clarke. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National
University Press. 147-164.
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the hour,” as had Thucydides before him, and even “was willing to experiment with the
stylistic vehicle in which his analysis was set.”®’

There has thus been a great deal of work in the last few decades exploring the
attitudes towards and interest in the ancient past in the time of Justinian—the state of
Roman cultural memory in the sixth century, though not necessarily phrased in those
terms. Though the scholarship on Procopius has touched on these themes, it has most
often been in a limited or one-sided way. Additionally, research on both Procopius and
the sixth century, while examining “uses of the past” or “attitudes toward the past” has
not engaged much with the burgeoning field of memory studies, the theories and

approaches of which have a great deal to offer the study of the sixth century Romans’

relationship with their past.

Part II1: Memory and History

We should turn, then, to introduce the field of social memory studies and to
discuss some of the terminology that we will use here, including not least “social memory

29 ¢¢

studies,” “collective memory,” and of course “historical memory.” We will trace a brief
sketch of the theoretical development of collective memory, with a focus on how

different scholars have conceived of the relationship between collective memory and

87 Adshead, K. (1990) “Procopius’ Poliorcetica: Continuities and Discontinuities” in
Clarke, G. W. Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia:
Australian National University Press. 93-115.
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history. This will provide an opportunity to examine the several competing terms and
explain the reasoning behind the choices for those used here, and to then discuss the
understanding of the relationship between memory and history that underlies the present
study. Finally, we will look briefly at a selection of other studies which apply the
theories of collective memory to the ancient world.

While the literary texts that are pointed to as the deep roots of memory theory

stretch as far back as the ancient world,™ the flowering of scholarly interest in memory

5989 9990

(the “turn to memory”™ or “memory boom™) in the twentieth century’' found an early
philosopher and theoretician in Maurice Halbwachs, whose works developed and
popularized the concept of collective memory.”* Halbwachs was interested in The Social
Frameworks of Memory—the title of his first book”*—and argued that “each

[individual’s] memory is a viewpoint on the collective memory”: the memory of the

various groups to which we belong and in which contexts we remember: our “various

¥ The story of Simonides’s identification of the bodies of his fellow symposiasts after the
cave-in of the roof caused by the Dioscuri, found in Cicero (de orat. 2.86.351-4) and
Quintilian (/nst. 11.2.11-16), Moses’ exhortation to the Israelites to “Remember the days
of old/Consider the years of the many generations.” (Deut. 32:7), as well as more recent
works such as Proust’s 4 la recerche du Temps perdue are a handful of examples of texts
which anticipate some of the primary themes and concerns of modern memory studies.

¥ Cubitt, G. (2007). History and memory. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 2ff
%% Olick, J. K., Vinitzky-Seroussi, V., & Levy, D. (2011). The Collective Memory Reader.
New York: Oxford University Press.1{f

° The opinions on the causes of this are numerous, but see in particular Nora, Pierre.
(2002) “Reasons for the Current Upsurge in Memory.” Transit 22:1-8.

%2 But cf Olick et al, ibid, on the way in which Halbwach’s sole role as “founding father”
of collective memory studies tends to be overstated,pp 16-22.

% Les cadres sociaux de la memoire (Paris: F. Alcan 1925), has never been translated
into English in full. Large portions of this work as well as the conclusion to Halbwachs’
1941 The Legendary Topography of the Holy Land (Paris: Presses universitaires de
France) were translated and published by L. Coser as On collective Memory (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.)
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collective milieux.”™ For Halbwachs, collective memory was to be firmly distinguished
from history. Collective memory is a continuous current, internal to and dependent on
the individual memories of the members of the group: it cannot remember past their
lifetimes. History, meanwhile, is external to the group, attempts to deal with the entirety
of human events and necessarily introduces demarcation (in the form of periodization).”
Memory, what is more, is as multiple as the many groups that each have their own
collective memories (Halbwachs thinks of families, professional associations, all the way
up to nations), while history, in seeking to deal with the whole, is singular and unitary.”®
Halbwachs was responding, naturally, to a very 19"™-century conception of
history, one which sought to be a universal, objective record and explanation of human
development. Some more recent theorists of social memory, responding to the
developments in the field of historiography of the last century, conceptualize the
distinction between the two as more fluid. In his essay “History as Social Memory,” the
historian Peter Burke characterizes the contemporary practice of historiography as more

“relativist,” one which treats history writing “much as Halbwachs treated memory, as the

** Halbwachs The Collective Memory (1980). New York: Harper & Row. 80

%3 «“By definition it does not exceed the boundaries of this group. When a given period
ceases to interest the subsequent period, the same group has not forgotten a part of its
past, because, in reality, there are two successive groups, one following the other.” (ibid
81)

% “History can be represented as the universal memory of the human species. But there
is no universal memory. Every collective memory requires the support of a group
delimited in space and time. The totality of past events can be put together in a single
record only by separating them from the memory of the groups who preserved them...”
(ibid 84)
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product of social groups.”®’ He argues for two ways in which historians are, and should
be, concerned with memory: memory as a historical source, and the study of memory as a
historical phenomenon. Others, like Allan Megill, still see memory as something
fundamentally distinct from history, a dialectic that “does not resolve.” He goes on to
argue, succinctly and forcefully, that

...far from being history’s raw material, memory is an Other that continually

haunts history. Memory is an image of the past constructed by a subjectivity in

the present.”®
The distinction between memory and history, then, often rests as much on a scholar’s
understanding of the concept of history, as long-established as the discipline is, as on
their understanding of the relatively new field of collective memory.

Halbwachs’ “collective memory” is one of several overlapping (but not identical)
concepts used to describe the memories of groups of people variously distributed across
space and time. A quick survey of the several terms in circulation will be suggestive of
the diversity of thought and approaches current in memory studies. Jan and Aleida
Assmann have popularized the term cultural memory, especially among European
scholars.”” Out of Halbwachs’ collective memory, they distinguish between
communicative memory, which passes among living generations in everyday

communication, and cultural memory, the inherited memories of the often more distant

past:

°7 Burke, Peter (1989) « History as Social Memory” in Butler, T. Memory: History,
culture, and the mind. Oxford, UK: B. Blackwell. 97-113

%% Megill 61-2

% While Jan Assman’s work is more widely known in the U.S., Aleida Assmann’s is no
less heavy hitting, and her scheme of the storehouses of cultural memory as canon and
archive will be of great use to us, see below pp 278-282
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The concept of cultural memory comprises that body of reusable texts, images,
and rituals specific to each society in each epoch, whose “cultivation” serves to
stabilize and convey that society’s self-image. Upon such collective knowledge,
for the most part (but not exclusively) of the past, each group bases its awareness
of unity and particularity'*
While the conception of cultural memory can run the risk, on the one hand, of reifying
the abstract memories of a culture beyond any individual evocation of them in a
particular work;'*" and on the other of focusing too heavily on the static and unitary
nature of a culture and its memory at the expense of their often dynamic and contested

natures;' 2

the attention paid to the relevance of the distant past to the present (Jan
Assmann was originally an Egyptologist), as well as the focus on the role of memory in
identity construction, make the concept of cultural memory particularly useful for certain
types of historians generally and for the present study in particular.'®

Among American scholars, some form of the term social memory has been
gaining ground: often, but not entirely, in the field of sociology. Fentress and Wickham
eschew “collective memory” both because they find its emphasis “too deindividulaized”
and because of methodological issues with oral history and orality.'™ Somewhat similar

is the work of Jeffrey Olick, a prolific and highly influential sociologist who has

contributed a number of important works, including the 1998 “Collective Memory: the

1% Jan Assmann “Collective Memory and Cultural Identity” New German Critique 65:
125-133 (1995).

101 ¢f Olick and Robbins, n 105 below

192 ¢f Cubitt (222ff) and his focus on processes, discussed just below

13 Assmann also argues that the goal of memory studies should be “mnemo-history”:
“not to ascertain the possible truth of traditions... but to study these traditions as
phenomena of collective memory.” Moses the Egyptian: the Memory of Egypt in Western
Monotheism. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997. 9.

104 Fentress, J., & Wickham, C. (1992). Social memory. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
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Two Cultures” with Joyce Robbins. They outline the distinctions between, on the one
hand, an individualistic approach where collective memory is understood as “the
aggregated individual memories of a group” (what they term “collected memory”) and,
on the other, true collective memory which holds that “symbols and their systems of
relations have a degree of autonomy from the subjective perceptions of individuals.”'®
In this article as well as his eminently useful Collective Memory Reader, Olick
acknowledges the “residual value” of that term for its widespread recognition, but prefers
“social memory studies” as one which distinguishes between Halbwachs’ two sides of
collective memory: “socially framed individual memory” and “the common memory of
groups” and furthermore “remains presuppositionally open to a variety of phenomena
while pointing out that all remembering is in some sense social.”!%

Geoffrey Cubitt is another historian who also favors the term social memory, in
this case for its emphasis on historical processes rather than fixed phenomena. The
term...

covers the process (or processes) through which a knowledge or awareness of past

events or conditions is developed and sustained within human societies, and

through which, therefore, individuals within those societies are given the sense of

a past that extends beyond what they themselves personally remember.'®’

In his book, he spins out the complex ways in which history and memory interact and

have been studied together, schematically and lucidly tracing the functioning of social

memory in society, from the individual level up through to the societal, observing how

195 Olick, Jeffrey K., and Joyce Robbins. 1998. "Social Memory Studies: From
"Collective Memory" to the Historical Sociology of Mnemonic Practices". Annual
Review of Sociology. 24: 105-140.

1% Olick et al (2011) 40-41.

"7 Cubitt 15
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these nesting, interlaced functions have been studied by historians and theorized by
sociologists. Cubitt is, additionally, one of several authors we will turn to in due course
for theoretical background on studying the role of memory in the construction and
negotiation of identity in the sixth-century Roman world. We will do well to remember,
as he observes, that “the past is always the past of something,” and to interrogate what

and whose past it is that Procopius evokes.'*®

% %k %k ok

Before proceeding to explore how we will be using the various terms for the study
of memory in the current work, we should pause to examine briefly a selection of studies
which approach classical topics through the lens of memory, focusing primarily on those
which deal with textual sources, in order to further situate and contextualize the current
project. Given the breadth and heterogeneity of memory theory, it will perhaps be no
surprise that these approaches have been applied to the field of ancient history in a
diverse and uneven manner. The unevenness of the application of memory theory to
classical studies is perhaps best typified by the essays in Cultural Memory and Identity in
Ancient Societies (2011).'” The volume is generally heavy on theory and at times strays
into jargon: some papers offer interesting analyses of less well-studied texts, such as
Pouitw...ergo sum: becoming Roman in Varro’s de Lingua Latina,"'’ while others, such

as the contribution of the volume’s editor, fall prey to lapses in historical critical thinking

"% Cubitt 199

1% Bommas, M. (2011). Cultural memory and identity in ancient societies. London:
Continuum.

"% by Diana Spencer, ibid pp 43-60
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in the midst of so much memory theory and fail, ultimately, to demonstrate what is added
either to the study of memory or their ancient subject by such an approach.''' In the
former, though, Diana Spencer traces the construction of Romanitas in the tension
between Latin and Greek word-origins in Varro’s work; a useful, if not precisely parallel
for our purposes, model for examining memory’s role in the construction of Roman
identity in an ancient text.

The Sites of Rome: time, space and memory 1is also a volume of essays, rather
more coherent in subject and approach, organized around the intersection of ancient (and
modern) texts with the geography and physicality of Rome. The contributors examine
the impact of the physical city’s palimpsest-like nature on the experience and
conceptualization of Rome that has emerged and endured in the Western imagination:

We propose that finding out how to balance a coherent urban ‘legend’ against the

fragmentary, messy, and lived experience of being in the city is as much of a

concern of ancient Rome as it is of the ‘rediscovered’ Rome of the Renaissance or

of successive modern and postmodern cosmopoleis. The position of Rome as the
rediscovered object of an increasing variety of refracting gazes has, in addition,
made it a city that exhibits a unique susceptibility to exist synchronously and
symbiotically in successive texts and eras.''?
The Sites of Rome’s emphasis on the interplay between physical space and textual
memory makes it particularly germane to parts of our present study, as we will examine
the ways in which Procopius responded to and characterized the memory-laden landscape
of Rome and Italy. The same is true for another volume of essays, on Pausanias’ travels

across an equally ancient landscape, simultaneously ruinous and timeless. Among

several interesting papers in Pausanias: travel and memory in Roman Greece, the most

" Martin Bomas, “Pausainais’ Egypt” ibid pp 79-108
"2 Lamour and Spencer, “Introduction- Roma, recepta” pp 1-60, 3
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relevant to our topic is “Ideals and ruins: Pausanias, Longinus, and the second sophistic,”
in which James Porter examines the two authors’ skillful manipulation of the current of
nostalgia, always present in Greek thought but particularly trendy and relevant in the

Second Sophistic, in crafting identities as Roman Greeks.'"

% %k %k ok

It remains, then, to explore how these various concepts and terms will be used in
the present study, and to situate our key concept of “historical memory” in terms of the
tensions between collective memory and history, as well as between individual memory
and social memory. As far as the terminology goes, we will find use for each of the three
main alternatives at different times. “Cultural memory” will be employed when
examining particularly how Procopius and the sixth-century Romans related to and
understood their ancient past and cultural heritage, and on those occasions when simply
“memory” is used, it is primarily with the connotations of cultural memory that it is
intended. Meanwhile, “social memory” will be useful in broader and more theoretical
situations: in discussing the current field of scholarship, or, by contrast, elements of more

contemporary remembering in Procopius. “Collective memory” will be reserved, when

13 Porter, James “Ideals and ruins: Pausanias, Longinus, and the second sophistic,”
Alcock, S. E., Cherry, J. F., & Elsner, J. (2001). Pausanias: Travel and memory in Roman
Greece. New York: Oxford University Press. 63-92. The issues that Porter addresses of
the tension in Roman and Greek identity, as well as that inherent relating to an
increasingly distant past, will be relevant to us as our investigation proceeds.
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used at all, as an umbrella term for all of these, and finally each appropriate term will be
used when drawing on the theory of scholars who use it.'"*

Turning again to the relationship between history and memory, as we have seen,
the distinction is not always formulated so starkly as Hawlbachs envisioned it in his
efforts to define and develop the concept of collective memory in opposition to the
former, well-recognized mode of relating to the past. Nevertheless, the study of social
memory remains rooted in what we might term primary sources, for lack of a better word,
of various kinds: oral history, elements of “cultural production” such as monuments,
commemorative events as wells as documentary sources such as contemporary
journalism and other media, and finally literature. This last is in part how we will be
approaching Procopius’ text in the present study, as a work of literature that is a cultural
production and reflective of the memory-culture that produced its author. However, this
would be to study cultural memory in the Wars, and we will be interested, not only in our
author’s reflection and reporting of the cultural memory of his time, but in his, and his
text’s, role in creating memory: historical memory, about which more in just a moment.

There is, moreover, a significant strain in social memory studies that (not

unjustly) values its particular approach specifically for the ability to discover and study

the memories of those left out, for one reason or another, of the official narrative of

14 Related tems, such as remembering and memorialization, will be used in a self-
explanatory way; I have also used in places a division of the past into distant/ancient,
recent (within living memory), and immediate past (those being treated in the work of
history or rhetoric) drawn from Nixon’s “The use of the past in the Gallic panegyrists,”
(see above, n 80) though I have more often termed the latter subgroup “contemporary
events.”
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history.'"” Indeed, the very capacity of social memory to transmit (and its study to
uncover and understand) multiple and various strains of memory means that there is a
place, among all the others, for history-based and —transmitted memories; and surely
there is value in studying history and its modes of remembering and memorialization in
the context of the wider field of social memory.

History, moreover, is emphatically not Halbwachs’ exclusive domain of the
monolithic, “official” narrative of, say, a nation state or empire’s rise to power. Rather,
historiography as it is understood and practiced today, and has actually existed since its
birth in the ancient world, is itself multifaceted and various. An individual work of
historiography is capable of conveying multiple alternative memories''® and as a genre
history thrives on the combination and accumulation of multiple narratives, contrasting
and overlapping and widely spread in terms of subject matter, space, and time.
Nevertheless, it is still nearly always the case that any single work of historiography is
ultimately the product of a single individual, and conveys their interpretation of the past
they record, as well as the broader narrative that history is situated in, however influenced

by and influential to the wider world of cultural memory as that author might be.

!5 This is conveyed in the term “countermemory,” used by scholar such as Y. Zerubavel,
in Recovered roots: Collective memory and the making of Israeli national tradition.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995. It is also the focus of the work of the
“Popular Memory Group,” who have their preferred term, popular memory, and
emphasize the study, not just of popular memory, but its interaction with the “dominant
memory.” Popular Memory Group (1998) “Popular Memory: Theory, Politics, Method,”
Oral History Reader. Robert Perks and Alistair Thomson, eds. New York: Routledge. 43-
53.

16 This feature of Herodotus” work is one Procopius imitates, see below pp 79-83.
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The historian stands in some ways at the intersection of individual and cultural
memory. The same could be said of all authors, each a product of their time and place,
but it is uniquely true for as one who has made it their business to write and reflect on the
shape of the past, how it has resulted in the present circumstances in which men and
women live. Additionally, writers of history often incorporate the remembrances of
others in the construction of their work, combining the testimony of witnesses or the
evidence of documentary sources into the constructed image of the past conveyed to the
reader. '’ The historian, on the one hand, reflects the memory-culture of their own time
in their own perspective. In the case of Procopius, he is a product of a sixth-century,
Eastern Roman sense of Romanitas, and evinces a connection to but distance from the
classical past, a tension that can be observed in other sources of the period.'"® On the
historian’s other hand, they can preserve and convey elements of contemporary cultural
remembering by means of the history. There are a number of key passages in Procopius’
history—the triumph of Belisarius (4.9) and the ship of Aeneas (8.22.8), to name just
two—we will discuss in this light in due course.

We come, finally, to the use of the term “historical memory” in the present study.

There are in circulation a handful of different ways one could use this term,1 ¥ but here, it

17 ¢f Cubitt 178-9, 203 on the subtextual ways in which attitudes toward and memory of

the distant past can be incorporated into a work of history, even one that does not deal
with them directly, including tone and assumptions about how the present events
recorded in the work are expected to fit into the larger scope of history.

18 See Conclusion, pp 289-299 below.

"9 For example, as nearly synonomous with “cultural memory,” or as cultural memory of
a historical period which includes, but is not limited to, textual sources: “By the "Greek
historical memory" of warfare, I mean the multi-ethnic cultural memory of warfare as
presented in Greek and Hellenizing material culture and in textual and documentary
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is used to signify memory-- mostly in the present study “cultural memory”-- encoded in
and conveyed by a work of history. It is cultural memory of historical eras: the memory
of the distant past, communicated and mediated not just by person-to-person interactions,
but by the relationships between different texts and authors (which may be separated by
decades or centuries) and authors and their readers. Historical memory involves the
transmission of cultural memories into a more lasting form in a work of historiography; it
also involves an author’s engagement, in any of a number of forms, with the memory of a

past more distant than the events he is retelling.

Part I'V: Procopius’ Prologue

The first chapter of Procopius’ history is, unsurprisingly, replete with intertextual
references to classical historical and literary texts, and naturally programmatic for the
way Procopius will approach history-telling. Procopius begins his history in an extremely
traditional manner, signaling first of all his debt to Thucydides and Herodotus. Following
this, he adds a few other notes to the programmatic chord of first lines of his history. On
the one hand, he makes further allusive gestures to what we might term secondary
classical sources-- both literary and historiographic-- and on the other, and in part using

these, he asserts some measure of individuality, beginning to suggest the distinct

sources that are from either a Greek ethnic and linguistic perspective.” Kathy L. Gaca,
“The Andrapodizing of War Captives in Greek Historical Memory” Transactions of the
American Philological Society 140:1, 2010. n 4.
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approach to his classical sources and the ancient past that characterizes his
historiography.'%’

Procopius signals his project of writing a history in the classical tradition in his
first lines, with a traditional introduction of himself and his topic, the origins of which
stretch back to Thucydides and Herodotus:

MpokoTog KloxpeLG TOUG TTOAEPOUG EUVEYPXYPEV ODC

lovoTVLaVOg 0 Pwpaiwy BaoAevg TTpog BapB&poug dLiveyke

To0C Te EWOULC KAl EaTTEplOLC, KOG TTN KOTWV EKXOTW ELuvnéxOn

vevéoOaL, g UN Epya DTTEPUEYEDN O péyog aitwv AOYoL Epnua

XELPWOKUEVOC T TE ANON XOTK KATATTPONTAL KXL TIGVTRTTOTLY

EE(TNAX OATAL... (1.1.1)

Procopius of Caesarea has written the history of the wars which Justinian,

Emperor of the Romans, waged against the barbarians of the East and West,

relating separately the events of each one, so that the long course of time might

not overwhelm deeds of singular importance through lack of a record, and thus
abandon them to oblivion and obliterate them utterly.
In placing his mane at the very beginning, and in using EUVEYPXYEV as his verb (cf.
Thucydides’ EuVEYpaWe (Thuc. 1.1.1)), Procopius first strikes a very Thucydidean note,
while the W¢ pn and the €pya OTTEpUEYEON of the purpose clause (so that the long
course of time might not overwhelm deeds of singular importance...) are strongly

Herodotean (cf. WG PATE... UATE EPYX HEYRAX... (Herod.1.1)). Slightly different

from either, though, Procopius writes of TTOAéHOUC, plural wars, rather than singular.

120 As we proceed, we will take our cue from Procopius in studying his intertextuality as
part of a larger methodology of relating to the classical past: first, focusing on how he
uses and positions himself in relation to the two fathers of historiography, and then
secondarily, how he diversifies this by drawing upon other classical historians and
authors. We will then examine how his use, juxtaposition, and originality in the context
of all of these furthers his rhetorical and historiographic aims, and, moreover, contributes
to the broader picture of the memory and relevance of the ancient world in Procopius’
texts.
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As Kaldellis has observed, rather than a single conflict between two powers (Greeks and
Persians, Athens and Sparta), Procopius’ unbalanced construction locates Justinian at he
center of these wars and responsibility for their effects, for good or ill, with him."*! From
the very start, through these intertexts, Procopius positions himself as writing in a
Thucydidean manner with Herodotean aims: from the one, he takes his position as a
history-writer, from the other, the urgency of preserving memory, the danger of its loss.
Next in his prologue, Procopius cites the usefulness of the memory of these events
to future generations as an impetus to history-writing, another traditional note. In
specifying “men who purpose to enter upon a war or are preparing themselves for any
kind of a struggle,” (TOTG... TTOAEUNTELOLTL KXL XAAWC KYWVLOLHEVOLC) (1.1.2)
as an intended audience, Procopius echoes Polybius particularly.'* This reinforces the
centrality of Justinian’s wars to his project, and his own commitment to the classical
mode of history-writing and its core subject of military matters. Procopius next makes
traditional claim that he is well-qualified to write a history of these events, as an advisor
to Belisarius (EVMBOVAOC) and “an eyewitness of practically all the events to be
described” (ox€d0OV TL ETTOL TTRpAYEVETO XL TOTC TreTTpaYHEVOLG) (1.1.3). In
identifying himself as a participant in the events to be described, and one attached to a
prominent general, he places himself in the tradition, not only of Thucydides, but also

Polybius, and more recently, Ammianus Marcellinus.'>

121 Kaldellis (2004) 18-19.

122 especially Polybius 2.35.5-10, cf Kaldellis (2004) 19.

123 The possibility of Procopius’ awareness of Ammianus is a difficult question, as his
awareness and allusive use of Latin literary sources more broadly is realatively
unexplored. Procopius certainly had working familiarity with Latin. See pp 97-108
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Procopius ends this section of his prologue with a pair of intertextual sentiments,
broadening his allusive reach by adding Polybius and Diodorus to the matrix of
referents.'**  First, he characterizes history by its relationship to truth:

TIPETTELV TE QYELTO PNTOPLKH MEV DELVOTNTX, TTOLNTLKI OE
puBoTroltav, Evyypopi d& &ARBeLav. (1.1.4)

It was his conviction that while cleverness is appropriate to rhetoric, and
inventiveness to poetry, truth alone is appropriate to history.

This echoes a passage from the early lines of Diodorus Siculus:
OUUBLVEL TAV HEV TTOLNTLKNV TEPTTELV UKANOV ATTEP WPEAELY, TNV
d¢ vopoBeoiov KOAKTelV, 00 DIOGKOKELV... pOVNV dE TNV LOTOTILOV
(DS 1.2.7.2)
While the sentiments are clearly linked, Procopius chooses construction and vocabulary
different from Diodorus’. Procopius, furthermore, elaborates his predecessor’s
formulation to make history all the more clearly the superior genre. Poetry and myth are
devalued, from the realm of “piety and justice” to mere “inventiveness,” and rhetoric,

with its “cleverness,” adds another less desirable alternative to history.'*> This perhaps

reflects a need felt by Procopius’ to defend classical historiography against so many

below on Procopius’ incorporation of Latin military and administrative terminology into
his history. For a comparison of Procopius’ and Ammianus’ use of classical sources, see
Greatrex (1996b). For a few instances of Procopius’ intertextual use of Latin sources, see
Evans (1972) 101, and more recently Bérm, Henning (2007). Prokop und die Perser :
Untersuchungen zu den romisch-sasanidischen Kontakten in der ausgehenden
Spdtantike. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, who argues that Procopius was aware of
Vergil and Sallust (46).

124 For a fuller study of Procopius’ many references to Diodorus and Polybius as well as
others, in his and their prologues, see Lieberich, H. 1900. Studien zu den Proomien in der
griechschen und byzantinischen Geschichtsreibung, 2. Teil. Die byzantinischen
Geschichtsschreiber und Chronisten. Programm de K. Realgymnasiums Muchen.
Munich, pp 4ff.

125 The complex relationship between history and myth in Procopius’ work is discussed
in Chapter 3 below, pp 127-149.
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encroaching alternative methods of relating to the past, epitomized by John Lydus and
John Malalas, as well as his own Buildings.'*
Finally, Procopius connects this intertextual reflection with one drawn from
Polybius (1.14.4):
TaOT& Tol 000€ TOL TWV ol ¢ Ay ETTLTNOELWV TX poXONp&
&TTEkpOPATO, GAAX TX TIROL EUVEVEXDEVTX EKXOT
&KpLBOAOYOUUEVOC ELVEYPEYATO, €LTE €V €LTE TTN GAAN KOTOLG
elpyaoBa EuvéRn. (1.1.5)
In accordance with this principle he has not concealed the failures of even his
most intimate acquaintances, but has written down with complete accuracy
everything which befell those concerned, whether it happened to be done well or
ill by them.
The dynamic between the remembered past and remembering present, and the to-be-
remembered present and the future whose remembering is being sought, pervades
history-writing of all kinds, and it is this tension which Procopius trades on as he
transitions from one section of his prologue to the next. In this traditional, allusive claim
to impartiality as maker of historical memory (which in the process bolsters his claims to
reliability and worthiness to be read and remembered), Procopius asserts a particular
formulation of the role and priorities of memory in history-writing. The preservation of

memory for the sake of its usefulness to future generations trumps the concerns of those

being remembered, that they are remembered well.

% %k %k ok

126 pelow, pp 189-193



46

Now we come to the second half of Procopius’ prologue, a more thoroughly
original—though still allusive—and rather curious passage. It provides the first explicit
statements on how Procopius’ present compares to the ancient past, embedded in a highly
allusive discussion of the merits of particular types of warriors. How we read the passage
as a whole is dependent on understanding the complex interplay of the textual and
intertextual layers of meaning. In constructing his formulaic claim that the greatness of
the events of his history surpass any that have gone before, he envisions the only possible
objection to this being an unquestioning belief in the superiority of antiquity:

Kpeloav d& 00dev i LoxupdTEPOV TOV €V TOLODE TTOAEHOLG

TETUXNKOTWYV TWM YE WG GANOBWC TekpnpLodaBaL fovAopévw

(PAVAEOTAL. TIETTPRKTAL YXP €V TOUTOLG HAALOTX TTAVTWYV WV &KOTj

lopev OXLPXOTX OlX, RV YA TLC TV TROE XAVOAEYOUEVWV T

TTOAXLD XPOVW T TTpeoPeia d1doln kol T& kKaxO ™ aOTOV 00K &GELoin

BoxvpxoTa olegdat (1.1.6-7)

It will be evident that no more important or mightier deeds are to be found in

history than those which have been enacted in these wars,--provided one wishes

to base his judgment on the truth. For in them more remarkable feats have been
performed than in any other wars with which we are acquainted; unless, indeed,
any reader of this narrative should give the place of honor to antiquity, and
consider contemporary achievements unworthy to be counted remarkable.
Procopius then gives a specific example of this view: there are some who denigrate
contemporary soldiers by referring to them by the derogative Homeric term “bowmen”
(TOEOTKC), while for ancient warriors they reserve such nobler terms as “hand-to-hand
fighters” (XyXEM&XOULC) and “shield-men” (XOTTLOLWTAKC). He forcefully states his
contempt for such a position: “they think that the valor of those times has by no means

survived to the present—an opinion which is at once careless and wholly remote from

actual experience of these matters.” (T’OTNV T€ TV &PeTNV £€C TOUTOV
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EANALOEVOL TOV XPOVOV NKLOTK OLOVTHL, ATXAGKLTTWPOV YE Kol THG TTelpag
ATTWTATW TAV TTEPL XOTWV TTOLO0EVOL DOEQV.) (1.1.8).

The project of defending the greatness of the deeds of one’s own time stretches
back to Thucydides 1.1. Furthermore, Procopius’ detailed refutation of his opponents’
position is dense with Homeric allusion. Homeric archers had neither horse, shield nor
spear (/1 5.192) and were forced to seek protection behind a comrade’s shield (// 8.267,
11.371) or a tombstone (/] 4.113). They were thus unable to save themselves in a rout or
take part in a decisive struggle in the open, and finally in shooting they only drew the
bowstring back to the breast (/] 4.123), so that their arrows often fail to wound (// 9.390)
(W 1.1.9-11). Modern archers, by contrast, are well armed and armored, ride well on
horseback, are able to shoot while in motion, and draw the bowstring to the ear,
increasing its force (W 1.1.12-15). Procopius gives detailed information about the armor
(corselet, greaves, shield), weapons (bow, sword, and sometimes spear), and practices of
contemporary archers, supporting his self-positioning as an informed observer of modern
warfare. He ends with a concession that “Still there are those who take into consideration
none of these things, who reverence and worship the ancient times, and give no credit to
modern improvements” (€L0L d€ Ol TOUTWYV RKLOTK évOLPOUHEVOL TEROVTHL
HEV KOL TEOATTROL TOV TTOAXLOV XpOVOV, 0UdEV dE TG ETTLTEXVATEDL
d1d6aoL TTAé0V) (1.1.16), but that this will not stop him from telling his history, which
he then proceeds to begin in earnest.

This passage has elicited mixed reactions from modern scholars. Several have

noted what they felt to be the inadequacy of Procopius’ defense of contemporary
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warriors, and by proxy the greatness of Justinian’s wars more generally.'”” Anthony
Kaldellis has taken a different approach, or perhaps it is that he takes this same approach
much further. He argues that Procopius here intentionally provides a weak, logically
flawed argument, in order to present Justinian and his wars as by no means superior to
antiquity, and so to covertly undermine the official propaganda to that effect. In order to
refute the claims of those who automatically valorize antiquity and so deny the greatness
of Justinian’s wars, Kaldellis feels that:

...Procopius must either defend archery itself or argue that modern soldiers,

whether archers or not, are equal to the hand-to-hand fighters of antiquity. But he

does neither, and this is to say nothing about whether a contest of archers can by

itself establish the greatness of Justinian’s wars.'*®
Kaldellis further holds that in Procopius’ “fatuous contest,” Homeric archers are
intentionally underestimated to give the argument any plausibility, and promises to argue
in a forthcoming article that far from valorizing modern cavalry, Procopius “was highly
troubled by their prominence in sixth-century warfare and expressed nostalgic admiration
for the infantry armies of ancient Rome.'*’

Kaldellis’ analysis, though plausible, is not the only way to interpret this passage.
It is certainly possible that Procopius has constructed such a covert criticism of the
official imperial position: as we will see in due course, we have reason to believe he did

just this on other occasions. We must ask ourselves, though, if this early moment in

Procopius’ great work is a fitting place for the satire and “mockery of the classical

127.Scott, (1981) “The Classical Tradition in Byzantine Historiography” 73.; Lieberich
v.2, 2.; E Gray (1973) 24, 37 “The Roman Eastern Limes from Constantine to Justinian:
Perspectives and Problems” Proceedings of the African Classical Association 12: 24-40.
128 Kaldellis (2004) 22

"% ibid.
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tradition”'°

which Kaldellis attributes to him, or why an author with so little respect, not
just for the emperor who commanded them, but for all the deeds and events of such
momentous wars, would choose to write a lengthy eight-volume history on the subject.
Kaldellis and other scholars have evaluated Procopius’ proof as an argument
about the greatness of Justinian’s wars, and found it wanting. (Indeed, Kaldellis provides
a list of ways he feels Procopius might better have defended that position, from warfare
on all three continents, to the capture of kings and the devastation of the plague.”’") If,
however, we read the passage as proof, not of the superiority of Justinian’s wars, but of
the foolishness of those who thoughtlessly valorize the past over the merits of the present,
then the argument makes perfect sense. While the Homeric archers were forced by their
weaknesses of armor and skill to behave in a cowardly fashion, modern mounted
bowmen have no such limitations, and are in fact impressively armed and skilled—
making the naysayers’ use of “bowmen” as a derogatory term ridiculous and uniformed:
“an opinion which is at once careless and wholly remote from actual experience of these
matters” (1.1.8). Procopius demonstrates the incomparability of the two types of archers,
pointing out the folly of denigrating modern soldiers by the term, while showing off his
detailed knowledge of both Homeric bowmen and contemporary mounted archers,
establishing his credentials as a historian qualified both to write a history of
contemporary military events, and to write it in the classical tradition. The passage is

programmatic for Procopius’ approach as a historian, carefully considering the merits and

relationships between both past and present; not (yet) for any conclusions on that score.

130 Kaldellis (2004) 23
B Kaldellis (2004) 21
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We see in the prologue to Procopius’ text, then, an indication of the ways in
which his history will remember the classical past. The well-established genre of
classical historiography furnishes a mode and several specific models of writing the
history of one’s own recent past, with a focus on military and political matters, featuring
prominent individuals such as rulers and generals, but promising to tell both the good and
bad of their actions. The aims of Procopius’ history are caught up in the role and
function of memory (preservation from loss, value for future generations) and are phrased
in classical, allusive terms. His history can be at times highly allusive, but in ways that
serve his own rhetorical ends. Procopius early and readily acknowledges the distance
between the ancient (here, mythical) and his contemporary world, and expresses
contempt for an approach that automatically values the former for its age and seeming
grandeur, but at the same time he demonstrates the usefulness of classical sources and
modes of thought in writing history the history of and making sense of that contemporary

world.

Part V: Overview of Chapters

In Chapter Two we will consider a sampling of the many ways and occasions in
and on which Procopius utilizes allusion'* to evoke the classical past and reference the

classical historiographic tradition. In such a lengthy work as the Wars, from an author

132 On the use of these and related terms in the present study see below, Ch 2, pp 56-59
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who engaged pervasively and systematically with the ancient past, a detailed study of his
intertextuality would (and as we have seen, has'*®) constitute an entire book-length study
by itself. Rather than dive too deeply into the mechanics and nuances of Procopius’
allusions to classical historiography and the Greco-Roman past, we will examine a
selection of examples, some new and some drawn from previous scholarship, that
illustrate the different types and scales of allusive gestures Procopius incorporates into his
work. These will illustrate pervasive and thoughtful engagement with the classical past
that Procopius undertook, as well as the awareness of distance from it that he
incorporated into his remembering, and will set the stage for what is in many ways the
central focus of this project.

In Chapter Three, then, we will carefully examine Procopius’ many explicit
statements which in some way implicate the ancient past and cultural memory. In order
to present the most complete view of such statements and their impact, as well as to
examine the functioning of the diverse types of passages, we will consider each type of
reference or statement in turn, before beginning to summarize and draw conclusions from
this analysis. We begin by collecting those passages in which Procopius refers to a
specific historical period, figure, or event, again subdivided: first those to Greek and then
to Roman history, and then we begin considering Procopius’ references to the
mythological past. This is a complex subject, for both Procopius and ourselves, and
exploring Procopius’ self-contradicting inclusion of mythic material into his history will

demonstrate the importance of the topic for our study of cultural and historical memory in

133 Braun (1885), (1894)
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his works. After several sub-sections dealing not only with the mythological references
but with the digressions on the nature of historical change that they inspire, we will
consider a collection of passages in which Procopius comments on the passage of time.
These include comparisons between the present with the ancient past, and statements
musing on the effects of the passage of time: what is lost, and what survives. The
conclusions of this section are diverse and far-reaching: they have implications
throughout the project and will be considered and re-considered through the rest of the
dissertation. One important theme that will emerge from this chapter is the recurrance of
concerns of Roman cultural memory in the Wars.

Thus while Chapters Two and Three undertake a systematic consideration of the
various ways in which Procopius evokes memory of the ancient past, Chapter Four
endeavors to examine this one particular, particularly important theme across the
numerous types of passages and levels of textual engagement where it appears. We will
look in this chapter at the unflagging concern Procopius shows in his history for the city
of Rome and the complexity of being Roman in the sixth-century Roman world.
Structured around the simple but intensely revealing technique of studying when and how
Procopius applies the term “Roman” to the various actors and groups in his historical
narrative, this chapter will also examine Procopius’ depiction of the city of Rome as a
locus of cultural memory and its sad fate over the course of the war. We will attempt to
parse out the nuances and paradoxes of Roman identity in an empire from which the city
of Rome was separable, and at moment in time when prolonged contests over the fate of

the city only highlighted this fact.
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In the conclusion we will return to several of the themes we have explored in the
course of the work, naturally. We will take the opportunity to explore in more depth a
few of handful of the theoretical approaches of memory studies that offer interesting

insight into cultural and historical memory in Procopius’ Wars.
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Chapter Two: Procopius and Classical Historiography

An investigation of historical memory in the Wars that seeks to be thourough and
holistic, as this endeavor does, must consider Procopius’ engagement with the classical
past in every form it can be found, from the most minute to the large-scale, the covert and
implied along with the explicit, and the well-known as well as the relatively under-
studied. In this case, the small-scale evidence is some of the most well-studied.
Procopius’ careful, Atticizing language is a means of engaging with memory of the
classical past that pervades every word and sentence, rich and varied, and one that
modern scholarship has still only scratched the surface of. It is out of this classical
lannguage that Procopius crafted his history, and all the rest of his references to and
engagements with the memory of the ancient past. Both for this reason, and because it is
one of the most well-studied areas in scholarship on Procopius, it is the best place for us
to begin.

This chapter, then, examines some key elements of the relationship of Procopius’
text to classical historiography; the imitations and interactions that Procopius created
between his work and those of his predecessors. This is a project that has been
undertaken by a number of other scholars, but often with quite different aims. As
mentioned in the introduction, the concern on this score in much of modern scholarship
has been to evaluate Procopius’ participation in the genre of classical historiography. If
he is understood as a “classicizing” historian, then despite his superficial “imitation” of

his classical models, he ought to be examinedt in relation to his sixth-century
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contemporaries. If, however, he is accepted as valid participant in the “classical”
historiographic tradition, perhaps the last in that long line, then his work is best studied
and understood in relation to his predecessors.'** These questions have often been
approached though an evaluation of the success and quality of Procopius’ classic(-izing)
style: his Atticizing prose in imitation of Thucydides’, the strength of his classical
allusions, and analyses of a set of curious passages we will term “rhetorical asides.” In as
much as questions of Procopius’ classical style and the quality of his classical allusions
are implicated in Procopius’ relationship with his classical past, we will deal with them
somewhat, but the painstaking study of Attic language, of the mechanics of erudite
allusions and the subtlety of covert criticisms of contemporary politics are quite beyond
the scope of the present inquiry. For our purposes, it is enough to note that he did use
such tools to draw from his classical models such complex observations and critiques, so
that we may then examine instead the views about the past, rather than the present, that
they belie. Our concern is not the precise point Procopius sought to make about his own
day, nor the minutiae of how he constructed the allusion, but instead the value he saw in
his classical sources in helping him make that point.

We will concern ourselves primarily with Procopius’ intertextual relationship

with Thucydides and Herodotus, for a number of reasons. By far the most research has

PThe tension between “classicism” and “classicizing” in Procopius scholarship is
discussed more fully above, pp 18-23. This is of necessity a stark simplification of
nuanced stances, but it highlights the extent that neither interpretation is necessarily the
more valid, neither approach should be pursued to the exclusion of the other. The
tension, rather, is indicative of the the need to study memory in Procopius more broadly,
to better understand where he locates himself in relation to classical historiographic
tradition, as well as how he locates his contemporary world in relation to the classical
past.
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been done on the influence of these two on Procopius. Moreover, though, that they are
the “fathers of history” suggests a key factor: they were highly influential, not only on
Procopius, but on all those others he might imitate, and thus are a natural starting point
for investigating his classicizing. There is, additionally, reason to think Procopius might
imitate those two especially: both as the “fathers of history,” and also for particular
similarities between Procopius’ situation and their works. In the case of Thucydides, in
addtion to the similarity in perspective on their wars (see just below), the fighting in
Procopius’ Wars includes many features familiar from Thucydides: sieges, pitched
battles, diplomatic and battlefield speeches, and so on.'*> In Herodotus’ case, Procopius’
text shares with his a smilarly wide scope of narrative, the presence of a Persian front,
and a plethora of strange tales and interesting back-stories on which to digress. We will,
however, also examine some of Procopius’ intertextual references to other authors, and
there are doubtless many more such allusions waiting to be discovered by careful,
painstaking study beyond the reach of this project.

We will be looking first, then, at some of the ways in which Procopius modeled
his history on his classical predecessors, instances where the particular kinds of

references and intertextual allusions he makes give us insight into his views on the value

135 Naturally we risk a circular argument if we take Procopius’ classicizing, Thucydidean-
inspired text as evidence for the similarity of his war to Thucydides’, but archaeological
and other literary and textual sources cporroborate the general picture found in Procopius
of seige warfare, cavalry-based armies, etc. See further A. D Lee, “The Empire at War”
in The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. ed M. Maas. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press (2005). 113-133, but also Adshead, K. (1990) “Procopius’
Poliorcetica: Continuities and Discontinuities” in Clarke, G. W. Reading the past in late
antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National University Press. 93-
115, on the changing nature of warfare in the sixth century.
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of the classical past. Also worth examining, though, are instances where it would seem
that Procopius’ own ways of thinking, or at least of writing, about the past were
influenced by his classical models. Intertexts involving references to the ancient past, the
passage of time, and relationships of space and time can help us understand how
Procopius viewed and depicted the progress of history, a topic we will investigate more
fully in the next chapter. Finally, we will consider a unique way in which Procopius both
styles himself as belonging to, and separates himself from, the classical tradition of his
predecessors. In pointedly explaining instances where he deviates from the Attic
vocabulary of his models, Procopius’ rhetorical asides, or periphrases, negotiate a tension

between past and present which pervades his work.

% %k %k ok

As this chapter will rely heavily on the language of the scholarship of allusion and
intertextuality, we should pause before proceeding to discuss the relevant terminology
and theory. The vocabulary of the earliest work on Procopius’ relationship to his
classical predecessors, of the nineteenth and early twentieth century, is mostly of
“imitation” (Dahn’s Nachmung) and “influence.” The former seems to posit a conscious,
pruposeful act on Procopius’ part, while the latter implies an ealier text exerting power
over a later author’s writing, without addressing the question of the author’s intentions or

136

awareness of this process. =~ While either of these terms could be applied to any one of

many different types of imitation of his classical models on Procopius’ part, the

136 Dahn, Die Nachahmung Herodts durch Prokop. Beilage zum Jahresbericht1893/94
des K. Altes Gymnasium zu Nurnberg. 1894, Lieberich 4ff, etc
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vocabulary of the field more broadly and on Procopius specifically solidified into
discussions of his classicizing or Atticizing language, on the one hand, and of his
classical allusions, on the other. The trend in studying both has been to focus on the
author’s intentional use of the technique: Procopius’ classical Greek has been viewed as

1.7 Meanwhile, Classics as a field pursed a

so purposeful as to be forced and artificia
great deal of work on the study of allusion, the purposeful imitation or echo of particular
passages meant to invite comparison with another author and work, as typified by the
Hellenistic poets.'*® Procopius, as we will see momentarily, often engages in such a way
with his predecessors’ texts, and the careful study of allusions in the Wars and his other
works has been highly profitable.

This study of allusion, however, is not without its problems, not the least of which
is that the interpretation assumes, indeed demands, authorial intent. It limits study of an
author’s engagement with an ealier text to a narrow field of interaction, leaving little
room for a spectrum of echoes and influence. In Procopius’ case, the rich field of his
classical vocabulary, style, borrowing of phrases and tropes, and modeling of
historiographic set-pieces is certainly largely intentional, but are those instances where

we cannot prove with certainty that our author intended to echo a specific passage of of a

classical author not worthy of study in either case?

137 Cameron (1985) 33-46

¥ Hinds 17-25 on allusion rigidly defined, cf also R. F.Thomas (1986), “Virgil’s
Georgics and the art of the reference (64.1-18), American Journal of Philology 103:144-
64; D. A.West and A. J. Woodman, eds. (1979) Creative Imitation and Latin Literature.
Cambridge.
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The approach and language of intertextuality offers a greater degree of freedom,
as it does not hinge on authorial intention or limit itself to the types of passages where
such is provable, but studies the spectrum and variety of interactions between classical
texts. An extremely New Critical approach, though, the original, purest form of
intertextual studies takes the disregard of the author much further than is useful in the
present endeavor.'”® An approach that denies the relevance of authorial intent
completely, and examines texts ahistorically, may certainly be appropriate for the study
of poetry as literature, but is hardly desirable our study of historical memory. Instead, the
middle ground of Stephen Hind’s Allusion and Intertextuality offers a useful, balanced
approach.'*® Although Hinds studies Latin poetry, his exploration of the intersections
and grey areas betweeen conscious imitation and the broader field of more ambiguous
echoes is in fact singularly useful for studying the rich and varied classiciscm of
Procopius. Hinds utilizes the language and approach of allusion without the exclusive
focus on authorial intent, and takes advantage of the flexibility of intertextual, reader-
based approaches to explore the “countless negotiations within and between the
discourses of Roman culture” of which allusion is a “special, stylized subset.”'*!

Here, we will often be looking at straightforward allusion, a purposeful device of

Procopius’ to create comparison and “classicize” his history. The broader subject of his

"Hinds 17ff, 47-51 cf also G. B. Conte (1986), The Rhetoric of Imitation: Genre and
Poetic Memory in Virgil and Other Latin Poets, ed. C. Segal. Ithaca; R. O. A. M Lyne
(1994), “Vergils’ Aeneid: subversion by intertextuality” Greece & Rome: 41:187-204; L.
Edmunds (2001), Intertextuality and the reading of Roman poetry. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

"O'Hinds, S. (1998). Allusion and intertext: Dynamics of appropriation in Roman poetry.
Cambridge.

"*! Hinds 33
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“intertextuality” is also relevant, however, and a part of our discussion. In examining
Procopius’ Atticizing language, it is not always necessary to know exactly when he is
purposefully using Thucydidean language and when he does so simply out of habit,
because that is how one writes a history: it is surely often a mixture of both, and the
effect is largely the same in either case. It is, moreover, useful to have one convenient
umbrella term “intertextuality,” which is how it will usually be used here: to include
purpoeful allusion, whether to a particular author and text or to a broader trope, classical
language whether specifically intended or habitual, and, as we move toward the end of
the chapter, devices that play with the status of his work as both part of the classical
tradtion and awareness of distance from it, the ways of exploring that distance that are

woven into the text itself.'*?

Part I: Procopius and Thucvdides. Section 1: Orations

That Procopius was heavily influenced by Thucydides’ style and methods of
hsitory-writing has long been recognized, though it is only lately that we have begun to
understand the many levels on which Procopius interacted with his predecessor’s text.

Procopius writes as a latter-day Thucydides, adopting a high Attic Greek style and

142 When we come eventually to Chapter Four, we will return to Hinds, for other
elements of his analysis of poetic allusivity, including the signposting of allusion, will be
eminently useful see below, pp 181-196.
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vocabulary as he narrates the history of a war in which he himself played a part.'** As
we have seen, in the late ninteenth century Herman Braun meticulously catalogued many
instances of Procopius’ “imitation” of Theydides: that is, the many places in which he
borrowed Thucydidean vocabulary and phrasing.'** However, Procopius also borrows
from and is inspired by Thucydides in more substantial ways. Or rather, he crafts from
these small-scale, stylistic gestures larger and more complex interactions with his model.
In the pages that follow, we will consider several different areas where Procopius uses
Thucydidean language to construct intertextual references between his text and his
predecessor’s, and instances where he draws on Thucydidean technique to discuss and
analyze the characters and events of his history. We will begin by looking at Procopius’
use of two characteristically Thucydidean elements of history-writing: battlefield and
diplomatic orations, and depictions of complex, ambiguous historical figures. In the next
section, we will examine in detail Procopius’ relationship with his model text in a
particularly notable episode: the plague of 542.

Procopius undoubtedly draws substantially on Thucydidean language and
techniques in crafting his orations. Procopius frequently uses Thucydidean formulae for
introducing and returning from orations: some variation on “coming forward he spoke
thus,” TIKPENBGIV ENEEE TOLRDE or (BE, TTAPEKENETXTO TOLXDE; or after a

speech, “thus he spoke,” TOOXDTX MEV ELTTOV or a variant thereof each occur

143 Kaldellis has further suggested that Procopius’ vocabulary is purposefully limited, a
Thucydidean technique allowing readers to track key concepts and form connections.
Kaldellis (2004) 12.

' Braun, H. (1885) Procopius Caesariensis quatenus imitatus sit Thucydidem. Diss.
Erlangen.
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numerous times.'*

Within the speeches, there are a great number of verbal echoes of the
type found at 6.21.5: Belisarius had sent a force under the commanders Martinus and
Uliarius to break the Gothic siege of Milan, but they had been delaying crossing the Po
for some time when an envoy is sent from the city to tell them:
MoapTivé Te kol OOALpL, 00 dlkaLa TTOLELTE 00dE BOENC TRAC LUV
x0TV KELXK, AOYW HEV ETTL CWTNPLY TV BATINEWC TIPAYUXTWVY
NkovTeg, £pyw && TNV MNOTOWYV dOVApLY xDEOVTEC.
Martinus and Uliaris, you are not acting justly nor in a manner worthy of your
own fame, seeing that in appearance you have come for the saving of the
emperor’s cause, but in reality to magnify the power of the Goths.

This passage would seem to be drawn from Thucydides 2.71.2

Apxidape kal Aakedapdviot, o0 dikata TroelTe 000 &ELX 0UTE
OpMV o0TE TIRTEPWYV WV €0TE, €C YAV THV MAXTXLOV OTPATEVOVTEC.

Archidamus and Lacedaemonians, you are not acting justly, nor in a manner
worthy either of yourselves, or of the fathers from whom you are sprung, when
you invade the territory of the Plataeans.

Such borrowings as this are common, and lend a distinctly Thucydidean flavor to
particular elements of Procopius’ narrative. The combination of rather bland moralizing
with pithy construction of the statement make it easy to see why Procopius found it to be
a useful intertext, and that he chose to reference this particular passage perhaps cannot
bear too much interpretive weight. We can, however, look more closely at when he
deploys this particular Thucydidean reference. The address to Martinus and Uliaris is an

impassioned plea by a native Italian for the importance of Milan as an outpost and

bulwark of the Roman Empire against the barbarians, and of the importance of its defense

' ¢f for example Th 1.79.2, 2.86.6, and 2.12.1; P 1.16.1 and 1.24.26 (during the Nika
Riots). For TOOGOTX pEV €LTTOV and its variants, Braun remarks that Procopius uses
these no less than sixty times. Braun (1885) 182-3.
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at that moment as a historical turning-point (6.21.5-10). It is a speech much concerned
with history, and Procopius gives his speakers the appropriate classical flourish
appropriate to the theme of their plea. Procopius also uses similar language at 3.9.10 and
5.8.7. The latter comes in the course of one of the Neapolitans’ speeches to Belisarius
discussed below, '* an example of how Procopius often layers his classical references, as
it were: he is particularly likely to utilize intertextual language in conjunction with
another, larger reference to the past, allusive or explicit.

Elsewhere, Procopius makes fairly predictable associations between the speakers
of his history and those of the world of Thucydides by his verbal borrowings and the
substitutions he makes to adapt them to his own time and needs. Thucydides’ “O
Athenian men” (0 &vdpec ABnvaiol) of 1.53.2 is adapted to “Roman men” (&vOpeC
‘Pwpaiol) when Procopius references the passage at 6.6.14. Similarly, a noble
sentiment of Pericles’ at 2.60.15 is given to Belisarius for his speech at 6.3.13."7 A
favorite Thucydidean episode of Procopius’ seems to have been the debate between the
Corinthians and the Corcyrans. He bestows lines drawn from this passage on both the
Romans (3.10.8) and the Goths (6.30.16), and elsewhere puts Justinian in place of the
Athenians (7.34.25). Braun charts numerous smaller verbal echoes of this episode, as
well.'**

In this vein, but on a larger scale, Anthony Kaldellis has analyzed the very

Thucydidean way in which Procopius structures his orations and the events surrounding

16 bp 69-70

147 We will explore in more detail below the complex web of intertextual associations
woven around the character of Belisarius.

'8 Braun (1885) 184-6
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them to privide subtextual commentary on the speakers and combatants. Kaldellis draws
on the work of Jacqueline de Romilly, who closely analyzes speech-and-battle sequences
of Thucydides, such as 2.86.90, which narrates the naval battle of Naupactus in 429 BCE.
In such instances, the two sides’ orations before the battle addressed the same issues from
opposite points of view, and the description of the battle bore out the predictions of one
speaker or the other, validating that commander’s understanding of the situation and
hence skill as a leader.'*® Kaldellis applies Romilly’s model to Procopius to show that
our author both observed and reproduced this highly refined technique of Thucydides’ in
his own work. In an episode of the Vandalic War, the Romans, under the command of
Solomon, battle the Moors at Mames (4.11). Procopius describes the troops of both sides
as demoralized in Thucydidean language.”® Each commander then makes a speech
which addresses the issues that will prove decisive in the battle to come: previous
victories, the better arms of the Romans, the greater numbers of the Moors, and the
presence of the Moors’ camels. In the course of the battle, while the Moors’ predictions
about their camels is borne out, otherwise it is Solomon’s understanding of the situation
that is proved correct, and the Romans win the victory."! Procopius was thus interested
in, and capable of, more than superficial imitation of Thucydidean style: he sought to
craft his history into a work of similar subtlety and complexity on a par with

Thucydides’.

1% Romilly, Jacqueline de. 1956. Histoire et raison chez Thucydide. Paris: Les Belles
lettres.

%% ¢f TOLG TIOANOUG BL& TNV TTPOTEPaV NOTGV PoROLHEVOUG (Th 2.86.6) with
P 4.11.22, TOUC TTOANOUC €1d€ TTre@@OPNUEVOULC. Braun (1885) 182

131 Kaldellis (2004) 29-31



65

In other types of orations the correspondence, or lack thereof, between the
speakers’ claims on the one hand and the actual course of events on the other is
highlighted by Procopius’ Thucydidean language and serves to make Procopius’
narratorial judgments for him. In Book 5, the Gothic king Vittigis delivers two sizeable
speeches, promoting prudence and preparation (5.11.12-25) and calculated sacrifice to
achieve eventual victory (5.13.17-25). As Vittigis’ reign progresses, though, his actions
are increasingly erratic and his decisions self-interested and short sighted. He is unable
to live up to the plans and values he himself outlined in his speeches, an “implicit
standard by which we must judge him.”"** Procopius looked to Thucydides not only as a
source for language or material, but as a model for how to analyze and judge the role of

prominent figures in the sweep of history.

Part I: Procopoius and Thucydides. Section 2: Characters

Similarly, Procopius uses Thucydidean references to add depth and nuance to his
characterization of historical figures. We will pay particular attention here to those
characteristics of the Thucydidean figures Procopius seeks out for use in describing his
own. Procopius’ attitude toward and use of his model text is ultimately of greater
concern in the present investigation than the points which Procopius seeks to make about

the figures of his own day by use of these intertextual references. That is to say, we wish

152 Kaldellis (2004) 32
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to explore how he viewed and made use of the memories of the classical past that were
preserved in Thucydides’ text, and which had acheived the status of cultural memory as
they remained relevant across the intervening years.

To begin with, Pericles, as one of the more straightforwardly positive figures in
Thucydides’ narrative, is referenced a number of times to provide an especially
complimentary description of a leader. At 4.19.3, Solomon, left in charge in North
Africa, “ruled in moderation and guarded Libya securely,” HeTpLwC T€ €ENYEITO KL
ALBONV &o@AANC dleUOAxOTE. This echoes Thucydides’ statement on Pericles,
that he HETPLWC TE €ENYEITO KAL XTPOANC dLE@UAEEV ax0TNV (2.65.5).
Similarly, Belisarius is described at 7.1.25 as having come to power by virtue of T T€
XELWHKTL KXL TH YVWHN, his respected-ness and sound judgment, a word-for-word
borrowing from Thucydides 2.65.8. Elsewhere, descriptions of commanders eloquently
rousing troops are given Periclean language: compare Procopius 4.11.37 and 5.23.14 and
Thucydides 2.65.9. Both Belisarius (5.22.9) and, interestingly, Theoderic the Gothic king
(5.12.32) are praised for their “foresight,” the very Periclean TipovOoLlx (c.f. Th 2.65.6).
Finally, a self-description of Pericles’ at 2.60.5 is alluded to by Procopius in reference to
the hated John the Cappadocian, who is described as “most capable in deciding upon
what was needful and in finding a solution for difficulties,” YV &{ T€ Y&Xp T& déovT
IKXVWTATOC AV K&l AOTLY TolC &TTOpoLC e0pelv (1.24.13). The Thucydides
passage runs:

0C 00deVOC NOOWYV OloPKL ELVAL YVOVAL TE TK dEOVTH KL

Epuvedoal TaOTK, QIAOTIONC TE KAL XpNUGTWYV Kpeloowv. (Th
2.60.5)
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...one who, I believe, is second to no man in either knowledge of the proper

policy, or in the ability to expound it, and who is, moreover, not only a patriot but

an honest one.
Procopius’ grudging acknowledgment of John’s undeniable talents is turned to sharper
criticism by the implicit comparison: John had been given the potential of a latter-day
Pericles, but he chose to use it to selfish ends, becoming TTOVNpOTATOC d¢€
AVOPpWTTWV XTTAVTWYV (1.24.13). Furthermore, the difference between the
Thucydidean model and the contemporary figure is made all the more harsh in light of
the full passage of Thucydides’, the second half of which is pointedly missing from
Procopius’ echo, and indeed is contradicted by the narrative that follows. John is
decidedly neither a patriot nor honest. For Procopius, the figure of Pericles is an
aspirational one, a benchmark for wise and just leadership to which his own historical
characters may draw near at their best moments, but from which other political leaders
fall grossly and tragically short.

The characterization of John the Cappadocian is further complicated by a
reference to another Thucydidean character, the much less straightforward Themistocles.
In John’s first major appearance at the brutal quelling of the Nika Riots, Procopius twice
references the famous passage in which Thucydides sums up the genius of Themistocles.
First, he says of John, @OTEWC 8¢ LoX0L TTAVTWV YEYOVE SUVATWTATOC WV
NUelg topeyv, “...but by his natural sagacity he became the most powerful man of whom
we know” (1.24.12), echoing Thucydides’ AV Y&p 6 OeULOTOKAAC, PERALOTOTK
N @lvoewcg loxLV dnAwaonc, “For indeed Themistocles was a man who had most

convincingly demonstrated the strength of his natural sagacity” (1.38.3). Again,
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Procopius echoes Thucydides’ (p0Tew¢ duvapeL (1.38.3) with his own TR TAG
@LOEWC dUVAEL (1.24.12). Both accounts also emphasize the ability to make quick
and shrewd decisions and that these talents were not due to education or study, but were
native. Themistocles is a complex character in Thucydides’ work, and here the reference
can be seen as working in two ways. First, it serves again as a negative comparison: that
is, John had the native gifts of a latter-day Themistocles but chose to use them for
wrongdoing. Additionally, Themistocles is an excellent model for one who uses his
mental talents to serve not only the good of state but also his own, self-interested ends
and whose pursuit of power leads him to questionable extremes.

For simple, straightforward treason, though, Procopius preferred a less nuanced
Thucydidean reference: Pausanias, the Spartan who releases Persian prisoners in order to
convey a traitorous message to Xerxes. Intertexts involving Pausanias merit three pages
in Braun’s 1885 study; by comparison, Pericles gets roughly a page, and Alcibiades and
Themistocles a paragraph each.'”> Theophobius, a Lazi, tries to hand over a Roman fort
to the Persian forces at 8.16.4-5; very similar to Thucydides on Pausanias at 1.129.3. The
same Theophobius is then described as being elated by promises of gratitude from his
would-be Persian benefactor (0LC 8 O€0pPAOBLOC ETTRPOELC TIOMNGD ETL HEANOV
€l TO €pyov NTTElyeTO), echoing Thucydides 1.130.3. Procopius also uses twice to
great effect the critical description of Pausanias’ descent into Medism. Thucydides’

observation that “he could no longer live in the usual style... and could not conceal his

153 There is especially little for Alcibiades: seemingly Procopius did not find him a useful
model for any of his own characters, or perhaps he was somehow out of fashion as a
classical reference. Braun (1885) 174-9
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intentions,” oOKETL AOOVATO €V T KKOETTNKOTL TPOTTIW PBLOTEVELY... K&l
KXTEXELV TNV dL&voLlayv o0k AdVVHTO (1.130.1) is borrowed for Gelimer, the
barbarian king, at 3.9.8 and for Narses, Belisarius’ rival for command in Italy, a
Romanized Armenian and a eunuch to boot (6.18.10). The loaded accusation of Medism
points to the ways in which Procopius found Thucydidean inspiration helpful in dealing
with the fraught relations and ambiguous divisions between Greco-Romans and
barbarians, to be discussed in more detail in Chapter Four. Procopius also borrows
heavily from Thucydides’ description of two major events in the story of Pausanias.
First, his intentional release of Persian captives to carry his treasonous message to Xerxes
(1.128.5) is transposed to Cabades, the Persian king, releasing Roman prisoners (1.7.34-
35). Second, Pausanias’ eventual entrapment by the Spartan ephors (1.132) is echoed in
the foiling of a plot against Justinian by Germanus (7.31-32).'>* Pausainias seems to
have been a useful reference for Proccopius to lend a particularly negative coloring to a
character.'”

The foregoing are relatively simple intertexts, verbal echoes, and borrowed
phrases which add Thucydidean flavor to Procopius’ characterizations while perhaps
allowing him to make subtle digs here and there against contemporary figures. Procopius
was also capable of much larger scale and, in some ways, more subtle interactions with

his predecessor’s text, spinning out elaborate parallels of character and thematic

'3 For the full passages, see Braun (1885) 174-6

155 Cabades’ release of Roman troops at 1.7.34-35 is a notable exception; we might
instead imagine this to be an instance when Procopius had “just the right” intertext for the
right time, and sould not resist using a Thucydidean quote for the covert release of
prisoners, even if the intertextual implications did not quite fit.
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development. Charles Pazdernik has explored one such parallel, between the character
and actions of Belisarius and the Spartan commander Brasidas. He argues convincingly,
from evidence within Procopius’ text as well as a sixth-century Thucydides scholiast, that
these parallels were intentionally drawn by Procopius in order to critically explore, under
a veil of classical reference, the ambiguity of the actions and motivations of one of his
work’s principal figures, and perhaps the closest thing it has to a hero. Belisarius, like
Brasidas, led a relatively small force in hostile territory, attempting to win over cities not
just by siege but first by a combination of charisma and the rhetoric of liberation.
Belisarius appealed to the cities of Vandal North Africa, and later, Gothic Italy, to
embrace the erstwhile Roman identity they shared with the emperor’s army, and to throw
off their barbarian overlords. In much the same way as Brasidas’ had, Belisarius’ appeals
to liberty carried the threat of violence behind them, and would have exposed the cities to
the anger of the overthrown masters. The two generals’ claims as to the justifications of
their threats of violence ultimately reflect back on those who sent them, the Spartans and
the emperor Justinian respectively.

Pazdernik analyzes the dueling conceptions of éAeLOepix and dOUAELX in the
speeches of Belisarius and the cities’ representatives, particularly that of Naples, which
Belisarius was ultimately required to liberate by force. While his arguments to the
Neapolitans betrayed a Brasidean disinterest in their plight, Belisarius flirts with but

ultimately rejects the role of a Kleon, as his speech at 5.9.27 “cunningly reappropriates”
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Kleon’s in the Myteline debate (Th 3.40.7)."°° Pazdernik’s well-argued conclusions are
relevant to our current study:

The thematic interplay of éAevOepia and douAelx in Thucydides’ analysis of

geopolitics thus furnishes Procopius with a conceptual armature upon which

claims made by the emperor himself about his motives and intentions can be held

up to view and animated in the pages of Procopius’ works. He does not seek a

rigid template or a pattern of facile correspondence between his work and that of

his classical predecessor. Instead, we must suppose that each point of contact
between the two texts represents an attempt by Procopius to lend historical depth
and imaginative shading to his portrait of contemporary events. The
cumulative effect of these gestures, which are very carefully focused, is not
merely to cultivate an air of learned antiquarianism, but rather to contextualize
events in a manner that shapes expectations and colors the reader’s reaction
to the unfolding of the narrative."”’
Furthermore, for our purposes we should also emphasize that Procopius uses Thucydides
both as a font for allusions that carry veiled meaning, but also as a model for thought and
analysis: Thucydides is both source and model, and Procopius is, as it were, both
classicizing, and classical.

Finally, Procopius draws on another major player in Thucydides’ history: the
Athenian people, who have as strong and distinct a personality as any individual. Like
many individual actors in Thucydides, they are a complex and morally ambiguous force
in the narrative, and so the intertextual references Procopius chooses to make to
descriptions of the Athenians are particularly interesting. The emperor Justinian, like the
Athenians, is “quick to form plans and prompt to execute them,” (§TTLVORTXL TE OELC

KOl XOKVOC TG BeBoLAeLPEVH ETTLITEAETOL) a positive but not entirely

complimentary statement in its original context (Th 1.70.2; P 3.9.25). In Belisarius’ eyes,

136 pazdernik (2000) 180
157 pazdernik (2000) 181-2 (emphasis mine)
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the Vandals are no Athenians, for one who thinks that they “will be daring beyond reason
and will incur risks beyond the strength which they have” (TOAUATELV HEV TTXPX
YVWHNV, KWVOLVEDTELY dE TTap& TRV DTTXPXOLOGYV KXOTOLC dUVAHLY) would
be mistaken (Th 1.70.3, P 4.1.24). Again, we see in these Procopius’ appreciation for
Thucydides as a means to describe complex personalities, to acknowledge positive
characteristics while questioning the lengths to which they are taken or the ends to which
they are put.

In one last example, though, Procopius allows his most brilliant figure to rise
above the complexity and ambiguity, and to unabashedly better the Thucydidean model
being referenced. While the Athenians are TTKp& dOVAHULY TOAUNTOL K&L TTOXPX
YVWHNV KIVOUVELTAL KAl €V TOIC delvolg eDEATTLOEC, “bold beyond their
strength, venturesome beyond their better judgment, and sanguine in the face of dangers,”
(1.70.3), the same passage referenced above; Belisarius is, by contrast, év TOl¢ d&lvoig
€VEATTLY TRV dLAVOLAV KOL TRPAYAC TTXPEXETO Kpeloow, “sanguine without
incurring unnecessary risk and daring to a degree without loosing his cool judgment.”
(7.1.15). Here Thucydides serves as a means to allow Procopius to convey the magnitude
of his admiration for his general; he is even better than the classical comparanda.

There are many more such references, those charted by Braun and others as well
as those still waiting to be found, of varying levels of complexity and subtlety; indeed,
we will look at a few others when we examine Procopius’ references to other classical
authors shortly. For now, though, what is important for us is that we consider the ways in

which Procopius found Thucydides’ text to be useful in depicting and analyzing the
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figures who populated his history. As we have seen, Thucydidean references provided
Procopius with a way to subtly, or not so subtly, layer criticism (or, more rarely,
praise'*®) upon his characters by comparison to their historical predecessors. He also
found in Thucydides a useful model for complex techniques of narration and subverted
expectation. Procopius used Thucydides to make covert observations and analysis of his
contemporary world, as a model as well as a sort of code-book for critical analysis of

power and those who wield it.

Part I: Procopius and Thucvdides. Section 3: Plague

One of the more oft-noted episodes in Procopius’ history for Thucydidean
influence is his account of the plague of 542. Despite the fact that Procopius’ account of
the plague and its similarity to Thucydides’ has been much commented upon in attempts

159

to attack or defend Procopius’ historical reliability, ™ as well as endeavors to identify the

1% the intertextual relationship Procopius crafts bewtween his and his

disease in question,
predeccessor’s text has recieved scant attention for its literary or rhetorical impact. It
should come as no surprise that in structure and language Procopius’ account is modeled

on and inspired by Thucydides’ account of the Athenian plague of 430 BCE. In its

content, however, our author clearly distinguishes his plague, its symptoms, and its

138 Procopius seems to have been more likely to locate positive comparisons between his
historical characters and ancient figures on the explicit, textual level, pp 149-154 below.
159 ¢f Haury (1896), Soyter (1951), Cameron (1985) 40-43.

10 Allen (1979), Horden (2005)
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effects from that of his model. In the following analysis, we will study the ways in which
Procopius works within the structure provided by Thucydides’ plague account to describe
a quite different phenomonon, and moreover uses intertextual reference and technique to
define his own epidemic and explore its effects in direct contrast to his predecessor’s.

The broad structure is undeniably similar. Both accounts introduce their plagues
and emphasize the enormity of the disaster (Th 2.47.3-4; P 2.22.1-4). Both authors state
that they will leave discussion of causes to others, while they will describe the actual
course and symptoms of the disease (Th 2.48.3; P 2.22.5). In each case, the disease is said
to have come from Africa (Th 2.48.1 €€ AlBloTTlag TRg OTTEP AlyVTTTOV; P 2.22.6
€€ AlyOTTTiwV), and spread from the coasts and harbors inland (Th 2.48.2; P 2.22.15-
39). The symptoms of the plague are described (Th 2.49; P 2.22.15-39), the death toll is
emphasized (Th 2.51.6-2.52.3; P 2.23.1-3), the problems of disposing of so many dead
are dwelt on (Th 2.52.4; P 2.23.3-11), and in each case the usual burial customs are no
longer observed (Th 2.52.4; P 2.23.12). Finally, each account considers the effect of the
death toll on public morality (Th 2.53; P 2.23.13-16).

However, within this general structure, and often using the very Thucydidean
language he is borrowing, Procopius carefully separates his account from his
predecessor’s. To begin with, he closely follows the first half of Thucydides’ statement
concerning the aims of the account:

AEYETW pEV OOV TTEPL a0TOD WG EKXOTOG YLYVWOKEL K&l LXTPOG KAl

dLwTNCg (’xcp’6T0U €lkOC NV yevécreou o070, Kal T(‘xg O(iT(O(g XOTLVOG

voua;a TOO'O(UTI’]C_, uETO(jSo)\r]g lkavag elval: €yw d& oldv Te

EYLYVETO AEW Kol O(cp WV &V TLC OKOTTAV, €1 TTOTE KOl owetg

ETTLTTECOL, HAALOT &V EXOL TL TTPOELdWC Un &yvoely, TaDTH
dNAwWow x0TOC TE VOONTKC... (Th. 2.48.3)
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Now any one, whether physician or layman, may, each according to his own
personal opinion, speak about its probable origin and state the causes which, in
his view, were sufficient to have produced so great a departure from normal
conditions; but I shall describe its actual course, explaining the symptoms, from
the study of which a person should be able, having knowledge of it beforehand, to
recognize it if it should ever break out again.
Procopius, however, modifies his version of the statement to reflect his earlier musings
that it is not possible to discover the reasons behind such a disaster; one can only “refer it
to God” (é¢ TOV O€0OV Gvapépeadal, P 2.22.2). Thus rather than imply that anyone,
doctor and layman alike, may appropriately have their own views on the matter,
Procopius substitutes “sophists” and “astrologers,” who presumably number among those
charlatans “who fabricate outlandish theories of natural philosophy,” not to be believed
(P 2.22.1). Further, Procopius omits Thucydides’ final reasoning that his account may be
of use in recognizing the disease should it ever return, instead stressing the plague’s
destructive power.
AEYETW HEV 0DV GIC TTN EKAKOTOC TTEPL XOTGIV YLVWIOKEL KL
TOW@LOTNG K&L HETEWPOAOYOC, Eyw O 0Bev Te RPEnTO 1 VOTOC NdE
Kol TPOTTW 8N OTW TOLC &vOpwTToLC dLéEPBeLpev EpQOv EpxopalL. (P
2.22.5)
Now let each one express his own judgment concerning the matter, both sophist
and astrologer, but as for me I shall proceed to tell where this disease originated
and the manner in which it destroyed men.
Continuing the theme of the plague’s destructive power, Procopius’ account as it

continues stresses the implacable geographic spread of the disease and the unpredictable

nature of its mortality.'®!

161 Kaldellis (2004) 210-213 discusses the implications for Procopius’ views about the
roles of “Fate” and God in history.
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It is in the descriptions of symptoms that Procopius most clearly differentiates his
account from Thucydides’.'®® The 4th century BCE plague has not been identified for
certain, but it was perhaps some form of Typhoid fever or smallpox.'® Thucydides
describes fever, redness and inflammation of the eyes, mouth, and throat, and foul breath
in the first stage of the disease, and then charts its descent into the chest, with hoarseness
and coughing, followed by an upset stomach and vomiting. He also describes blistering
of the skin, thirst and intense fever and, if this last was not fatal, severe diarrhea which
often was (Th 2.28.6). Procopius’ malady, meanwhile, was certainly Bubonic Plague.
He describes an initially mild fever, the characteristic buboes in the groin or armpit (or
less commonly neck or thigh), the onset of either coma or a violent delirium, and
emphasizes that it was impossible to predict at the outset who would survive and who
would not, save that those who exhibited either small pustules all over or vomited blood
were sure to die quickly (P 2.22.30-32).

Not only are the historical facts or the disease he had to report different, but
Procopius seems to have gone out of his way to differentiate his plague account from
Thucydides’ in the reporting of those details. Both illnesses begin with a fever, but
Procopius eschews Thucydides’ TAC KE@XARC BéppaL LaxOpat (2.49.2) for the less
specific ETTOpecTOV XPVW (2.22.15). He goes on to emphasize that there was no
change in color nor any inflammation, as one might expect in a Thucydidean-style plague

narrative:

192 Thus it is long since anyone seriously questioned the historical veracity of Procopius’
account, despite the obvious Thucydidean influence; Cameron 40 n 42
13 Littman 2009, Littman and Littman (1973)
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Kol TO HEV OWHX OUTE TL SINANXOTE THG TTPOTEPAG XPOL&G 0UTE
OeppoOV AV, GTE TTUPETOD ETTLTTECOVTOC, 00 PNV 0UdE PAOYWOLC
etreylveto.. (P 2.22.16)

And the body showed no change from its previous color, nor was it hot as might
be expected when attacked by a fever, nor did any inflammation set in....

While Procopius follows Thucydides in describing the physicians as &yvolq (Th 2.47.4;
P 2.22.29) concerning the best course of treatment, he also explicitly states that doctors
and those tending the sick did not contract the disease from their patients (another
distinctive feature of the bubonic plague, famously spread by rats and their fleas) (P
2.22.23), negating a key detail from Thucydides’ account, in which the plague spread as
doctors (2.47.4) and others (2.51.4) frequently became infected from contact with the
sick.

In his description of the sociological effects of the plague, Procopius also
distinguishes his account from his predecessors’. In general terms, both describe the
disorder and chaos in the streets that ensued (Th 2.52.1-4; P 2.23.9-12), and that the usual
burial customs were abandoned (Th 2.52.4; P 2.23.12). It is significant, however, that
while Thucydides discusses the laws concerning burial, VOPOL TTEpL TG TRQXC,
Procopius, while using the same vocabulary, instead talks about T& TTEpl TG THPXC
vOULpa. The adjectival form perhaps takes emphasis away from the laws themselves
and the lawlessness that ensued and instead concerns itself with the departure from what
was customary and usual. Indeed, the passage that follows in Thucydides focuses on the
lawlessness, XVOULQ, that reigns in the city when men, feeling that they are likely to die

anyway, sought to get what pleasure they could out of what time remained to them:
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Bedv ¢ POPoC N &VOPWTIWY VOUOC 00dELC XTTELPYE, TO HEV
KplvovTeC €V OpOlW Kol O€PELV KAL PN €K TOD TTAVTOC Op&V év low
XTTOAAUHEVOUC, TV O& XUXPTNUXTWY 0VOELG EATTICWV HéXPL TOD
dlknv yevéaBal BLoLg v TNV THwplav &vTdodval... (Th 2.53.4)

No fear of gods or law of men restrained them; for, on the one hand, seeing that
all men were perishing alike, they judged that piety and impiety came to the same
thing, and, on the other, no one expected that he would live to be called to account
and pay the penalty for his misdeeds.

Procopius, on the contrary, depicts a quite different change:

KAAG KOXL OCOL TIpPRYHUKOL TK TIPOTEPK TIKPLOTKUEVOL GiOXPOIC TE
Kol TTovnpoig €xaLpov, olde TNV €¢ TNV dIKLTIOV KTTOTELTKHEVOL
TTXpaVoplaV TRV e00ERELRV GKPLBWC HOKOLVY, 00 THV CWEPPOTUVNV
HETXUOOOVTEC 000¢€ TAC GPeTAHC EpaOTAl TLVEG €K TOD aipvidiov
YEYEVNHEVOL- ETTEL TOLC GVOPWTTOLG OO EUTTETTNYE PUTEL i XpOVOUL
HOKPOD dLOXTKOAIX pROTH O 00DTW HETHRGANECONL GOOVATK
€0TLY, OTL pn Bglov TVOC &XyaB0D ETTLTTIVEDTAVTOG: XAAK TOTE WG
ELTTETV ATTAVTEC KATATTETTANYHEVOL PEV TOTC EVUTTLTITOLOLY,
TeOVNEETO XL B€ akOTIKX BN HAAX OLOMEVOL, XVAYKN, WC TO €1KOC,
TTXon THY éTLelkelav ETTL KolpoD peTepavOavov. (P 2.23.14-15)

Nay, more, those who in times past used to take delight in devoting themselves to
pursuits both shameful and base, shook off the unrighteousness of their daily lives
and practiced the duties of religion with diligence, not so much because they had
learned wisdom at last nor because they had become all of a sudden lovers of
virtue, as it were—for when qualities have become fixed in men by nature or by
the training of a long period of time, it is impossible for them to lay them aside
thus lightly, except, indeed, some divine influence for good has breathed upon
them—but then all, so to speak, being thoroughly terrified by the things which
were happening, and supposing that they would die immediately, did, as was
natural, learn respectability for a season by sheer necessity.

He emphasizes that this temporary betterment did not last, but once they supposed the
danger was past, they returned to their baseness (Trovnpix) and illegality
(TTPOVOULK).

Indeed, with regards to the particular language of the two accounts, several things

should be noted. Procopius embroiders his account with vocabulary borrowed from the
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Thucydidean account: compare Gi@VLd{oU and pHOTX in the two preceding passages.
However, for one of Thucydides’ key concepts, Procopius pointedly does not use
precisely the same wording. While Thucydides dwells on the amorality or lawlessness of
&vopia brought by the plague, Procopius repeatedly discusses the TT&dpaxvopic,
immoral or unlawful behavior, that was the norm before and after the plague. In his
account, Procopius is essentially reversing the effect the plague has on the populace’s
morals, but he demures from making his the exact opposite of Thucydides’ telling.

Procopius’ Constantinopolitans start out in a worse state than the Athenians, and
then return to it after temporarily bettering themselves out of fear: perhaps this reflects a
low view Procpoius had of his own present, or at least of the capital city and its citizens.
Presumably, however, this depicted at least in part the actual reactions of the people of
the very Christian sixth-century Constantinople. Moreover, though, this alteration
reflects Procopius’ distinct theme in his description of his plague: the completely
unpredictable nature of the plague’s mortality. While the 5™ century BCE Athenians
were sure they would die and so &vouia ensues, the 6™ century CE Constantinoploitans
cannot know, even after they become sick, whether they will live or die. They thus turn
in fear to religion and righteousness, however fleetingly, in hopes of securing their
survival. Procopius’ plague is unpredictable and inscrutable, from the beginning of the
passage to the end.

From his original theme and distinct descriptions, we can see that while using
Thucydidean language and structure for his account, Procopius clearly sought to

differentiate his account from his model’s, even while utilizing the obvious inspiration
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and parallels. Moreover, he subtly subverts the expectation of a too-close imitation of
Thucydides’ narrative by choice alterations of vocabulary and reversions of tropes.
Procopius uses Thucyides as a resource for how to tell history and talk about the world,
but not for what to say. That is, his description of the 542 plague showcases his desire to

be numbered among the classical historiographers, rather than to simply imitate them.

Part II: Procopius and Herodotus, Section 1: the World and its Peoples

Let us turn now to the other father of history, and explore Procopius’ use of
Herodotus as a model for history-writing. As we will see, the structure of the Wars is in
some ways as Herodotean as it is Thuydidean, and while many particular elements of the
military narrative were very like those narrated by Thucydides, the bigger picture of
Justinian’s wars shared more in common with the Persian War. In addition, Procopius
enthusiastically embroiders his military narrative with very Herodotean digressions on a
variety of subjects, particularly ethnographic and miraculous ones. The characterizations
of peoples, as well as some individual persons, are often influenced by Herodotus.
Finally, Procopius notably mentions Herodotus explicitly in the course of his narrative—
something he does not do in the case of Thucydides—as he weighs in on the longstanding
historiographical debate over the proper divisions between Europe, Asia, and Africa

(8.6.9-12).
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Even though the quotidian features of the campaigns of Belisarius lend
themselves so well to Thucydidean modeling (sieges, orations, battles, marches,
embassies, and so on), the overall structure of the wars had more in common with
Herodotus’ Persian War, and Procopius was not blind to this fact. Obviously, to begin
with, the first two books narrate events on the Persian front, and the Sassanian kings are
portrayed very much like their Achmaenid predecessors. In the Vandal and Gothic wars,
too, the Romans are fighting a powerful and tyrannical barbarian foe. While allusions to
Herodotus are more common for Cabades,164 Chosroes,165 and the Persians, the language
used to describe peoples such as the Vandals and Goths also contains Herodotean
language, both drawn from descriptions of Persians and others.'®® At 4.5.7, the Vandals
are becoming used to the luxury of conqured North Africa, and clothe themselves in
“Medic garments, which they now call Seric.” On the Persian front and in the west, the
armies are in strange, foreign lands, and Procopius borrows Herodotean tropes such as
ethnographic digressions, tales of miraculous or wondrous happenings, and historic or
mythical references to highlight their different-ness. The first two of these will be
discussed presently, the third will be addressed in the next chapter, dealing with
Procopius’ explicit references to the past.

In structuring his narrative, Procopius turns to some key relevant strategies of
Herodotus’. As the army, or narrative, moves into a new geographical area, Procopius

will pause to describe the geography of the land, complete with the very Herodotean

14 Braun (1893) 28, 29
195 Braun (1893) 29, 32
166 Braun (1893) 24-27, 34
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technique of giving relevant distances in days’ marches for ‘an unencumbered traveler’
(e0CwvwW &vdpl). For instance, from Auximus to “the Egyptian boundaries of the
Roman domain” at Elephantine is a journey of 30 days, although before Diocletian the
boundary was a further seven days’ journey south. (1.19.27-37)."%” This digression on the
historical Egyptian boundaries and the tribes thereabout ends with the Herodotean £yw
5¢ 1Tl TOV TTpOTEPOV AOYOV ETTéveLpL.'® At the opening of Book III, Procopius
gives the distance in days’ marches around the entire Mediterranean, in stages, remarking
that “Such, then, was the size of the Roman Empire in ancient times” (3.1.13)."”° This is a
favorite rhetorical embellishment of Procopius’ that we will see again and again, to layer
on a explicit reference to the past together with an intertextual one, whether or not the
two are directly related, though in this case they are both occasioned by the geographical
discussion. It is interesting that while Herodotus’ day’s marches are 200 stades
(4.101.9), Procopius’ are 210 (3.1.17). ' We might see in this another example of
Procopius seeking to set himself just apart from his predecessors. Perhaps, feeling that
his altered distance was more correct or reasonable, he sought to make a contribution, not
just to the oeuvre of historiography, but to the craft of it as well.

Similarly, Procopius will give the relevant historical (and occasionally less

relevant ethnographic) background to a new group of people at the start of the episode

7Bk 88 ADEWULB0G TTIONewG € T& &1 AlyDTrTov 6plax TAG “Pwpaiwv

XPXNG, o0 dN TTOALC 7 EAE@AVTIVN KKAOUHEVN OLKEITAL, TPLAKOVTX 0d0C
AUEPDV €aTLV eOTWVW &vdPL.

1% bp 83-4 just below

1% Tooa0TN pEv i Pwpaiwy &pxh KXT& YE TOV TTGAXLOV EYEVETO XPOVOV.
170 Braun (1893) 20. Procopius further justifies his emendation by saying that this is the
distance from Athens to Megara, a detail that Herodotus does not supply
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where they are introduced. This can be relatively small-scale, as with the digression on
the Eruli (6.14) or the Sclaveni and the Antae (7.14), discussed below, but it also takes
place on a much larger scale, leading to large scale structural similarities between
Procopius’ work and Herodotus’. Like Herodotus’ history, Procopius’ Persian Wars is
often structured and narrated from the Persian point of view. The Persian-centric
historical background to the Persian wars occupies chapters 2-7 of Book I. The narrative
picks up the thread of events in the Roman Empire in chapter 8, which begins, “At that
time the emperor Anastasius, upon hearing that Amida was besieged...” (TOTe d¢&
BaOIAELC AVXOTXOLOC TIONOPKELTOOL HOOWV "ApLdav...) (1.8.1). Particularly
in Book 2, the narrative is often advanced from the Persian point of view, as we follow
Chosroes’ often destructive and occasionally aimless pillaging of the cities of Syria and
Asia Minor, as at 2.5. We hear at the outset that this was the end of the thirteenth year of
Justinian’s reign, but the rest of the book deals with Chosroes’ invasion of Roman
territory, his siege and capture of the town of Sura, and the story that he allowed the
bishop of the neighboring Sergiopolis to buy back the captives of Sura as a favor to a
woman of the town with whom he had fallen in love (2.5.28-33).

Furthermore, Procopius uses these techniques elsewhere in his history, not just in
the Persian wars, the most obvious place for Herodotean influence. Book III, the first of
the Vandal Wars, uses the same approach: after a geographical tour of the Mediterranean
coastline (3.1.4-19), Procopius narrates the history of the western empire since the days
of Honorius, including Alaric’s 410 sack of Rome, up through the Vandal seizure of

North Africa, by way of providing historical background on the Vandals (3.2-3). He then



84

narrates the intervening events, including the previous wars between the Vandals and the
Eastern Empire, primarily from the barbarian point of view (3.4.1-3.9.9), particularly
after the death of Gizeric (3.7.30), sometimes providing little more than a list of emperors
to “catch up” the two halves of the empire to the narrative of events in North Africa, as at
3.7.1-4, in which he quickly surveys Anthemius, Olybrius, and Majorinus in the West,
and Leo and Zeno in the East.

Procopius’s narrative is given a distinctly Herodotean feel by his frequent use of
digressions on ethnographic or miraculous subjects.'”’ His narrative is only just under
way; in fact he is still in the midst of the historical background to his own time, when he
pauses to tell the story (XELOV) of an extraordinarily large and beautiful pearl, procured
for the Persian king Perozes by an intrepid fisherman, and supposedly thrown away by
him just before his death in battle, so that no other man might have it (1.4.14-31). There
are many more such digressions, some factually pertinent to the narrative, other more
rhetorically so: a description of Goths and their customs at the opening of Book III, the
first book set on a western front but not the first book of the Gothic wars (3.2.1-6); a
history and ethnography of the Eruli (6.14) spawns a further, tangentially related

digression on the island of Thule.'”?

(6.15); an Arsenic and Old Lace-style anecdote
about two women in Italy who kill 17 traveling lodgers (6.20.29); an account of using

elephants in a siege of Edessa which leads again to another tale concerning Edessa, about

a two-headed baby that is surely a portent that the city will be fought over by two

"1 See also Kaldellis (2004), ch 2, “Tales Not Unworthy of Trust.”
172 Which is perhaps Iceland or Scandinavia, Dewing, Loeb vol 5 p 415, n 4
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sovereigns, Roman and Persian; and so on. A fuller, though not exhaustive, list is
provided at the end of the chapter as Appendix A.

Moreover, the language which Procopius uses to enter and return from these
digressions marks them as intentionally Herodotean. Braun records dozens of these
verbal echoes, from the very simple, such as TRV P&V dN... (cfH 1.14.1; P 3.4.1) or T&
HEV ... €oxe (H 6.31.1 P 1.15.25); to the more elaborate, such as (KXl) TTepL HEV ...
TooaxOTx elpRoOw (H 2.35.1ff; P 8.3.11). To pick up the main narrative after a
digression, Herodotus’ XVeLPL O€ ETTL TOV TTPOTEPOV AOYOV (1.140.13) is closely
followed by Procopius’ €yw d& TTL TOV TIpOTEPOV AOYOV ETTRWELUL (1.4.31), or
again, compare Herodotus’ T’kOTOX YEV ON €YEVETO XpOvw UOTEPOV. TOTE dE..
(6.73.1) with Procopius’ GANX TROTX PEV XPOVW TW VOTEPW €YEVETO. TOTE
d¢... (1.20.8). Each of these is only the first or best example of a number of similar
usages.'”

Procopius also uses Herodotean turns of phrase to distance his authorial voice
from some of the unusual or controversial stories that he reports. He is fond of
Herodotus’ technique of inviting others to hold their own opinion, but as for himself, he
will tell such-and-such: €yw 8¢ ... EpxopaL EpEwV (or @PXOoWV) (1.5.11, 1.194.21F).
The most notable of these instances is in Procopius’ introduction, discussed above, but
Braun notes dozens of instances of these phrases.'” To express doubt specifically about

some of the more fantastical things he retells, he borrows Herodotean phrases of the type

'73 Braun (1893) 9-11
174 Braun (1893) 13-14
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@Ol ... EPOL PEV OV TTILOTX AéYovTeC (cf H 1.82.11f with P 1.4.14), as with the
story of Perzoes’ pearl, also discussed above. For uncertainty between two options,
Procopius echoes Herodotus’ 00K €Xw TO evOeDTeEV ATPeKEWC €LTTEV (2.103.8) as
at 3.19.25 or 5.12.2. Thus in the inclusion, but also the handling, of these miraculous
tales especially we see Procopius drawing on Herodotus for inspiration in the craft of

history-writing, rather than simply language or material.

Part II: Procopius and Herodotus. Section 2: Mapping the World

Herodotus is the subject, finally, of a unique passage in which Procopius
explicitly cites and quotes the father of history. Not only this, but he does so in the
context of discussing the use of classical models in contemporary thought. The passage is
a fitting one to end our discussion of Procopius and Herodotus, as it includes both issues
we have been talking about thus far as well as those that we will see in the next chapter,
as we move on to looking at passages in which Procopius discusses outright the
differences between past and present and the effects of historical change.

Procopius begins the last book of his history with an extended geographic (and
occasionally ethnographic) digression on the kingdom of Lazica and the lands and
peoples beyond, in which the Huns play a prominent role. Having discussed the Euxine
Sea and the lands that border it, he remarks that this seems to him a good time to mention

the opinions concerning the boundary between Asia and Europe. Some say, he reports,
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that the Tanais River forms the dividing line, but Procopius refutes this, pointing out that
the Tanais rises deep in Europe, and so here and for some portion of its length, the land
all around it is Europe. Where then does the river begin forming the boundary between
the two continents (8.6.4-6)? Others say the Phasis River performs this function, and
Procopius supplies a geographical argument in support of this view: the river empties into
the Euxine at the far end, continuing the division between Europe and Asia formed by the
Euxine and ultimately Mediterranean Seas (8.6.7-9). These are the arguments, he says,
which each side puts forth as they argue (dLXPGXOVTXL) over the question. He then
goes on:

Q¢ 8¢ 00 HOVOC 6 TIPATEPOC AOYOC, BANK Kol 0UTOC, BVTTEP
XpTiwg ENEYOEV, HNKEL TE XPOVOUL KEKOUWELTAL KL GVOPpIIV TIVOOV
TTOAXLOTXTWY dOEN, EYyWw dNAWOW, EKEIVO €LOWC WG €k TOD ETTL
TIAEloTOV AVOPpWTTOL GTTAVTEG, AV TIVOC PO&TWaL AdYou &pxoiov
TIETTOLNHMEVOL TRV P&ONOLY, oVKETL €0éNovatL TH TAC GAnBsiag
TNTNOEL EPPINOXWPODVTEC TOAXLTTWPELY, 00DE VEWTEPAV TIVX
HETXUOOETV &P aOTMD dOEav, GAAX &el xOTOTG TO HeV
TTXAXLOTEPOV DYLEC TE DOKEL kKl EVTLHOV €lvat, TO dE kT a0TOLG
EOKATAQPPOVNTOV VOULTETAL ELVOL KXL ETTL TO YEAOLWOEC XWPEL.
(8.6.9)

But not only the former argument, but also that which I have just stated, can
boast, as I shall show, of high antiquity and the support of some men of very
ancient times; for [ am aware that as a general thing all men, if they first discover
an ancient argument, are no longer willing to devote themselves to the labor
involved in the search for truth nor to learn instead some later theory about the
matter in hand, but the more ancient view always seems to them sound and
worthy of honor, while contemporary opinions are considered negligible and are
classed as absurd.

Procopius boasts that his position, as well as the opposing one, has the authority of
antiquity behind it, while at the same time criticizing those who rely too much on that

authority. He elaborates why this is particularly foolish in this instance:



88

TTPOC 8¢ ToUTOLg TaVOV 00 TTEPL VOEPIV R VONTAV TLVOC i XPAVV
GAAWC YiyveTal TATNOLG, XAAX TTEPL TTOTKHOD TE KL XWPAG: KTTEP
0 Xpovog o0Te &uelBelv oUTe TIN &TToKpOWaaOaL {oxBoev. (11) N Te
Y&p Trelpa yyug kal R WG €g papTOplav ikavwT&Tn, 00dEv Te
TTXPEPTTOdLTONTETOHOL OlpaL TOTC TO GANOeC e0péoOaL év oTTOLdR
g€xouvow. (8.6.10-11)

Furthermore, in the present case the investigation is not concerned with any
matter to be grasped only by the mind or the intellect, or that is in any other way
obscure, but with rivers and lands; these are things which time has not been able
either to change or to conceal in any way. (11) For the test is near at hand and
vision can provide most satisfactory evidence, and I think no obstacle will be
placed in the way of those eager to discover the truth.

Having made his case that autopsy is the better method for detirming truth in such a
matter of geography as this, Procopius proceeds directly to summarize and then quote his
ancient authority, none other than Herodotus himself:

0 Toivuv AAkapvaoelg ‘HpoddoTog év TH TWV LoTOpLiV TET&PTN
@naot plav pev elval TAV YRV E0pTTaoav, vouiCeobal d¢ €ig poipag
TE K&l TTpoonyoplag Tpelg dlatpelabat, ALOnV Te kal Aotav kol
EupwTtny. Kol x0TV ALBONG pev kol THG Aolag Nethov TOV
AlYOTITLOV TTOTGHOV HETREL épeaBal, THV 8¢ dn Acgiav Te kal
EOpwTtnV dLopiTelv TOV KOAXOV OGOV, €ldWC € TVHC Gupl
Tav&idl ToTap® TadTax oleoBat, kal TodTo €v DoTEPpW ETTElTTE. KOl
HOL 00K &TTO kaxtpol £d0Eev elval a0TX ToD ‘HpododTOL TX
YPXUUOTO T AOYWw €vOeival wdé T £xovToa- “O0dE Exw
oLPBOAETOOL &GTTO TOD ML €é000N YA OVOUXTX TPLPKOLX KEXTAL,
ETTWVLUINV EXOVTO YUVXLKQV, Kol OplopaTa xOTH NETAOC Te O
AlyOTITLOC TTOTRHOC £TEON Kol P&OLg 6 KOAXOC. ol d& Tavaiv
TIOTXHOV TOV MaxtATNV Kol TtopOpunia Tax Kippéplax Aéyovaty.”
AN KL O TpaXYwdOTToLoC AlaxVOAo¢ év Mpopundel T Avopévw
€000C XpXOMEVOC TAC TPARYWDLKC TOV TTOTKHOV DXOLV TEPHOVK
KOAEL YAC Te TAC Aolag kol THg EDpwTnG. (8.6.12-15)

To proceed, then, Herodotus of Halicarnassus in the Fourth Book of his History
says that the entire earth is one, but is considered to be divided into three parts,
having three separate titles, Libya, Asia, and Europe. (13) And between two of
them, on the one hand, Libya and Asia namely, flows the Egyptian Nile, while
Asia and Europe, on the other hand, are divided by the Colchian Phasis. But
knowing as he did that some thought that the Tanais River performed this
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function, he mentioned this view also afterwards. (14) And it has seemed to me

not inappropriate to insert in my narrative the actual language of Herodotus,

which is as follows. “Nor am I able to conjecture for what reason it is that,
though the earth is one, three names are applied to it which are women’s names.

And its lines of divison have been established as the Egyptian Nile and the

Colchian Phasis. (15) But others name the Tanais River, which empties into the

Maeotic Lake and the Cimmerian Strait.” Also the tragic poet Aeschylus in the

Prometheus Unbound, at the very beginning of the tragedy, calls the Phasis River

the limit of the land of both Asia and Europe.

This is obviously a complex passage, in which Procopius seems to seek to
distinguish himself from those who rely overmuch on the weight of ancient authority in
deciding what to believe, but not so far that he will not also cite that authority,
particularly when his preferred side is also the side taken by one of the fathers of
historiography. He shows himself capable of participating in erudite-for-erudition’s sake
appeals to classical authority, but is quick to protest that it is not the most important
factor to him. The geography has not changed over time, and in a question of geography,
the evidence of the senses and of contemporary observation is just as authoritative a
source of evidence as ancient opinion, if not more so. In this respect Procopius’ attitude
toward the present, as compared to the classical past, is quite favorable, but we must also
consider his characterization of the opposing opinion, and his statement that “all men” are
overly impressed by the weight of ancient authority: this presumably includes, though it
is not necessarily limited to, men of his present day. In this sense, he seems to see his
contemporaries as less worthy of respect than the authorities they mistakenly follow,

inasmuch as the authors of antiquity were at least forming their own opinions on the basis

of the evidence available to them at the time.
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Thus Procopius portrays a complex and somewhat paradoxical relationship to the
classical past in this passage. Just as he has no sooner dismissed reliance on appeals to
ancient authority than he makes a careful and detailed one himself, so he suggests that the
thinkers of the present ought to know that the present is as good as the past; and, since
they do not, that makes the present that much less good. Not for the first or last time,
Procopius suggests that we ought not to follow blindly the lead of antiquity, but at the
same time, it does provide valuable information and examples, worth mentioning and
considering. This suggests that Procopius is perhaps trying to chart a course between two
extremes, one that over-valorizes classical authority, modes of thought and
communication, and another that disregards them. We will examine these things in more
detail in the next chapter, where we will see many more passages in which Procopius
talks explicitly about history and the passage of time.

We have seen that while Procopius also turns to Herodotus as well as Thucydides
for character description and the like, he is particularly likely to draw inspiration from
Herodotus for geographic matters, for the spatial structuring and orientation of his
history.'” Procopius’ world is not so unlike Herodotus’ world, made up of large empires
with smaller politites and cultures at the fringes and intersections of them, with a well-
known center and peripharies of varying degrees of unknown (but no less important to
history, potentially, for being so unknown). It would seem that Procopius found in

Herodotus a useful model for understanding the world: the whole world, the shape of its

175 By contrast, he relies more heavily on Thucydides for temporal orientation: we have
already seen his debt to Thucydides for the major events that supply the pacing of his
narrative: sieges, speeches, battles, etc; and we will discuss momentarily the allusions
and Thucydidean language for years, sesaons, and time of day (pp 95-7 below).
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continents, the widening scope of an empire’s influence, the diverse cultures of widely

176

dispersed peoples. Quite litterally at 8.6.9-15, as he does figuratively elsewhere,

Procopius uses Herodotus as a source for mapping the known world.

Part II1: Procopius and Other Classical Writers

Thus far, we have focused on Procopius’ intertextual use of Herodotus and
Thucydides primarily out of convenience, for by far the most work has been done on the
correspondences between his text and these two authors’. There is ample reason to think,
though, that Procopius was engaged in allusive endeavors with a host of other ancient
authors, historians and otherwise. Indeed, while much of the most exciting recent
scholarship on Procopius has been in uncovering and analyzing the impact of these
references, there is clearly much more waiting to be uncovered, or rather, rediscovered.
While the scolars in the past ten years have brought to light allusions to Xenophon and
Plato, Arrian and perhaps Achilles Tatius,'”’ we still know little to nothing on the
possibilities of Procopius’ intertextual use of post-classical Greek authors, or Latin

178

literature. © While the endeavor of searching out such allusions is not the the focus of

176 We will study in more detail Procopius’ descriptions of diverse peoples and ethnicities
below in Chapter Four.

177 Kaldellis (2004) 247 n 74 comparing SH 9.31-32 with Xenophon’s Symposium 4.25
and Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Cleitophon 1.5.6.

178 Bgrm suggests Procopius was familiar with Vergil and Sallust, Bérm, Henning
(2007). Prokop und die Perser : Untersuchungen zu den romisch-sasanidischen
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this dissertation, we will examine here briefly the work done on this subject thus far, and
consider what, if anything, this adds to the understanding of the ways in which Procopius
utilized and remembered the work of past historians and how it impacts the larger issue
of memory of the classical past in Procopius’ history.

By far the most work has been done on Procopius’ use of other historians in
constructing allusions. We discussed his use of Polybius and Diodorus in his prologue in
our Introduction above. Lieberich also details Procopius’ extensive use of Diodorus’
prologue in the introduction to the Secret History, as well as assorted other possible
references to both elsewhere in these works and in the Buildings.'” There is little reason
to doubt that the whole of Procopius’ Wars contains many more intertextual references to
the rest of these classical historians’ works.

Procopius seems to have made extensive use of the works of Xenophon, contrary
to longstanding belief. "** He engages in an intertextual geographical debate with
Anabasis 4.8.22 as well as Arrian’s Periplus 11, regarding the distribution of Colchians,
Trapexuntines, and other peoples around the Euxine Sea (Wars 8.1.7-8)."%! Kaldellis

notes several instances of Procopius’ allusive use of Xenophon’s Symposium in his in-

Kontakten in der ausgehenden Spdtantike. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag. 46. Also
above, n 123.

' Lieberich (1900) 4-8

180 Tt was thought until recently that Procopius knew only Xenophon’s Cyropaideia,
which he alludes to in the Buildings. G. Greatrex (1996a) “Stephanus, the Father of
Procopius of Caesarea?” Medieval Prosopography 17: 125-145.132 n 12 citing previous
bibliography, cf also Pazdernik (2006) 175 n 1.

'8! Dewing vol 5p 59 n 1
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182 We have noted

depth analysis of Procopius’ covertly conveyed political thought.
above (pp 68-70) Pazdernik’s analysis of the correspondences between Procopius’
Belisarius and Thucydides’ Brasidas.'® In a more recent article, Pazdernik has anaylzed
the intertextual relationship between Procopius and Xenophon in a similar way. He
argued that Procopius used the figure of Xenophon’s Pharnabazus to construct “an
elaborate historical analogy, one that initially appears to involve Pharnabazus and
Gelimer, but comes to focus instead upon the analogous positions of Pharnabazus and
Belisarius vis & vis their respective monarchs.”'®" While Pharnabazus in the Hellenica
provided a different model for behavior for Beliarius, Procopius here uses his model
Xenophon in much the same way he uses Thucydides, as a model for a complex
intertextual relationship that allows him to make erudite and covert comments about
politics and prominent figures in his own time. It is highly important to the study of
Procopius as an author and as a political thinker to identify and study such references,'®’

but particular instances such as this do not change substantially our investigation of how

Procopius utilized his classical referents and classical memory more broadly, beyond,

182 Kaldellis (2004) pp 78-80, p 247 nn 74, 76; Chapter 3, “The Secret History of
Philosophy,” pp 94-117, pp 251 nn 17-20, 260 n 64, 263 n 130, 265 n 59.

183 pazdernik (2000)

184 pazdernik, Charles. (2006) "Xenophon's Hellenica in Procopius' Wars: Pharnabazus
and Belisarius". Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies. 46 (2): 175-206.

185 pazdernik’s arguments on the importance of the identification of such references are
eloquent: “Yet the recovery of the intertextual dimensions of Procopius’ work in this
instance is vital because it enables that historian to speak, in a work intended for public
consumption at a time when the principals were still alive and therefore in a manner that
is necessarily oblique, to the allegiances and motivations of a prominent person at a
moment of high political intrigue (175).
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again, to note that he drew from many more sources than just Herodotus and
Theucydides.

This is certainly not to say that the study of Procopius’ references to other
classical and perhaps post-classical authors is not relevant to the broad questions this
disseratation seeks to address about Procopius’ engagement with classical memory.
Rather, it is the unfortunate case that the work that has been done thus far only begins to
address those questions, and to expand our horizons of understanding Procopius’
relationships with the memory of the historians and other authors of the classical past. To
illustrate the possibilities of understanding, let us consider in more detail Kaldellis’
analysis of Procopius as an astute writer of a nuanced and complex classical history,
including his use of classical allusions. In analyzing the series of Herodotean-esque
digressions at the start of the Persian Wars, Kaldellis argues convincingly that the story
of Perzoes’ pearl (1.4.14-31), an a-historical fable long puzzling to historians, is a part of
a series of vignettes designed to chart the moral decline of Persian kings down to the time
of Cabades. Moreover, the story of the pearl links the pothos, or unreasonable desire,
that is Perzoes’ cheif flaw (1.4.17) with the pothos of Arrian’s Alexander (4n pref .3), as
well as the analysis of the concept found in Plato (Rep 572d-579b)."* Similarly, the
references to Xenophon’s Symposiumim mentioned above are, Kaldellis argues, part of a
complex web of allusions and comparisons drawn between Platonic philosophy and the

philosophers and would-be philosopher-kings of Procopius’ own day. '’

186 Kaldellis (2004) 75-80; 246 nn 57, 63
187 Kaldellis (2004) 94-117. Kalldellis makes a strong (though not water-tight) case for
Procopius’ familiarity with at least the Republic and the Gorgias. He analyzes the
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Kaldellis puts forward a strongly supported and passionately argued case for
several instances of Procopius’ pervasive and deliberate use of classical sources as
referents for making points about particular historical figures, as well as abstract but
particularly relevant concepts like tyrrany and political philosophy.'®® Kaldellis’
denmonstration of the scope of Procopius’ intertextual engagement with his sources, as
well as the role of the allusions within larger, classically-inspired literary techniques and
philosophical program, expands our understanding of Procopius’intertextual engagement
with the classical past into new horizons. That engagement pervaded the breadth and
depth of the whole work.

The work of Kaldellis, Pazdernik, and others demonstrates perhaps most of all
that there is still much more to uncover regarding Procopius’ intertextuality. It will, first,
flesh out the arguments and commentary about his contemporary world Procopius sought
to make by means of these allusions and engagement with these ideas. When eventually
we have a much larger sample of the authors and works which Procopous alluded to, the
occasions on which he does, and the ways in which he deploys these references, as well
as the points he sought to make about his own day; then we will be able to say something
more holistic and more decisve about how he used and related to the wider classical past

by means of intertextual references. Then we will also be able to study better how this

introductions to both the Persian Wars and the Gothic Wars, summarizing the latter thus:
“The dialogue between Theodahad and Peter caricatures the pretensions of philosopher-
kings and reveals the truth about Justinian, casting him as the antithesis of philosophy.”
(115)

188 see also Kaldellis (2010a) “Procopius’ Persian War: a thematic and literary analysis”
In Macrides, R. J. History as literature in Byzantium.: Papers from the Fortieth Spring
Symposium of Byzantine Studies, University of Birmingham, April 2007. Surrey, England:
Ashgate. 253-273.
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intertextual relationship interacts with and forms a part of a broader whole of memory of
the classical past in the Wars, along with the ways in which memory is conveyed in overt
and other ways, which we will come to in the next chapter. So, ironically, though his
allusivity is one of the more well-explored areas of Procopius’ writing, this is only

relative to some other areas of the study of Procopius: there is still much more to be done.

Part I'V: Intertexts of Time and Space

Before we turn away from the subject of Procopius’ intertextuality, we should
pause to consider how Procopius talks about and understands the passage of time and the
course of history in ways that are drawn from and indebted to Thucydides and Herodotus.
Procopius marks the passage of time in several distinctly Thucydidean ways. Procopius is
fond of a Thucydidean phrasing to note a change in place-name over the long sweep of
history: “the country of old called  , butnow called  .” (e.g., £ TNV TIGAGL

139 Most noticeable

pev Koppaynviy, Taviv d& kahovpévny ED@paTnoiav)
perhaps are the notices of year-endings, which are drawn straight from Thucydides:
“Such then was the progress of events in Liguria, and the winter drew to its close, and the

third year came to an end in this war, the history of which Procopius has written,” TX

HEV 0LV €V ALyoUpoLG E@EPETO THOE KL O XELMWV EANYE, KAl TPLTOV €TOC

'8 Braun (1885) 171
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ETENEDTX T TTONEPD TWSE OV MpokdTTLOC Euvéypae (6.12.41)."°° As Braun
notes, these occur only for the Gothic War: fighting on the Persian front was not
continuous, but rather a series of Persian inroads and border skirmishes punctuated by
periods of truce; while the Vandal War was relatively short and hardly necessitated such
notation."”! The Gothic Wars are also where we find many other Thucydidean phrases
which mark a specific time of year or day: &pa fpL &pXopévw, “at the beginning of
the year/summer,” drawn from Thucydides 2.2 and elsewhere, occurs once each in the
Persian and Vandal Wars, and five times in the Gothic Wars.'”? The case is similar with
XUl BEpLVAC TPOTIKC “at about the spring equinox,” XML or TTEPL dE(ANV
OWPlav “around the time of late afternoon,” and VUKTOC €TTIAXBOVGNC or a variant
thereof, “night drew near.”"”

Conversely, while Procopius lifts a few such phrases from Herodotus’ pages, such
as TreEpL AOXVWV G &¢ “around the hour when the lamps were lit,” (H 7.215.10, P
3.16.10 and 7 further instances), he is more likely to draw from Herodotus vocabulary
dealing with the broad sweep of time. These include GvékaxBev “from the beginning,”
as at (H 5.55.6; P 4.27.16), TIpoLOVTOC & XpOVOUL “as time went on” (see below), or

194

TNV KLPINV TAOV AUEPEWV “on the appointed day” (H 1.48.10; P P 1.25.23).”* Again,

190 The subsequent notations occur at the following points: 6.22.25 4™ year, 6.30.30 5™
year, 7.1.49 6" year, 7.5.19 7" year, 7.7.20 8" year, 7.9.23 9" year, 7.11.39 10" year,
7.16.5 11" year, 7.24.34 12 year, 7.29.21 13" year, 7.35.30 14" year, 7.39.29 15" year,
8.21.4 16" year, 8.25.25 17" year.

1 Braun (1885) 167

192 Braun (1885) 168

193 Braun (1885) 168-9

194 Braun (1893) 18-20
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many of these are only the first or the best example of several passages where Procopius
uses a given phrase. Interestingly, these intertexts occur most often at moments in the
narrative that are either historically significant, or closely concerned with the past, or
both. Take, for example, £€€ 00 YeyOVaoLV &vOpwTToL in the story of the Sabini
inventing a new siege device, never thought of before (P 8.11.27, cf H 6.109.14); or
MpoldvTog d¢ XpOVoU (6.24.1, cf H 3.96.2) during the siege of Rome; or when Alaric
captures Rome, ETTeld1 T€ i} kupia TTaxpfv (3.2.22, ¢f H 5.50.2)."> Furthermore,
Procopius often uses Herodotean phrasing to describe artifacts or customs which have
survived from the ancient past into the present, to be used as evidence in judging the
veracity of a tale."”® As we observed above and will return to below, Procopius sought to
invoke his classical predecessors at occasions in the narrative especially concerned with
history and the passage of time. These borrowings of language are not merely
ornamental; they draw the reader’s attention to the engagement with the past that is

taking place, a liguistic flag that we are delving into particularly historical territory.'®’

Part V: Procopius’ Explanatory Asides

In addition to his vocabulary and intertextuality, one of the primary features of

Procopius’ work cited in labeling him as “Classicizing” is his use of conspicuous

195 Below, pp 153-4, pp 226-235, and pp 162-3, 193-4, repectively.

196 Braun (1893) 15

7 See above, pp 61-2 on the Thucydidean intertexts at the seige of Naples, and below
Chapter Four, pp 183-196
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periphrases that seek to explain, and in doing so call attention to, his use of words that do
not conform with his Attic style and vocabulary. These explanations are sprinkled
liberally throughout all the books of the work, and are often quite brief and simple: at
4.10.4, for example, the term “Bandifer” is explained as “the soldier who carries a
general’s standard.” At 1.18.15 and again at 3.10.18, Easter is referred to as “that feast
which the Christians call Easter.” Taken together, however, their effect is anything but
straightforward.

These explanatory asides, so striking, and to some, awkward, a feature of
Procopius’ writing, have been variously used by Procopius’ scholars to characterize the
author’s relationship both with the Attic past his style aspires to, and the non-classical
elements of his world they seek to explain. Nineteenth century Germans Dahn (1865)
and Teuffell (1871) focused on those asides which explained Christian words or usages,
such as the feast of Easter above, or at 3.10.18, “one of those priests they call ‘bishops,’”
and so on. There are also those places in which, rather than employing the modern,
Christian term, Procopius found a way to bypass the problem by using an Attic-
acceptable substitute: referring to the pope as “the chief priest of the city” of Rome
(5.3.5; 5.11.20; 5.25.13),"”® baptism as “the sacred bath” (4.26.25), and the gospels as
“the sacred writings of the Christians” (4.21.21). These, as well as Procopius’ Attic

language and obvious affinity for classical modes of writing and thought, led such

198 Procopius eschews &pXLETTLOKOTTOC, the usual designation for the bishops of Rome
and other leading cities from the fourth century onward, for the more classical-sounding
XpxLEPEVC, not completely inapropriate, as it was the traditional translation for pontifex
maximus. Cf Sophocles, E. A. Greek lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine periods: (from
B.C. 146 to A.D. 1100). Boston: Little, Brown and Co, 1870. 257, and Mason, H. J.
Greek terms for Roman institutions: A lexicon and analysis. Toronto: Hakkert, 1974. 26.
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scholars to see Procopius as an outsider: that is, a pagan, looking in on the unfamiliar
world of Christianity. For some time, English-language scholars followed these
conclusions more or less closely, as did Dowing (1949) and Evans (1971).

Averil Cameron, in a series of articles and in her 1985 monograph, marked a
change in approach on the subject of these explanations, which she refers to as
periphrases."”® Cameron has argued convincingly for interpreting these asides as
rhetorical strategy, part of Procopius’ imitation of classical historiography. Procopius
might wish to write a purely Atticizing work, but must on occasion bow to necessity and
include some non-Attic word or employ some new word-usage, and so treats it as
unfamiliar. He thus apologizes, in a roundabout way, for introducing such an intrusion,
and at the same time maintains the pretense that he and his audience are not these same
Romans and Christians, but rather would-be Attic observers of strange foreign customs.
While I do not disagree with Cameron’s analysis, I believe it falls short of explaining the
full effect and role of this peculiar feature of Procopius’ writing.

It should be noted, firstly, that both approaches focus primarily on Procopius’
explanation of Christian terms. Cameron, to be sure, applies her approach passably well
to all the asides, but in responding to the earlier interpretation of the specifically Christian
ones, she seems to frame her conception of their function in terms of this specific subset.

It is important, however, to here pause and examine the breakdown of the types of terms

1% Alan Cameron and Averil Cameron (1964) “Christianity and tradition in the
historiography of the late empire.” CQ 14: 316-28. Averil Cameron (1981) Continuity
and Change in sixth century Byzantium. Variorum: Collected Studies Series CS143.
London. See also ibid, (1985) Procopius and the sixth century. The transformation of the
classical heritage 10. Berkley. Cameron provides her own list of the periphrases as an
appendix J to Agathias. Oxford: Clarendon. 1970.
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that Procopius explains in this way. They fall into three broad groups: Christian words or
word-usages, Latin words, and military terminology.””® Tables are given as Appendicies
2.2-2.4 of the distribution of the asides into these categories. In the overwhelming
majority of occasions when Procopius pointedly introduces a non-Attic word into his
vocabulary, it is a Latin term, transliterated into Greek. These are primarily either Latin
military terms, or the titles of Roman bureacratic and military officials. Given their high
numbers, an explanation of Procopius’ rhetorical asides ought to take into account the
particular nuances of these Roman explanations. Certainly, as Cameron argues,
Procopius must be seeking to use these words in a way not completely incongruous with
his Attic style. But given the high percentage of Latin terms, a tension between Classical
Attic and contemporary (Christian) Greek is obviously not all that is going on here, and
Procopius’, and his imagined audience’s, would-be Attic identity is not all that is at stake.
The Latin terms introduce an East-West element to the tensions being played on by these
explanations, in addition to the classical-contemporary one.

Before we begin, however, to formulate a new approach, let us look more closely
at a number of examples of these asides, keeping in mind two questions, inspired by the
two existing approaches. Firstly, to what extent are these asides strictly “rhetorical,” that
1s, unnecessary, practically speaking, and to what extent, if any, could there be real need
for the explanations they provide? On the other hand, what is it that Procopius imagines,
or pretends, that his audience needs explained to them, and how does this indirect

characterization of his audience serve Procopius’ ends? We cannot be certain that any

200 A few examples fall outside these categories, or into a subset of them: peculiar Roman
or barbarian usages of Greek terms; several proper names.
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member of Procopius’ audience would or would not know any given term, but we can
make educated guesses about the broad familiarity, or lack thereof, especially of words
on the two ends of the spectrum. Still in use Roman military-bureaucratic terms such as
queastor (1.24.111f) and magister (6.22.24), or domesticus (3.11.4ff) are likely to have
been fairly widely known, and even more obscure posts and their titles as optio (3.6.1ff)
and excubitores (4.12.17) may be supposed to have been recognizable to the career
bureaucrats of the Constantinopolitan literary elite, but not perhaps to others. Foederati,
at 8.5.13-14, were a major factor in late antique geopolitics, though perhaps the Latin
meaning of foedera would have been less commonly known. The Latin busta, as in the
place-name Busta Gallorum (8.29.4-9), would likely have been fairly obscure.

We may say, therefore, that while many of these asides provide an explanation
that is likely only stylistically necessary, others would seem to introduce genuinely
uncommon, unfamiliar terms (or potentially unfamiliar background information on
familiar terms). The explanation of the words, then, is of varied necessity, but what
about Procopius’ use of them in the first place? Let us take a moment more to consider
how necessary to his narrative it might have been for our author to employ these terms at
all. Introducing the term agesta for a type of siege-mound (2.26.29) would seem to have
been called for, as Procopius can only further identify it as “the thing they were making”
(TO TToloVpEVOV) in his explanation. It is often the case, however, with the Latin
military and bureaucratic terminology that Procopius goes out of his way to introduce the
foreign word. Take, for example, the aside at 3.10.3: O...£TTxpX0C, OV dn

Tpx(iTwpa KaxAoDot ‘Pwpaiot (“The prefect, whom the Romans call “praetorian.’”).
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ETTapxoc, for ‘prefect,” or more commonly in this period, DTTXPXOC, can refer to the
praefectus praetorio with no further designation, but Procopius choses to supply also a
transliteration of the Latin.”®" Similarly, he provides T& Tpiax ®&Tc, “for thus the
Romans are accustomed to call the Moirai,” when he could have simply referred to the
Fates as Moirai and left it at that (5.25.20). The meaning of busta at 8.29.4-9 adds
historical interest to the description of the place-name, rather than providing necessary
information.

We might thus ask why Procopius chose to include these words at all. Certainly,
a desire for historical accuracy and exactitude would seem to be at work, a rather
Thucydidean concern for the military details. The inclusion of such terminology lends an
embedded-journalist style verisimilitude to the narrative: we feel we are there with him,
acting as aide to Belisarius and encountering Latin place-names in the landscape of Italy.
Moreover, Procopius’ use of the proper military terminology perhaps suggests a certain
pride in the distinctly Roman identity of the army:*** Procopius’ pride, and his audience’s
also. Just so the Latin place-names convey an interest and pride in the Roman history of
the landscape through which Procopius’ narrrative moves, but as we will see when we
turn to Procopius’ treatment of the issues surrounding Roman identity Chapter Four,
pride in sixth-century Romanitas is complicated by a burden of responsibility. Here, in
making a point of using these Latin words, he asserts that they are worth knowing and

using, and his readers ought to know them. Furthermore, in assuming or pretending that

! Mason, H. J. Greek terms for Roman institutions: A lexicon and analysis. Toronto:
Hakkert, 1974. 138-9.
202 Rather than, for instance, the Peloponnesian army of Thucydides.
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his readers do not know them by explaining them in his asides, we can see a subtle
critique of those readers and the state of Romanitas among them, either in truth or in
shared affectation. Procopius’ use of Latin terms works to both Romanize his narrative
and problematize his audience as Romans, in that they need Roman terms explained to
them.

Procopius uses these asides to “play with” his characterization of his audience:
they both are and are not Roman, an idea we will see much more of when we look at the
more explicit statements Procopius makes about Rome and Romans. For now, however,
let us consider further how Procopius uses his periphrastic asides more broadly to
imaginatively characterize his audience. The most arresting difference between the Latin
and the Christian terms which are explained is that the Christian terms were presumably
already familiar to most, if not all, of Procopius’ contemporary audience. These would
seem to be rhetorically rather than practically necessary, as our author distances himself
from the realities of the Christian world around him, and invites his readers to do the
same. They also, by their stark descriptions of familiar practices (baptism as “the sacred
bath” (4.26.25), for example) invite Procopius’ readers to consider these things from the
outside, from a historic, and indeed, pagan point of view. By referring to bishops as
“priests” (3.1.18) and the bishop of Rome as the city’s “chief priest” (5.3.5), Procopius
encourages his readers to consider how the two were alike and different, not necessarily
simply to pretend that they were the same. When we consider the last group of asides,
those that are neither Latin nor Christian terms, we find some that are terms for military

technology, which function similarly to the Latin ones discussed above. They often
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provide useful, though not strictly speaking necessary, information to the reader (as, for
example, ballistae at 5.21.14). Others seem to explain a term not because the word or
usage is expected to be unfamiliar to Procopius’ audience but because the explanation is.
Procopius’ lengthy explanation of the usage of “Delphix” and “palace” at 3.21.2, or the
rock shaped like and named for an elbow at 6.13.7 have all the air of giving interesting
background for its own sake, rather than serving the needs of the advancing narrative.

The asides are then partly a practical, and partly a rhetorical device, an indication
to the reader that we, author and audience together, are conceptually stepping outside the
framework of Christianity and modernity, outside of a world where Christianity is the
pervasive, state-sanctioned religion. Procopius need not intend that the world he presents
within his narrative be anything other than this, anything other than what it is, but he
positions his narrative voice as conceptually exterior to it.

One of the questions that then remains is precisely where and how Procopius is
situating his audience and himself as a narrator; where and when we are invited to
imaginatively position ourselves, as we read the text. From his “pretending” that we do
not know Latin or Christian terms and maintaining a clearly high Attic style, Cameron
argues that Procopius conceives of his imagined audience as citizens of classical Athens,
fresh from reading Thucydides. In addition to the Latin and Christian explanations,
several other asides fit in with this model. For example, at 3.6.10, the place-name
“Mercurium” is explained by pointing out that “Mercurius” is what the Romans call

Hermes (the present tense is interesting). In discussing the Franks, Procopius adds the
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side comment that these are the same group at the “Germans” that would be familiar to
readers of classical historiography (5.11.29).

However, not all of Procopius’ periphrases assume a Classical Athenian audience:
he is not always consistent in his implicit characterization, suggesting perhaps that no one
historical audience or context is meant or imagined. The many explanations of Latin
terms that we have discussed assume a non-Latin speaking audience, but Procopius
leaves unexplained many realities of living in the Roman Empire, which an imagined
Athenian audience would of course not have known, but which his contemporary readers
would have. For example, at 7.32.15, he describes a Justinus as one who had “risen to
the dignity of the consular chair not long before.” On the other hand, Procopius at times
uses the formula to explain words that do have an appropriately classical pedigree. At
5.21.6, he speaks of “four [seige] engines which are called rams,” although kplog is
found as “battering-ram” in Xenophon (Cyr. 7.4.1) as well as the animal in Homer (Od.
9.447,461) and Herodotus (2.42ff), among others. Here, it would seem that Procopius is
explaining a term he expected to be unfamiliar to his contemporary audience, though he
may be simply calling attention to the figurative nature of the term. He uses the same
phrasing for several other siege devices in short order: the non-classical BXANLOTPX at
5.21.14, and the figurative wild asses and wolves at 5.21.19.

In another interesting variation on the usual formula of explanation, Procopius
gives an unusually explanatory description of the city of Naples: “...they came upon a
city on the sea, Naples by name, which was strong not only because of the nature of its

site...” (5.8.5). Procopius would seem to be explaining the city to an audience that was
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unfamiliar with it. However, this would not be necessary with an assumed Athenian
audience: Neapolis was an archaic colony, and a classical Athenian audience likely would
have heard of the city. Here we have a complex interaction between, on the one hand, the
various historical contexts in which Procopius might situate his audience, and on the
other, the realities of his contemporary audience, producing a unique authorial stance.
Can we say whether Procopius offers an explanation about Naples because he imagines
(mistakenly or not) a conceptual audience that would not know about the foundation of
Neapolis, or because he fears that his Byzantine audience would not have heard of the
contemporary city? We might imagine that, in crafting an explanation for the latter
group, he styled the aside so that it had the appearance of being for the former.

Procopius’ aside addresses to his audience are then related to particular historical
times, including his own, and function to situate his audience ultimately in what Anthony

% <

Kaldellis has called Procopius’ “transhistorical context of classical historiography.”” A
tension exists in Procopius’ writing, between an effort to relate to particular of his
models, especially Thucydides, and to create a timeless work (which needs to have a
timeless audience), all while serving his actual, contemporary audience, without whom
his work would not be read, appreciated, and preserved in the first place, offering it the
opportunity to become a timeless, lasting work.

Lastly, a handful of these asides do not simply explain either a linguistic/cultural

difference or a temporal one, but reference a difference that is both. At 2.21.9, Procopius

makes the curious statement, by way of explanation, that “Caesar” is what the Persians

293 Kaldellis (2010a) 18
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call the emperor. Somewhat similarly, at 5.1.25, Procoipus explains, in talking about
Theoderic, that “rex” (pAE) is what barbarians are accustomed to call their kings, without
mentioning the Latin, Roman origin of the term. Now, while we might suspect whether or
not Procopius’ audience would have been familiar with Latin terms such as praetorian
prefect (3.10.3) or queastor (7.40.43), surely “Caesar” as a title for the emperor is right up
there with “Senate” in being an explanation that is only rhetorically called for. For the
“Caesar” remark as for the “rex,” what is noteworthy is the detail provided of who uses
the term.

These remarks call readers’ attention to the cultural shift that has taken place over
time: whereas once Romans called the emperor “Caesar,” now it is a group of outsiders,
the Persians no less, who do so. The case with the “rex” comment is more complex. In
explaining a transliterated Latin term, *** Procopius might just be keeping up his
Atticizing pretense, or he may be offering a practical explanation to his contemporary
audience. In considering the latter, though, we should keep in mind that at least some of
Procopius’ intended audience would have been, like himself, educated in the classics and
aware of the weighty cultural baggage attached to the term rex for the ancient Romans.
These need not be mutually exclusive: the aside can work on several levels. If at least
some part of Procopius’ audience were familiar with the Latin origins and history of the
word, it makes the round-about explanation all the more pointed: Italy once again has a

rex, that institution anathema to the ancient Romans, because the Roman empire has

2% 5AT may also have been the Greek transliteration of the Gothic word, but the
resonnance with the Latin likely would not have been lost on those of Procopius’
audience keen enough to pick up on either connection.
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failed to protect and secure its western provinces from the barbarians. The nuance the
remarks add to the text is destabilizing: the barbarians have appropriated Roman titles,
and the Romans, by contrast, have lost those titles over time.

By the placement and tenor of these explanations, Procopius calls attention to
these terms and their changed usages, and changed users. These asides also have the
effect of further destabilizing the temporal perspective of the narrator and the audience:
they assume a knowledge of the past (that in which the terms were used by the Romans)
without referring explicitly to it, but comment ultimately on a contemporary situation.
The same can be said for the whole group of Procopius’ explanatory periphrases. In
referencing the past in one way or another, they argue for its importance and often
implicitly privilege the past, but they call attention to the change that has taken place:
they call up an illusion that we are a past audience, but with the same pen-stroke they

make it impossible to get lost in that illusion.

Conclusions

We have seen, then, that Procopius draws on his classical predecessors in a
variety of ways, from the minute to the quite large-scale. He borrows elements from
vocabulary and characteristic phrases such as Thucydidean year-endings or Herodotean
days’ marches to give his text an appropriately classical feel. He built up between his text

and his predecessors’ erudite comparisons of character, and used his classical model as a
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springboard to subtley but purposefully establish his own history as independent of,
though inspired by, theirs (as with the plague narrative). He took as given that, in writing
a classical historiography, he was expected to allude to the greats of the genre, but he
chose to do so in purposeful and sometimes unexpected ways. Moreover, he showed
concern for addressing the problems of the classicizing enterprise, as he used the stylistic
device of the rhetorical asides to highlight his audience’s wide chronological separation,
both from the ideal of a classical Athenian audience, and from their own professed
Roman roots.

There is an unavoidable tension in Procopius’ works (and perhaps in all latter-day
historiography) between the past and present. History-writing is necessarily concerned
with events that took place in the past, but its ultimate goal is to explain how the
circumstances of the present came to be. This primacy of the present is all the more
strained by the lengthy tradition of classical history-writing Procopius chose to partake
in. While he sought to engage meaningfully with the thousand-year-old landmark texts
of his predecessors, he was manifestly concerned with current events and the attitudes
and identity of his contemporary audience, as we will see more and more as we proceed.
We have seen that Procopius sought to use his predecessors as models for thought and
analysis, as well as for particular attitudes toward the past. In his agreement with these
fathers of history that those who automatically value the past over the present are foolish,
Procopius walked a fine line between classicism and hypocrisy, but I believe he navigates
it successfully. In all his conscious, classicizing habits and his classical attitudes and

approach, Procopius sought, not merely to imitate the works of Thucydides and
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Herodotus and others, but to produce a work that could justly be counted among their
number. Procopius obviously saw great value in the worldview and approach of classical
historiography, and one of the elements of that approach that deeply influences his work
was the measured consideration of the value of the past itself and its appropriate role in
informing, but not dictating, present action and thought.

Indeed, we might go so far as to speculate that this concern played a large role in
Procopius’ choice to utilize a classicizing method and framework for his history: because
of the model for undertanding the past’s role in and relationship to the present that it
provided. As an author who chose to compose a lengthy and involved undertaking of a
history, one of the most significant things we can say about Procopius, outside of the
biographical details he provides about himself in the narrative, is that he was deeply
interested in the present’s relationship to the past. Given then that he chose to write a
classicizing history, we can be sure that he greatly valued something about the genre, and
that he believed, moreover, that there was something important about the ancient past’s
relationship to the present. As we will see when we move on to explore Procopius’
explicit statements about the past in a moment, he is very much concerned with making

the classical past relevant to his own day.
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Chapter Three: the Past in Procopius

Classiczing language and gestures are not, of course the only way that Procopius
weaves memories of the ancient past into the fabric of his history. We will look in this
chapter at the way in which our author’s attitute toward the ancient past is reflected in the
explicit references to past eras that he makes, as well as at statements which illustrate his
understanding of the functioning of historical change and the effects of the passage of
time. These all inform our understanding of the constructed relationship between
(ancient, remembered) past and remembering present that is at the heart of what is meant
by “historical memory” of the ancient world in the present study. More specificly,
though, historical memory is two sides of one coin, both of which can be observed in the
passages studied in this chapter. First, it is contemporary cultural memory embedded in a
work of history, and transmuted therby into a more lasting, but more static, form of
memory. We will see an example of such transmission with the so-called “ship of
Aeneas” and other memorials encountered by Procopius (8.22.8-16, pp 122ff below).
Historical memory is also the memory of the genre of history-writing, an ongoing
dialogue in the construction of the distant past which forms a backdrop to the events of

the immediate past around which a work of historiography is structured.””> Procopius’

293 To return to a subject broached in the Introduction, this informs the way in which we
are, in the present study, demarcating the ancient past of historical memory from the
immediate past events that are the main narrative of the history, as well as the grey area
of the events that are presented by Procopius as background to the events of the narrative.
We do not consider those last here, as they are in that sense a part of the main narrative.
(Procopius’ presentation of them would of course be a worthy object of study, but one
that is outside this endeavor.) In the Assmanns’ terms, we are interested not the
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engagement with the historiographical tradition on questions of the migration of peoples
and the shifts in names and the meaning of words (pp 127-141 below) reflect just such
processes of memory. Meanwhile many episodes and statements, like the stories
surrounding the legendary king Abgar (2.12.6-30, pp 115 below), illustrate the interaction
of these two strands of the construction of historical memory, as we will see.

This chapter aims to collect and examine statements in the Wars that implicate the
memory of the ancient past in some way, and to consider the picture of Procopius’
understanding of the ancient world that is constructed thereby, as well as its relationship

296 We will also interrogate the functioning of memory in

to Procopius’ present.
Procopius’ text, and the impact of the ways in which historical memory is deployed on
that understanding of the past, and its reverse. In an attempt to be throrough while

maintaining coherence of argument, the passsages considered are organized by type of

reference or statement, rather than in the order they appear in the text. Thus, we will

return to some passages several times as they bear on multiple themes, while the full

communicative memory of events in living memory, but in the cultural memory of events
beyond it.

2% 1n considering those instances where Procopius makes explicit reference to some
element, an event or person, from the distant past, I say “past” rather than “history” for,
as we will see, Procopius’ references to the mythic past function in similar, if not
identical, ways to those to the historic past. Whether Procopius considered the events of
legend to be factually, historically true, they were undeniably a part of the classical
heritage coming down to him out of the ancient past. These myths were, as it were, the
history of the past: the cultural memories of the ancient Greeks and Romans, located by
them in their own past, and so inescapably a part of Procopius’ as well. What is more,
Procopius occasionally pauses to meditate on the place of mythology in history-writing,
and the complexities and uncertainties involved in dealing with the longe durée of the
classical past. The comments he makes on this score complicate the very inclusion of
mythological material in his own text, and ought to be considered fully to better
understand Procopius’ use of historical and mythological references throughout the work.
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discussion of a selection of others will best be postponed until they can be discussed in
their full context, in the next chapter.

To proceed, we will look first at references to an element of the historic past,
comparing references to ancient Greek history to those to elements of Roman history, for
these are some of the most obvious ways in which Procopius works the memory of the
ancient world into the fabric of his narrative. We will then turn to Procopius’ references
to the pre-historic, that is, the mythic past, examining first those occasions where he uses
the reference as a jumping-off point for an extended meditation or argument on the place
of myth in history. We will pause there to consider a related set of statements which
consider the nature of historical change, many but not all of which also deal with the
mythological past, before turning to the full list of mythological references. Next, a
collection of comparisons Procopius makes between the ancient past and the present
continues our investigation of his depiction of historical change, begun in the midst of
discussing the mythological references. Finally, we will consider occasions when
Procopius meditates on what is lost with the passage of time, and what survives.

As we study the historical memory presented by Procopius, and especially those
cultural memories preserved by means of his text, we should be mindful of the dynamic
nature of the construction of social memory, and consider how Procopius’ history reflects

the processes, and not simply the static fact, of historical memory.””’ If any individual’s,

297 An emphasis on social memory as a collection of dynamic processes is found in the
work of a number of recent social memory theorists including Jeffrey Olick and Geoffrey
Cubitt. See this Introduction, pp _, and further Olick, “Introduction” in J. Olick (ed.),
States of Memory: Continuities, Conflicts and Transformations in National
Retrospection. Durham, 2003 pp 6-7; and Cubitt 14-16, 199-203 for concise overviews.
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and any generation’s, social memory is constructed and influenced by those of
preceeding generations, then Procopius, standing as he does at the end of a long line of
classical historians remembering a classical past, presents an invaluable example for the

298 What is more,

study of how these remembrances evolve over the long stretch of time.
a given representation of the past is not necessarily simply built on the shoulders of a
preceeding one, but “forged in tension with possible alternative conceptions,” whether
earlier or contemporary.””’ It will prove enlightening, as we proceed, to analyze the ways

in which Procopius’ picture of the past might be responding to, and competing with, other

possible understandings of the ancient past of which he was aware.

Part I: References to the Historic Past

To begin with, we will consider those instances where Procopius makes explicit
reference to some person or event associated with a particular historical period.*'® These

can be divided into two broad categories: those to Greek and those to Roman history.?'!

298 A common starting-point for memory theorists, cf Halbwachs (1980) 45-49, Cubitt
199-203

2% Cubitt 201

219 A with the exlanatory asides collected in Chapter Two, I have endeavored to make
the lists of these references (collected in Tables 3.1-3) exhaustive, but I cannot imagine |
have succeeded in making them complete.

I Those few anecdotes which implicate other historical periods and cultures tend to
bring the story back through Greco-Roman history in some way. We will discuss below
the digression into Carthaginian history at 4.10.13-29. There are a few references to
Judeo-Christian history as well: the treasures of Solomon are followed from the sack the
temple of Jerusalem to Rome and then the hoards of the Visigoths (5.12.41-42); a lengthy
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For all that the classical tradition of Greek historiography, as we have seen, is central to
Procopius’ history; classical Greek history itself, and indeed Greek history generally,
plays a relatively small part in Procopius’ actual narrative and his constellation of historic
references. Reckoning generously, one might count as many as seven, but five passages
stand out as clearly referencing classical and Hellenistic figures (Table 3.1).2'* At 8.6.9-
12, discussed in the last chapter, Procopius explicitly names Herodotus and Aeschylus as
sources in his discussion of the true boundary between Asia and Europe, even as he
ridicules other authors for their appeals to classical sources for their authority. Later in
the same book, he notes that statues by “Pheidias the Athenian” and Lysippus, as well as
“the calf of Myron” decorate the Forum of Peace in Rome; they were brought there
because “the ancient Romans took great pains to make all the finest things of Greece

adornments of Rome” (8.21.10-17).*"* As we will discuss further below, their presence

digression about the Edessan king Abgar is made up of both an episode involving the
Emperor Augustus (2.12.6-19) and a popular tale of a letter from Christ, promising health
to the king and (possibly) protection for the city from barbarians (2.12.20-30). On
Procopius’ interest in Christian religion and history, or lack therof, see Cameron (1985)
113-133.

212 The tables at the end of the chapter provide the Greek quotation and English
translation for the most relevant selection of each passage. I have included a fuller
quoation for some passages in the footnotes, where such context may be relevant.

D oL 8¢ T Gpxaiax TIpO TaOTNG BN TAG &pyopdg kprvn, kal Bodg &l
Ta0TNG XaAKoOC €oTnke, deldiov, otpat, Tod ABnvailov i Avoltrmrou
Epyov. XYKAUGTX YOP €V XWPW TOUTW TTOAAX ToOTOLV 8N TOlv &vdpolv
TIOLAPOTE €0TLV. 0L O Kol PeLdlov Epyov ETEpoV- TOUTO YOP AEYEL TK €V
TWO AYGAUXTL YPAPPOTH. EVvTaDOa kol TO ToD MOpwvog BotdLov.
ETTLUENEC YO p €yelvel TOlg TTGANL Pwpaiolg TAC EANKDOC T& KAAANLOT
TIAVTX EYKOAAWTIIOPRTK ‘PWNG TTOIRoXTO L.

And there is a certain ancient fountain before this forum, and a bronze bull stands by it,
the work, I think, of Pheidias the Athenian or of Lysippus. For there are many statues in
this quarter which are the work of these two men. Here, for example, is another statue
which is certainly the work of Pheidias; for the inscription on the statue says this. There
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in this passage both makes a case for continuity over the long period between classical
Athens and 6™ century Rome and highlights the current threats to that continuity.

Two references in the Persian Wars connect locations in the narrative to
Alexander the Great and his successors: first, Procopius notes that the Caspian Gates
were fortified by Alexander:*'*

OTTEP ETTELON O DINITTOL ANEEXVOPOC KATEVONDE, TIOAXC TE €V XWPW
ETEKTAVATO TW €lpNUéVW KL QUAKKTAPLOV KOTECTAONKTO.(1.10.8-10)

When this [the ease with which invaders could enter through the pass] was
observed by Alexander, the son of Philip, he constructed gates in the aforesaid
place and established a fortress there.
Later, he informs us that the cities of Selucia and Ctesiphon were built by the
Macedonians after Alexander:
ol 58 xOTOV KATOAXMB&VOLTLY év AoTupiolc, 0 & TTOMOTpaTX
dV0 Zehelkel&k Te kal KTNolp®v €0TL, Makedovwy o0T&
DELUGHEVWV OL HETK TOV DIALTTTTOL ANEEQVOpOV MepaV TE NPEXV
Kol TOV TOTH €0vQDV. (2.28.4)
...And they overtook him in Assyria, at the place where there are two towns,
Seleucia and Ctesiphon, built by the Macedonians who after Alexander, the son of
Phillip, ruled over the Persians and the other nations there.
These passages have in common with those above the fact that the classical references are
all occasioned by the geographical location of the narrative: when it is not the physical

location of some portion of the Roman army, they come in the course of geographic and

ethnographic background, as with the citation of the classical authors.?"

too is the calf of Myron. For the ancient Romans took great pains to make all the finest
things of Greece adornments of Rome.

2% Historically inaccurate, as Greatrex (1996b) observes, n 3.

213 of Cubitt 204ff on spatial relationships, rather than chronological narrative, as
connections between symbolic points of focus.
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With the last of the Greek references this is not the case, and it is unique in other
ways as well. In discussing Justinian’s expansionist policies, Procopius remarks that the
criticisms laid against him would seem like praise in the different context of a “worthy”
monarch, such as Cyrus or Alexander. The comparison comes in the course of a good
classically inspired episode of foreign court and diplomatic intrigue, and is the final
element in a carefully constructed series of reversals of viewpoints that contextualizes
and relativizes different interpretations of Justinian’s imperialist policies.
Characteristically, the thread of the narrative in the beginning of Book 2 follows
Chosroes, the Persian king. Vittigis, the Gothic monarch, has sent an embassy to
Chosroes, lambasting Justinian’s imperialistic expansion in Europe, and urging Chosroes,
for his own kingdom’s sake, to break the current peace treaty and preventatively attack
while the Roman forces are still engaged in Italy, so that Justinian will be obliged to fight
a war on two fronts. Chosroes willingly allows himself to be convinced,

@OOVW Y&p ¢ louaTVIVOV BAOIANEX EXOHEVOC, AoyiTeoBaL wg

NKLOTK £yvw OTL &N TTPOC &vdpWV louaTVIaVD) BATIAEL duaUEVIIV

H&ALOTO ol AGYyoL €¢ 0TOV YévoLTOo. &AAX TW BoUAeoBaL £ TO

TTeELgOAvVaL ’OTOPOAOC AADev. (2.2.12-13)

..for, moved as he was by envy toward the emperor Justinian, he neglected

completely to consider that the words were spoken to him by men who were the

bitter enemies of Justinian. But because he wished the thing he willingly
consented to be persuaded.
Having “revealed,” perhaps needlessly, to the audience how biased and untrustworthy the
envoy’s arguments are, Procopius goes on to further relativize the portrait they paint of

Justinian’s activities:

KX(TOL TOLX DT “louoTVLBVD ETTEKKAOLY EYKANUOTX, KTTEP AV
EIKOTWC BATAEL Yevvalw EYKWHLK €N, OTL dN THV BaOAElaV THV
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x0TOD pelCw Te TTOLAONKL KOL TTOAD ETTLPAVETTEPAV €V OTTOUVDR
€xolL. TadTH Yop kKl KOpw &v TLg éTrevéykol T Mepav BaaIAel
KoL ANEEXVOPD TA MakedOVL. GANX YO p BOVW TO dlkaLoV
oLd YA €lwbe EuvolkiTeobal. (2.2.14-15)
And yet they were bringing as charges against Justinian the very things which
would naturally be encomiums for a worthy monarch, namely that he was
exerting himself to make his realm larger and much more splendid. For these
accusations one might make also against Cyrus, the king of the Persians, and
Alexander, the Macedonian. But justice is never accustomed to dwell together
with envy.
However, this seemingly positive reappraisal of Justinian and his imperial program is not
as straightforward as it might appear at first glance, but is instead in keeping with the
back-and-forth relativizing of the preceding passages. As Anthony Kaldellis points out,
the would-be reappraisal is weakened by being phrased in the grammatical construction
optative + &v, giving it a potential, conditional sense and refraining from outrightly
praising Justinian.?'® Additionally, the key phrase here is “for a worthy monarch,” these
charges would be encomia: it is by no means proven that Justinian is such a worthy.
Finally, the rulers Procopius volunteers—Cyrus and Alexander—are themselves
problematic as examples of that category (Kaldellis’ phrase for Alexander is the very
appropriate “an ambivalent moral figure”). This would appear, rather than a subtle
compliment to Justinian, to be an even subtler backhanded criticism, likening him to the
sometimes tyrannical, but never boring, Cyrus and Alexander the Great. Procopius uses

the references to the two historical monarchs to nuance and encode his appraisal of

Justinian’s imperialist policies.

216 Kaldellis (2007) 260-262.
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We see a trend beginning in these Greek history references that we will continue
to see throughout the chapter. References to a particular past era are usually occasioned
by some sort of physical feature in the landscape though which Procopius’ narrative
moves. His inclusion of points of historical interest—who first fortified the Caspian
Gates, the provenance of the statues in a forum of Rome—Iinks the present-day
landscape of his history with the millennia of history which have already played out on
that same stage. It historicizes the landscape through which the narrative, and the Roman
armies, move, linking past and present. These references also serve to connect the wider
Mediterranean world in which the Wars take place with specifically Greek history.
However, the fact that there are only these few references in all the eight books of the
history indicates that such a project, linking classical Greek history with the events and
landscape of the contemporary world, was not a project Procopius considered very
important, or perhaps very feasible. It is likely significant, furthermore, that the majority
of the references are not to Classical Greece, strictly speaking, but to Alexander the Great
and his Hellenistic successors. Especially since the only non-landscape inspired
reference is to Cyrus and Alexander, it would seem that monarchs and concerns about
tyranny were the elements of Greek history most relevant to sixth century interests and

experience.”!’

217 A Byzantine disinterest in classical Greece and Republican Rome, in favor of more
relatable periods featuring kings and other monarchs, was first charted as it developed
from John Malalas through later Byzantine choniclers in Elizabeth Jeffreys’ “The
Attitudes of Byzantine Chroniclers towards Ancient History,” Byzantion 49 (1979), 199-
238 esp. 205-7, 226-9. See also R. Scott “Malalas’ View of the Classical Past,” in
Reading the Past in Late Antiquity, G. Clarke, ed. Rushcutters Bay, 1990. 150; and G.
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Turning to the references to the Roman past, collected in Table 3.2, the first thing
one notices is how many there are: they outnumber the Greek references approximately
five to one.”'® They range in time from tales and artefacts of Aeneas to recent memories
of the emperor Zeno and the Gothic Gizeric, invoked in letters of their successors
Justinian and Gelimer. Some references are relatively simple, such as a mention of the
goddess Hestia at 2.24.2*"” (interestingly, this comes in a book of the Persian Wars), or
the observation that the Massagetae are now called the Huns (3.11.9) and cannot
individually bear much interpretive weight beyond to say that they foster an aura of
scholarly erudition and Romanitas. There are as well the rather subtly classical
references, as when Vittigis addresses “the Senate and the people of Rome™ at 5.11.26.
Procopius here shows one of his actors manipulating Roman cultural memories for his
own purposes, but Vittigis’ particular agenda in his speech is not as important to us as to
note that elements drawn from the classical past held cultural cachet for the actors in
Procopius’ history (Roman and non-Roman alike), and of course for his readers as well.

Roman history is sometimes involved indirectly, as when Procopius narrates the
history of a particular people in a digression, as with the Moors at 4.10.12-29. Procopius

first refers to the Biblical story of Moses and the coming of the Israelites into

Greatrex 1996b n 16.. See also pp 12-8 below on Procopius’ treatment of Roman
history.

218 A different compartative approach was taken by Greatrex (1996b), see above pp 23-4,
below 283-5.

219 See Table 3.2 for quotation of this and the following.
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“Phoenicia,” under the command of Joshua. After relating the Phoenicians’ flight from
Joshua, through Egypt into Libya, he tells how they became known as the Moors: they
were eventually joined, and later conquered by, Dido and the Carthaginians, who were
then conquered by the Romans, and then the Vandals. While the main thrust of the story
is the background history of the Moors, with an interesting involvement of biblical and
classical mythology, the Romans are naturally involved somewhere along the line.

As with the references to Greek history and culture, many Roman ones are
occasioned by a geographical location in the narrative, often in or proximate to the city of
Rome itself. Hadrian’s tomb is mentioned several times (5.22.13, 7.36.7-15, and
8.33.14); and the Temple of Jupiter Capitolinus (3.5.4), the “House of Sallust” (3.2.24),
the Appian Way (5.14.6-8), and a bridge over the Narnus built by Augustus (5.17.11) are
all landmarks that are strongly associated with Rome’s classical past. They are often
mentioned to note that they are either still extant, as with the House of Sallust, or have
been damaged or destroyed, as was the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus (by Gizeric, in 455).

The passage describing the statues in the Forum of Peace at 8.21.10-17,
mentioned in the previous section, links memories of the Greek and Roman pasts of the
6" century empire in an account of the histories of the classical statues brought from
Greece at the height of the empire to decorate the capital: “for the ancient Romans took
great pains to make all the finest things in Greece adornments to Rome.” In another
passage which very purposefully connects the ancient past through the more recent past
up to Procopius’ present, Procopius lovingly describes the “Ship of Aeneas™ at 8.22.8-16,

supposedly painstakingly preserved in Rome through the centuries; we will look more
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220 the

closely at this passage at the end of the chapter. In these passages and others,
statues and other objects serve as physical encapsulations of cultural memory, which is
transmuted, by way of Procopius’ ekphrasis, into historical memory.

The inclusion of some references appears quite natural, as the army (or narrative)
moves through Rome and its environs: for instance, the impressiveness of the bridge over
the Narnus built by Augustus (5.17.11) is mentioned in the context of Vittigis’
consideration of the difficulties of invading Narnia. In other cases, though, the inclusion
of that particular nugget of Roman cultural memory is more of a stretch. At 7.18.19,
Procopius mentions Cannae, “where they say the Romans in ancient times suffered their
greatest disaster at the hand of Hannibal the general of the Libyans,” not because the
Roman army has come there, but because they have captured Canusium, which is some
twenty five stades distant from Cannae. Similarly, Procopius notes at 5.14.6-8 that
Belisarius was taking his troops from Rome to Naples via the Latin Way, leaving the
Appian Way on the left, and takes the opportunity to describe the Appian Way at a length
of some thirty lines.”?! Elsewhere, Procopius has to go to some lengths to explain to his
readers the historical importance of a place, or the connection between the history and the
place(-name). Led by Narses, the Romans camp

€V XWplw OPOAD pév, AOpoug & XyXLOT& TN TTeEpLBEBANUEVW

TTOANOUC, (Vo dR TToTE OTPATNYOOVTX Pwpaiwy K&UANOV TOW

I',('X}\Z\ugv 6ut>\9v 6L0((p9£5pou u('xxg VEVLK‘I’]KC')TO( @oot. ,cpéea §é Kol

€l €pe popTOpLOV TOD E€pyou TOOTOUL TNV TTPOaNyopiLav 6 XWPOC

Kol dLkoWTeL TH pvAUN TOV FT&AAWV TO TTdO0C, BouaTayAAWpwWVY
koAoOpevocg. BodoTa yop AaTivol TG €k TAC TTUPKC KAXAODOL

220 See also below, pp 174-6, 288-90.
221 See below, Ch 4, pp 187-8.
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Aelpoava. TOPPOL TE TRdE YEWAOPOL TOV VEKTTV EKELVWV
TTXUTTANOELC elaiv. (8.29.4-6)

...in a place which is level but surrounded by many hills close by, the very place
where once, they say, Camillus as general of the Romans defeated in battle and
destroyed the host of the Gauls. And the place even to my day bears witness to
this deed in its name and preserves the memory of the disaster which befell the

Gauls, being called Busta Gallorum, for the Latins call the remains of a funeral

pyre “busta.” And there are great numbers of mounded tombs of their bodies in

this place.*?
This passage is noteable also as a rare reference to Republican history, and another
instance of Procopius’ text preserving the memory of a physical memorial. Indeed,
Procopius’ language here is strikingly relevant to our subject of memory, describing the
tombs as “bearing witness” and “preserving memory.” It is a passage to which we will
return in the course of our investigation.

While most of the references to ancient Roman history and culture come while the
narrative is in Rome itself, or, as with the Busta Gallorum, in Italy (which is to say, in the
Gothic Wars; Books 5,6,7, and the Italian sections of Book 8), a few fall outside these
sections. Early in Book 8, Procopius describes the area around the Euxine Sea as it was
in the time of Trajan, the furthest extent of the empire’s borders in the area (8.2.16). This
distribution of Roman history primarily in and around Rome itself indicates how
important establishing and elaborating a particular Roman identity where Rome was
concerned was to Procopius; elsewhere, if classical history comes up in the course of the

narrative, it is mentioned, but there does not seem to be much effort on Procopius’ part to

insert it in elsewhere. As this stray reference illustrates, other locations in the empire

222 As Dewing observes, according to Livy, the Busta Gallorum were in the city of Rome
itself. (Procopius vol. 5, pg 353 n.3). Whether Procopius was himself mistaken or
dutifully reporting a tradition garbled over time is unclear.
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obviously have ties of history and memory to the imperial Roman past, but most of the
time, Procopius is content with “in ancient times” (6K TTkAoL0D) if he feels the need to
indicate the age of a landmark or place-name.

Interestingly, Book 5 contains three mentions of the Sibyllene Oracle. One is
location-inspired, as the narrative comes to Cumae at 5.14.12, where inhabitants are fond
of pointing out the cave of the Sibyl. Slightly earlier, the oracle figures in a case of
mistakenly interpreted prophecy: the Romans had taken the word “mundus” in the oracle
“Africa capta mundus cum nato peribit” to refer to the world, when, as Procopius tells us,
it simply referred to a man named “Mundus.” This story is obviously meant to fall in the
same tradition as the well known “an empire will fall” episode of Herodotus 1.55-56, but
the device seems strained here: perhaps Procopius was stretching his material to include
more of the Sibyl (and, for that matter, the classical, Herodotean device), having the
oracle already in mind because of the other proximate reference. Lastly, at 5.24.28-31
some Roman patricians consult the Sibylline Oracles and aver that the Gothic siege of
Rome, just begun, will last only to the month of July.***

As with the tale of the “Mundus” oracle, there are a handful of references to
ancient Roman history that are occasioned by events in the narrative, rather than a
geographical location. In these cases, Procopius gives ancient history as background to
historical events in the narrative. There are two noteworthy examples of this. First, the

triumph awarded to Belisarius for his victories in North Africa (4.9.1-14) is portrayed by

Procopius as of great historical significance. Procopius provides information on ancient

22 Procopius’ quotation of the exact text of the oracle is difficult to decipher, Dewing v 3
p 234 n 3.
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Roman triumphs to provide the appropriate context, to convey the magnitude of the

event:

BeAloGplog d¢ apo MeAlpepepl Te kil Bavdidolg €é¢ BuTavTiov
XPLKOUEVOC YEPWV RELWON & &N év Tolg Gvw Xpovolg Pwuaiwv
OTPATNYOIC TOIC VIKXG TKG PEYLOTHC KOl AOYOU TTOANOD GElxG
AVOONOTUUEVOLG DLETETAXKTO. XPOVOC dE KUPL EVIXLTODG
EEXKOTIOVC TTPWXNAKEL HON €€ OTOL €C TADTK TX YEPXK OVDELG
EANAOOEL, OTL pn TlTow Te Kal Tpaxlavog, Kol 0ol GANOL
XOTOKPATOPEC OTPATNYNOKVTEG ETTL TL BapBapLlkov €Bvoc
EViknoov. T& TE YOP AKQULPX EVOELKVOUEVOC KL TG TOD TTOAépOU
XVOPATTOd X €V PEDTN TIOAEL ETTOMTTELOEV, OV dNn Oplappov kaxhobaotL
‘Pwpaiot... (4.9.1-3)

Belisarius, upon reaching Byzantium with Gelimer and the Vandals, was counted
worthy to receive such honors, as in former times were assigned to those generals
of the Romans who had won the greatest and most noteworthy victories. And a
period of about six hundred years had now passed since anyone had attained these
honors, except, indeed, Titus and Trajan, and such other emperors as had led
armies against some barbarian nation and had been victorious. For he displayed
the spoils and slaves from the war in the midst of the city and led a procession
which the Romans call a “triumph”...

In reckoning the 600 years since the last triumph, and only then excepting those emperors

who have celebrated one, he not-so-subtly discounts the validity of those triumphs,

adding all the more to the magnitude of Belisarius’ accomplishment.

As we have seen, there are many more references to Roman than to Greek history,

and a greater variety of Roman references as well. This suggests that engaging with

Roman history and memory was a more interesting project to Procopius. Roman identity

was evidently some combination of more important, and more at stake, in Procopius’

history and understanding. Beyond this, it is interesting to note that, while the Greek

references tend toward the monarchical, the Roman ones do not show such a pronounced
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tendency. There are, to be sure, quite a few to the long imperial period,*** but there are
also a number to the Republic, as well as to matters of general Roman culture, such as the
Senate and the Sibyllene Oracle. This suggests that it is not merely the good and useful
parallel of a similar political situation that moves Procopius to mention Roman history so
many times, but that it is rather a purposeful move to engage with the memory of the
empire’s specifically Roman past.

Beyond considering the particular period of Roman history to which they refer,
we can also observe in these references a number of themes which are suggestive of the
importance of ancient history generally, and Roman history specifically, to Procopius. A
concern for victory and defeat, as reflected in the anecdotes about Cannae, the “busta
Gallorum, ” and the conquest of Carthage, is unsurprising in a work of classical
historiography entitled History of the Wars. These are all quite spectacular victories and
defeats, reflective perhaps of Procopius’ hopes or perceptions about the wars of his own
time. The frequent mentions of ancient buildings, monuments, and memorials, while
certainly well-occasioned by Procopius’ narrative, nonetheless points toward an
enduring, pervasive interest in the physical presence of these survivals from out of the
ancient past, the relevance they still had, and the impact they could have on the
experience of living in a post-Classical landscape. This interest is, of course, given far
greater reign in Procopius’ Buildings, a panegyric of Justinian’s building activity

throughout the empire, which often of necessity discusses the ancient structures which

2% We might also note the specific emperors named by Procopius: Augustus, Titus,
Trajan, Hadrian, Constantine, Zeno. These are, for the most part, unsurprising: a
combination of well-known, influential emperors from the more distant past, and those of
more recent history who played a role in the loss of the western empire to the barbarians.
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are being preserved, repaired, rebuilt or replaced by the emperor.””> Finally, there are the
numerous references to what we might call the cultural side of Roman religion: names of
gods, the Sibyl; which speak to an enduring relevance of these: to Procopius at least, and
surely he hoped to his audience as well. These Roman references are, when taken
together, evocative of a certain image of Romanitas: military impressiveness in victory
and defeat; an extensive, longlasting impact on the territory and landscape of the empire,

and a cultural heritage that transcends the religious practices which once gave rise to it.

Part II: References to the Mythic Past, Part One

Procopius’ frequent references to myth speak to the continued relevance of this
key feature of classical cultural heritage, but Procopius’ style of incorporating them into
the narrative belies the problematic place of myth in his modern world. As with the
references to the historical past, those to the mythological past are for the most part
connected to a physical location mentioned in the narrative. With the mythological
material, though, Procopius actually uses this similarity to distinguish the one type of
reference from the other. He shows his concern to distinguish the mythological material
from the historiographical thrust of the work quite clearly at 8.1.12-13. He declares that

his interest is in questions of the migration of people and the changing of names, “not

223 A study of memory in the Buildings originally formed the greater part of an additional
chapter of the present work; but this was cut, for a number of reasons, before the final
draft. I hope to include some version of this in a future project with a somewhat broader
scope.
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relating the mythological tales about them nor other antiquated material, nor even telling
in what part of the Euxine Sea the poets say Prometheus was bound” (00 T& puOwdn
TTEPL KUTWV ATTRYYENOVTL | GAAWC &pxaix, 0UdE OTIN TTOTE MOVTOUL TOD
E0Eeivou deBfvat Tov MpounBéa TroNTal Aéyouat). Procopius problematizes
the connection of locations to mythic stories by repeatedly raising objections to a
particular form of that connection, one which can be argued against logically, from
evidence that Procopius has at hand: mythologically-derived place-names. He then uses
this problem as a springboard for discussing issues related to the long stretch of time
between the pre-history of classical myth and his own day, and the possibility of
preserving or communicating knowledge over so long a span of years. While the age of
myth is the period explicitly discussed in these passages, in many of them the distant past
of ancient history is inextricably implicated in the truth-obscuring sweep of time.
Procopius’ musings on the continued presence and relevance of mythic stories in the
tradition of classical historiography (as well as in the sixth century) belie thoughtful
consideration of the processes of remembering and forgetting.

As is plain from Table 3.3, Procopius makes numerous references to classical
mythology in the course of his history, almost as many as to Roman history. Before we
turn to the full list of references, let us take some time to consider in some detail those
passages in which Procopius uses the opportunity afforded by the mythic connection to
comment more directly on the relationship of myth, particularly of mythologically-
derived place-names, to contemporary history. At 7.27.17-20, he states that Scylacum,

which Belisarius is sailing past on his way from Sicily to Tarentum, is named, not as the
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poets say after the Homeric monster Scylla (“not because there really existed there the
woman in the form of a beast,” o0X OTL TXOTN TN TO ONPLOdEC YOVALOV) but
rather for the much more pedestrian Scylax or Cyniscus, a type of fish, which inhabits the
strait from ancient times down to Procopius’ own day (évTa00a ToO TTopOpod €k
TTOAGLOD Te Kol &¢ pE EupPaivel elva):
T YO P OVOUGTX TOLC TIPRYHXOLV &PXNV HEV EIKOTX €C el YIVETAL,
N 8¢ @AUN K0T TTEPLRYYODTO €C KANOLC KVOPWTTOLC TIVHC
d0ENC 00K OpBrC Gyvolg TAOV GANOWVDV évTadBa TToLelTail. Kol
TTPOTlWV oUTWC O XpOVOC LOXLPOC HEV TLC dNULOLPYOC KOTLKK TOD
HOBoV KaOLOTOTAL, HEPTLPAC BE TV 00 YEYOVOTWY TOUC TTOLNTAG
€€ovola TAC TEXVNG, WG TO €iKOC, ETaLplTeTRL. (7.27.18-19)
For names in the beginning are always appropriate to the things they describe, but
rumor, carrying these names to other peoples, engenders there false opinion
through ignorance of the facts. And as time goes on with this process, it
immediately becomes a powerful builder, as it were, of the story and allies itself
with the poets, presumably because of the license of their art, as witnesses of
things that never happened.
Procopius then proceeds to give more examples of this process: geographical features
named for their shape (Dog’s Head in Cercyra and Wolf-Helmet in Psidia) which gave
rise to the natives being known as dog-headed and “Wolf-Skulls,” though some would
have it that the people there have the heads of animals (7.27.19-20). He concludes with
the Herodotean invitation for each one to think as he pleases (XAA& TXOTK pEV OTIN
EKKXOTW BoLAOPEVW €N TAUTN dokelTWw Te Kl AeyéoBw) (7.27.20).
Several things are important to note in this passage, in addition to the core
skepticism of an actual mythological origin for the place-name. First, Procopius pins the

origins of this process on rumor (¢eUN) and ignorance (&yVOLQ), as names are carried

to other peoples. The spread of information across boundaries of language and culture,
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an unreliable process, is the apparatus by which misinformation is also spread.
Moreover, time is implicated in this regrettable process secondarily, as the geographic
spread of information necessarily takes place over time. Thus it “allies itself with the
poets,” allowing them to be the deplorable “witnesses of things that never happened,” the
exact opposite of the goals of history. The progress of time is here depicted as
regrettable, bringing misinformation and forgetfulness of true facts in favor of the
fanciful lies of poetic license. Cultural memory, as we might call it, is not to be trusted.
Procopius goes on to use logical reasoning and knowledge of geography to
debunk a mythicization at 8.2.12-14. In telling of a city named Apsarus he questions the
popular belief that it is so called after Apsyartus, killed by Jason and Medea on that spot:
XAAG TTOAUC YOV HETK TXOTX ETTLPPEVTNRC O XPOVOC KOl
&vOpwTTwy &vapiBpolg dladoxaig Evakp&oog abTOC dlapBelpat
HEV TRV TWV TIPAYHATWYVY ETTLROANYV (OXLOEV €€ WV TO OVOUK
EOykelTOL TOOTO, €C d€ TOV VOV (PLAVOHUEVOV TPOTIOV
HETXPPLOUARCTNKL TAV TTOONYOPLaV TA TOTTIW (8.2.13)
But an extremely long time has elapsed since these events, while countless
generations of men have flourished, and the mere passage of time has thus availed
to efface from memory the succession of incidents from which this name arose
and to transform the name of the place to the for which it appears at present.**®
Procopius does not know, he cannot even guess, what the original name of the place was,
but he can theorize from experience that whatever its original form was, it has changed
over the long time since then.

Procopius introduces doubt that the true origins of the name can be known, after

such a long stretch of time. Moreover, he continues by disputing with those who say that

226 Of the material remains of this place, in contrast to the previous passage, nothing is
left but “the foundations of the buildings.”
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the present day Trapezuntines are nearby the Colchians of legend, for in that case Jason
and Medea would have been fleeing, not towards Greece, but backward toward the Phasis
River and “the barbarians of the most remote interior.” (T&XkOTN HEV YXP KKL TO
dépag ELV TH Mndelx cUAROKC loedwV O0K ETTL THV EANGDO O KOl T
TIXTPLX AON LYWV PALVOLTO, AN EPTTOALY ETTL PEOLV TE TTOTAKHOU Kol
TOUC €VOOT&TW BapB&pouc (8.2.15)). As with his engagement with the
Herodotean debate over which river is the boundary between the continents of Asia and
Europe, Procopius seems to take pride in being as well-informed in matters of geography
as he is in ancient authorities, and more so than his contemporaries are.

Finally, at 8.5.23, Procopius ventures another possible explanation for the
proliferation of mythic or legendary place names, beyond confusion and poetic license.
He describes the city of Taurica in Scythia, where, they say, Agamemnon’s daughter
Iphegenia presided over the Temple of Artemis there. Meanwhile, the Armenians say
that this temple was in Celesene, “citing as evidence the story of Orestes and the city of
Comona related by me at that part of my narrative,” (1.17.13-20). Procopius’ citation of
the two competing claims calls both into doubt:

XANG TTEPL pEV TOOTWV AEYETW EKXOTOC WC TTN XOTW BOULAOUEVW

€0T( TTOAKX Y&p TOV ETEPWOL Yeyevnuévwy, TOWC d& KAl OVdKMRA

EUUTTETTTWKOTWY, &vOpwTTOL TTpoaTTOLEITOL PIAODOLY (DG TTRTPLK

NON, XYavakToOVTEC, RV YN TH dOKNOEL TH KOTWOV KTTAVTEC

ETTWVTAL. (8.5.25)

But as regards these matters, let each one speak according to his wish; for many

things which happened elsewhere, or which, perhaps, never really happened at all,

men are wont to appropriate to their own country, being indignant if all do not
follow their opinion.
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Procopius suggests that it is local pride that motivates people to (presumably deliberately)
make these claims of mythic origin on the basis of little or no evidence. He is scornful
both of their license and the unjust indignation they show if anyone should doubt their
fabricated claims.

Hoewever, despite his objections, Procopius hardly allows them to stop him from
including these appellations. Indeed sometimes, as seen above, he seems to go out of his
way to include them. While he is scornful of the place that myth has traditionally been
given in history-telling, and expresses it in careful and well-supported comments, he
nevertheless, in so doing, bows to tradition and lets it have its place in his history just the

Same.

Part III: (Myth.) History and Change

This is an ideal place to consider a related group of Procopius’ comments, many
but not all of which are also occasioned by a mythological association, before we return
to the mythological references. These are passages in which Procopius comments on the
functioning of human history, and the changes that the passage of time can bring in
language and culture. We see in these passages similar themes as in those dealing with
mythology and place-names: laments for the confusion and loss of accurate knowledge
that comes over the course of time and blame for the human actors who aid and abet the

regrettable processes.
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We should consider first of all the fuller context of one of the periphrases
discussed at the end of the last chapter. At 3.11.2-4, Procopius is describing the Roman
forces readied for the expedition against Carthage: “ten thousand foot-soldiers, and five
thousand horsemen, gathered from the regular troops and from the ‘foederati.’” As we
saw, he proceeds to explain the Latin origins of the term:

gv 0¢ dn oldep&Tolg TIpOTEPOV pev pdvol B&pBapoL KATENEYOVTO,
000l 00K ETTL T doDAoL lvat, &Te PN TTPOC Pwpaiwv Roonuévol,
AN €Tl TH {on kol Opolg €¢ TRV TTOALTELKV XPlKOVTO- (O(depw
YOP TKC TIPOC TOUC TTOAEULOLC OTTOVOGC KahoDaL ‘Pwpaiot.
(3.11.2-3)

Now, at an earlier time only barbarians were enlisted among the foederati, those,
namely, who had come into the Roman political system, not in the condition of
slaves, since they had not been conquered by the Romans, but on the basis of
complete equality. For the Romans call treaties with their enemies ‘foedera.’

But, Procopius laments, this description is no longer accurate:

TO 8¢ vOv &mraxot Tod 6vépaTog ToOTOL ETTIRATEVELY 00K €V KWADUN
€oTi, ToD Xpdvou T&g Trpoanyoplag €’ wv TEBEVTAL HKLOTK
XELOOVTOC TNPELY, AAAX TV TIPRYUETWY KEL TTEPLPEPOUEVWY, N
TaOT &yewy €0éAovaLy &vBpwTroL, TV TIPOTHEV KOTOLCG
WVOHXOHEVWV OALYwpoDvTEC. (3.11.3-4)

But at the present time there is nothing to prevent anyone from assuming this
name, since time will by no means consent to keep names attached to the things to
which they were formerly applied, but conditions are ever changing about
according to the desire of men who control them, and men pay little heed to the
meaning which they originally attached to the name.
Procopius’ statement initially blames the faceless “Time” for this regrettable disconnect,
but as he goes on, we see that the agents of change are men. Those in power, Procopius

asserts, can manipulate words and their meanings as it suits them, with little regard for

historical accuracy.
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We could then point to two interrelated changes here: first, formerly there was a
clear distinction between the regular army and the foederati, and “only barbarians were
enlisted among the foederati.” Second, the use of the term “foederati” has changed, as
indeed it fails to keep pace with the changes in the composition of the army. It is this loss
of the original sense of the term that seems to bother Procopius the more, that out of
willful ignorance of the Latin language, those responsible for the Roman army corrupted
such a key term. (As we will see, Procopius is most often motivated to comment on and
lament shifts in language and nomenclature, especially in cases where some historical
insight is in danger of being lost due to such changes.)

Procopius also sees this corruption of names by uninformed speakers in the
barbarian world. In describing a fortress of the Colchians (which they have since razed),
he comments:

KoTu&iov &8¢ TOTE TO @polpLov WVop&TeTo TR EAAAVWY @wvi}, VOV

pévtol KoTaig adTO kahoDaL AaCol TR TAC @wVAg &Gyvolg THV ToD

OVOpOTOC dLapBOelpovTeg ppoviay. TaOTK HEV ApLavOC oUTWG

LoTOpnoEV. (8.14.48)

In those times the fortress was named Cotiaion, in the Greek language, but now

the Lazi call it Cotais, having corrupted the true sound of the name because of

their ignorance of the language. Such is the account given by Arrian.””’
This alteration would seem to bother Procopius less than some others, because it is
merely the sound of the name that has been changed rather than any meaning that has
been lost. It is, additionally, woth noting the irony (perhaps intended by the author) of

accusing the native Lazi of ignorance of the Greek name of a fortress that was originally

built, not by the Greeks, but by the Colchians, their supposed ancestors.

227 This passage is not in the extant works of Arrian: Dewing, Loeb v 5, p 205, n 2.



136

In another passage, Procopius again blames the long period of elapsed time, and

the changes and movement of peoples and regimes, for the confusion and false

information introduced into historical knowledge. However, his discussion of change is

here complicated by his insistence that one particular factor has remained constant, that

the Colchians of myth, or rather their descendants, still live in the same area as in ancient

times, along the Phasis River, as the modern-day Lazi:

KOAxouc 8¢ 00X 0LV Té 0Tt pf ToUC AXTOUC €lVaL, ETTEL TP
OXOTLV TTOTKHOV WKNVTAL: TO & OVOopx poOvov ol KOAxoL, aTrep
XvOpwTTWYV £0vNn Kol TTOANG ETepa, TavOV €C TO ATV
HETXBEBANVTAL. XWPLE OE TOOTWYV KAL HEYXC XIWV PETK TOLC
EKETVAX AVOYPOXWXUEVOULC ETTLYEVOUEVOC Kel TE CLVVEWTEPITWYV TOIC
TIPAYHUKOL TX TTOAK TV KKOEOTWTWY TX TIPOTEPK VEOXHDO KL
loxvoev, €0VQV TE HETHOTAROEDTL KL XPXOVTWYV KXL OVOPKTWV
dLadoxaic. (8.1.10-12)

In the second place, it is impossible that the Lazi should not be the Colchians,
because they inhabit the banks of the Phasis River; and the Colchians have merely
changed their name at the present time to Lazi, just as nations of men and many
other things do. But apart from this, a long period has elapsed since these
accounts were written, and has brought about constant changes along with the
march of events, with the result that many of the conditions which formerly
obtained have been replaced by new conditions, because of the migration of
nations and successive changes of rulers and of names.

It is odd that Procopius lists “the migration of nations” among the ethnographic

conditions between the distant past and his own time, in forming an argument that a

particular nation, the Lazi/Colchians, have remained in the same place, while only their

name has changed. This may of course be mere carelessness on his part, but perhaps

Procopius is here putting forth a deliberately flawed argument in order to highlight the
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absurdity or unknowability of such matters.**® Certainly, he continues by disparaging the
deference shown to myth and the solicitous care often taken by historians to incorporate
mythologically-derived information:

&TTEP HOL SLXPETPAOROTOXL AVRYKALOTRTOV ES0EEV ELVAL, 00 TX

HLOWBN TTEPL AKVTAV KTTAYYENOVTL ] GAAWC &XpXKix, 0UdE OTIN

1roTe MOvTou Tod EdEelvou deBfval Tov MpopnBéa TronTal

Aéyouat- pobou y&p LoToplav TTpX TTOAD KEXWpPLoOaL olpat: GAN’

€C TO GKPLPEC DLEELOVTL TX TE OVOUNTX KXL TK TIPAYHUKTX, 00X dN

TaVOV ETILXWPLETEL TOV TOTTWV EKEVWV EKXOTW. (8.1.12-13)

These things it has seemed to me very necessary to investigate, not relating the

mythological tales about them nor other antiquated material, nor even telling in

what part of the Euxine Sea the poets say Prometheus was bound (for I consider
that history is very widely separated from mythology), but stating accurately and
in order both the names of each of these places and the facts that apply to them at
the present day.
And yet, for all that, Procopius’ approach is not simply to omit mythical connections in
the geographic landscape or in place-names. Rather, Procopius brings up mythological
connections to his history with some frequency, but tends to keep them at arms’ length,
as it were, periodically re-affirming and developing his philosophical stance towards the
place of myth in history.

Also in the early chapters of Book 8, we have one final passage to consider:
Procpoius’ comments on the Amazons at 8.3.5-11. As happens elsewhere, a discussion
of a particular geographic area leads him to remark on the mythological associations
sometimes ascribed to it, only to then distance himself from them.

O0VvoL 8¢, ot Z&Belpol ETTLKAAOVHEVOL, EVTRDBG GKNVTAL KAL FA

ATT OOVVLIKG €Ovn. évBévde pev Tog ApaCovag wppiodal paaty,
XUPL OE TO OepulokoVPOV KKL TTOTKHOV TOV OepuwdovTa

228 Ag Kaldellis argues Procopius does in his preface, in the comparison between
Homeric Bowmen and modern archers (Kaldellis (2004) 17-24); but see above pp 45-9
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gvoTpaToTIEdEOONTBAL, (TIEP HOL EVAYXOC E(pNTAL, 00 O TTOALC &V
TAO TTRPOVTL APLOOC €0TL. TavDV & 00daUR TWOV KUPL TO
Kauk&aolov 6pog Xwplwv ApaCovwy TLG HvAKN N OVopX
dLXoWTeTAL, KX(TOL K&l ZTPp&GPBWVL Kol ANOLE TLaL AdYoL &g’
x0OTKIC TTOANOL ElpNVTAL.

The Huns who are called Sabiri dwell in that region, as well as certain other
Hunnic tribes. And they say that the Amazons really originated here and
afterwards established their camp near Themiscryra on the Thermodon River, as |
have stated above, at the place where the city of Amisus is at the present time.
But today nowhere in the vicinity of the Caucus range is any memory of the
Amazons preserved or any name connected with them, although much has been
written about them both by Strabo**’ and by some others (8.3.5-6)

Procopius then introduces a rationalizing explanation, brought forward not as his own
original idea, but an extant one which he thinks best accounts for the legend of the
Amazons:

XAAG pol dokolaol uoO\LchO( TTAVTWYV T& Y€ KOTK TXG Auoa;ovag ‘éuv
TWD XANOel )xoyw eltrely, 0ool ecpo<cro<v o0 TTWTTOTE YEVOC yuvoquv
o<v6pewuv YEYOVEVOL, 00O~ év Opel povVWw TA Kavkaaolw ThV TWOV
XvOpwWTTWV OOV BeTUDV TOV olkelwv EELOTHOOKL, GANX
BapB&poug €k TWVOE TV XWPLWV OTPATA) HEYRAW ELV YUVALEL
Talg aOTWV 1dlaLg ETTL TNV Aclav OTPaTEDOKL, OTPRTOTIEDOV TE
XU@L TTOTHHOV OepuwdovTa TTotNTRpEVOLC EVOXDOX peEvV TG
YUVGTKOC GTTOALTTELY, G’OTOUC 8¢ YAV TAC ACLXC TRV TTIOAANV
KOATKOEOVTHC, DTTRVTLXOGVTWY O@LaL TOV THOE WKNUEVWY,
KTTAVTOC €€ XAVOpWTIWY XPavIaORVaL, o00dEéva TE ’OTWV TO
TTXPXTIAV ETTAVAKELY £C TOV YUVALKIV TO XKPEKWUX, K&XL TO
AOLTTOV TROTHC N TG YUVAIKKC, DEEL TV TTEPLOLKWV KXl XTTOPIX
TV ETTITNOElWY AVAYKKOOE(oKC, TO TE APPEVWTIOV KXUPLECHTOKL
00TL €0eNovalag KOl AVEAOPEVOC TRV TTPOC TV &GVOPWIV €V T
OTPOTOTTIEDW KTTONEAELPUEVNV TAOV OTTAWY OKELAY, KXL TOTH
EEOTTALOGMEVOC WG XPLOTH EpYai Gvdpelar EVV GpeTH ETTdOE(ExaB L,
dlwbovpévng é¢ ToDTO OTAC TAC AVAYKNG, EWC dN XTTROKLG
dlxpbapfivat EuvéTteot.

But it seems to me that those have spoken the truth about the Amazons at any rate
better than any others, who have stated that there never was a race of women

22 Dewing, Loeb vol 5, pg 75: Strabo Book XI. 5, XI1.3,21
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endowed with the qualities of men and that human nature did not depart from its
established norm in the mountains of the Caucasus alone; but the fact was that the
barbarians from these regions together with their own women made an invasion of
Asia with a great army, established a camp at the river Thermodon, and left their
women there; then, while they themselves were overrunning the greater part of
the land of Asia, they were encountered by the inhabitants of the land and utterly
destroyed, and not a man of them returned to the women’s encampment; and
thereafter these women, through fear of the people dwelling round about and
constrained by the failure of their supplies, put on manly valour, not at all of their
own will, and, taking up the equipment of arms and armour left by the men in the
camp and arming themselves in excellent fashion with this, they made a display of
manly valour, being driven to do so by sheer necessity, until they were all
destroyed. (8.3.7)

Thus far, the passage is quite similar to those examined above. Next, however, Procopius
introduces a second, competing (though not necessarily mutually exclusive) explanation,
based on contemporary practice:

TaOTo 88 WOE TN Yeyovéval kol EVV Tolc &vd&at TXG APTOVAG
oTpaTELTXTONL KOl XOTOC OLOMKL, TEKUNPLOVUEVOC OLG BN Kol
XPOVW T KT €pE EuvnvéXOnv yevéoObal. TK yop ETTLITNOEOUAT
HEXPL €C TOLC XTTOYOVOUC TIXPATTEUTIOPEVY TV TTPOYEYEVNHEWV
TAC @LTEWC IVOAMX YiveTal. OUVWWVY TOLVUV KATXOPXUOVTWV
TTOANGKLG TAV Pwpaiwv &pxnAv, TOlg Te DTTIAVTIXOKOLY €C XELPAG
ENOOVTWYV, TIVXC PEV GOTAV TTECELV VT DO TETOXNKE, HETK DE
TOV BapB&pwv TRV &vaxwpnotv Pwpaiol dLepeuVWHEVOL TWV
TIETTTWKOTWY TX CWHATH KXL YOVARIKKG €V x0TOLC EDpOV. GANO
HEVTOL YUVALKOV OTPATELHX 00dauR TAC Aclag i TAC EbpwTIng
emrixwplaCov épbvn. o0 pnv o0dE T& Kavk&aoiax 6pn &vdpidv
EpnNuo yeyevioO oL TTWTTOTE &KOR (OHEV. TTEPL HEV OLV TV
ApaCovwy TooadTa elpnodw.

That this is about what happened and that the Amazons did make an expedition
with their husbands, I too believe, basing my judgment on what has actually taken
place in my time. For customs which are handed down to remote descendants
give a picture of the character of former generations. I mean this, that on many
occasions when Huns have made raids into the Roman domain and have engaged
in battle with those who encountered them, some, of course, have fallen there, and
after the departure of the barbarians the Romans, in searching the bodies of the
fallen have actually found women among them. No other army of women,
however, has made its appearance in any locality of Asia or Europe. On the other
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hand, we have no tradition that the mountains of the Caucasus were ever devoid
of men. Concerning the Amazons then let this suffice. (8.3.8-11)

Of the existing historiographical opinions, then, Procopius favors a rationalizing view of
the Amazons, but his preferred approach applies the evidence of his own present day to
better understand and account for the stories of the distant past. For all that Procopius
bemoans the changes in languages, names, customs, and peoples that have taken place
over such a long stretch of history, he is still able to believe in some continuity of
customs, a certain longevity and tenacity of the character of a given people, across such a
wide gulf of time. **°

Procopius was particularly situated to be well aware of the long stretch of years
intervening between his own day and the ancient past, and the many and significant
changes that had taken place, and this consciousness certainly comes across occasionally
in his works. For all that, however, he is very interested in applying contemporary
knowledge (and sometimes autopsical evidence) to answer questions and solve problems
related to ancient history. We can also see, perhaps, Procopius the historian seeking to
make a contribution to ancient history; not just by the content of his history, but by
weighing in again on questions debated by the great historiographers of ancient and
recent years.

Of course, we have little more reason to believe Procopius’ account of the
widows’ last defence of their camp than we do the myths of actual Amazons. What is

notable is the way Procopius depicts forgetting, the other side of the coin of

2% We will examine further the shape of the past in in Procopius’ history-telling,
especially in light of the work of Eviatar Zerubavel, in the section on “Past and Present,”
pp 149-161 below.
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remembering, in this and similar statements. In these passages, Procopius depicts the
processes of remembering and forgetting in ways that have something in common with
those elucidated by Aleida Assmann and other cultural memory theorists.>' In his
explanations of the loss of acurate knowledge of the names and customs of the past, he
depicts what is termed passive forgetting in portraying such loss as a inevitable
consequence of the long sweep of Time, and the communication of knowledge among
diverse peoples. Procopius also depicts “active forgetting” when he attributes loss and
confusion to the active agencies of those in power, as when he claims that, “conditions
are ever changing about according to the desire of men who control them” (3.11.3-4) or
to the invention of the poets (see above, section II). As we will study in more detail in the
conclusion, while Procopius seems to observe and depict the process of forgetting, he
himself takes part in a scheme of remembering also much like Assmann’s “canon and

archive.”??

Part IV: References to the Mythic Past, Part Two

We are now prepared to return to Procopius’ references to the mythic past, for

considering the full collection and context of these passages sheds light on the questions

31 Aleida Assmann “Canon and Archive,” ” Cultural Memory Studies: an
Interdisciplinary Handbook. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008. 97-107. See also Harald
Weinrich, Lethe: The Art and Critique of Forgetting. Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2004 and David Gross, Lost Time: On Remembering and Forgetting in Late Modern
Culture. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2000.

32 See below, pp 278-282.
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about the inclusion of the mythic material raised in the preceeding sections. These are
collected in Table 3.3. Several trends emerge immediately. In many of these, as with the
longer passages discussed above, the mythical connection is brought up only to be
dismissed. Also, and unsurprisingly, Procopius’ most common referent is Homeric
legend, or the Trojan saga more broadly. Indeed, the first explicit reference of any kind
to the past is to the Homeric bowmen in the introduction, already discussed. Next most
common are references to the story of Jason and Medea. The remaining few references
are to the Amazons (8.22 and 8.5.11, discussed above), and a stray remark that a battle
resulted in a “Cadmean victory” for the Romans (5.7.5).** Certainly, the legends of the
Trojan cycle were foundational and omnipresent in the ancient worl, and it does not
necessarily need explanation that a majority of Procopius’ mythic references would be to
them. However, the popularity of references to the flight of Jason and Medea is more
curious, and, moreover, the larger questions remain: why does Procopius choose to
incorporate so many mythological references at all, given his clearly stated objections to
their usual place in historiography? Additionally, given this, what is Procopius’ intent in
including them?

A careful examination of the context of each “set” of references begins to give us
an answer. References to Jason and Medea are notably to be found in Book 2 and the
beginning of Book 8; that is, those sections that deal with the wars on the Eastern front.

Looking more closely, we find unsurprisingly that these references come either when

331 leave out of the present consideration, though they remain in the table, instances of
proper names where no further comment on the mythic or historical namesake is given,
such as the “Baths of Achilles” at Constantinople (3.13.16) or the Pillars of Hercules.
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Procopius is dealing with the region associated with ancient Colchis, or cities or natural
features otherwise associated with Jason and Medea’s travels. The first, at 2.17.2, is
quite straightforward: Chosroes’ army is marching through Lazica, “And when they
arrived in the centre of Colchis (the place where the tales of the poets say that the
adventure of Medea and Jason took place)...”(&@LKOPEVOLC TE xOTOIC €C péonv
KoAxida (00 81 T& Te &ppl MAdeLav kal JIkgova ol TronTal yeyeviiadatl
HuBoAoyoDaLv)...). We have already discussed the digression at 8.2.12-15 about
whether the city of Apsarus is named after the Aspyartus of the legend, and whether
ancient Colchis was in that region.”** A little farther along, Procopius is describing the
course of the Phasis River through Lazica, and comments:

KoT& TXOTNV 8¢ TTouv TNV AXTLKAG Holpav XTTEKELTO, DOTTEP OL
ETTLXWPLOL AéYoUualL, Kl TO dépag €kelvo, ODTTEP EVEKX OL TTOLNTOL
™V Apyw &troTeTopvedoBaL pubohoyodot. Aéyouat de TadTx,
EUNV YVWUNV, GANOLTOHEVOL HKLOTK. 00 YOp &V, OlpaL, A’BwV TOV
ATV Idowv €vOévde ATINAN&XCTCTETO ELV TH Mndelx T dépag
Exwv, €l pn T& Te Baoirela Kol T GANX TOV KOAXWV oikia ToD
Xwplov dLelpyeTo PXOLOL TTOTHHD, (Vo N TO dépag ékelvo keloOaL
EuvéBaLvey, 0 dn kol ol TTonTal TTapaxdnAodoLy ol T& TolxdTx
AVAYPAPEHEVOL.

It was somewhere in this part of Lazica, as the inhabitants say, that the famous
fleece was placed for safekeeping, that fleece on account of which, as the poets
tell the tale, the Argo was fashioned. But in saying this they are, in my opinion,
not telling the truth at all. For I think that Jason would not have eluded Aeetes
and got away from there with that fleece in company with Medea, unless both the
palace and the other dwellings of the Colchians had been separated by the Phasis
River from the place in which that fleece was lying; indeed the poets who have
recorded the story imply that this was the case. (8.2.30-31)

3% bp 130-1 above
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Finally, in the passage discussed above in which Procopius laments the corruption of the
name of a fortress from Cotiaion to Cotais, he reports that some say Aeetes, the father of
Medea, was born there, “and as a result of this the poets both called him a Coetaean and
applied the same name to the land of Colchis” (K&l &TT &0TOD TOUC TTOLNTAG
a0TOV Te Kottaiéa kal YRV TAV KOAXda KotTatdar kaxAelv) (8.14.49). These
are, like the references to the historical past considered above, geographically inspired: as
Procopius’ narrative reaches a relevant location, he provides the mythic association.**
This is, of course, very much like what he claims at 8.1.12-13 he will not do: in
discussing the Euxine Sea, tell “where Prometheus was bound.” On the one hand, there is
perhaps a distinction to be made between the creation myths of the god Prometheus and
the more legendary, and largely human, Argonauts. Moreover, the tales of Jason and
Medea “get” Procopius something that the story of Prometheus does not. In mentioning
this particular myth at various points as the history travels along the Persian front,
Procopius not only associates this distant terrain with the ancient stories, and so
historicizes it, but also does so by means of a myth that involves journey from, and
ultimately return to, the familiar world of classical mythic Greece, and so familiarizes it
as readers are reminded of the ancient connections between themselves, as Greek-
speaking heirs of classical culture, and these distant lands that Greeks have long

adventured in.

233 The exception to this is a mention of “what the Greeks call ‘Medea’s oil’ and the
Persians ‘napthali,”” pots of sulphur and bitumen (8.11.35); it is interesting that this
passage, while not directly inspired by any particular geographical feature, still occurs in
the ‘Persian front’ chapters at the beginning of Book 8.
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The same rules of usage are true for the two references to the Amazons at 8.2.2
and 8.3.5-11: they are occasioned by two places where the race of female warriors was
said to have originated. Moreover, when we turn to the Homeric references, we can see
that they also follow a similar logic: they occur for the most part when a physical place,
usually a natural feature or a city, which is supposed to have Homeric connections or
history, is mentioned in the narrative (again, either as some part of the Roman army
physically comes there, or else as it occurs in a geographical digression). They fall
primarily in Book 5, with a few in Books 7 and 8, which are, of course, sections dealing
with the war in Italy. As discussed above, several of these mentions are made only so that
Procopius can promptly “debunk” the popular association, as with “Scylacum” at
7.27.17-20, quoted above. Just so, Procopius would seem to have doubts about the
stories that Mt. Circaeum is so called because it is the place where Odyseus met Circe

(5.11.2)*, or that Rhegium was the location of Scylla and Charybdis “where the myths

26 fic &yxLoTa 8poc TO Kipkatdv éaTiv, ob Tov 'Oduooéa Th Kipkn
EuyyevéaBal aoty, éuol pev o0 TILOTX AEYOVTEG, £TTEL €V ViioWw “Opnpog
Ta TAg Kipkng oikia toxuplTeTal elvail. €kelvo pévToL EXw elTTElY, WG TO
Kipkatov To0TO, ETTL TTOAD TAC BXAXTONC dLAiKOV, VAOW EUPEepEC €0TL,
ki Tolg Te TTAéoLOLY &yXLOTa TOTG Te €G TNV ékelvn Ridva BadiTouat
VAOOC dOKEL ETTL TIAELOTOV ELWGL. KOXL ETTELOAV TLC €V XOTD YEVNTAL, TOTE
oN HeTapavOavel PevoBival TR 8OENC T TTPOTEPK. Kol dLx ToDTO
“OuNnpocg .Low¢ VooV TO XWpLov WVOHXTEV. (5.11.2)

...and very near that place is Mt. Circacum, where they say Odysseus met Circe, though
the story seems to me untrustworthy, for Homer declares that the habitation of Circe was
on an island. This, however, I am able to say, that this Mt. Circaeum, extending as it
does far into the sea, resembles an island, so that both to those who sail close to it and to
those who walk to the shore in the neighborhood it has every appearance of being an
island. And only when a man gets on it does he realize that he was deceived in his former
opinion. And for this reason Homer perhaps called this place an island.
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of the poets say” it was (5.8.1).”" In fact, he returns to the subject much later, in Book 8,
to comment explicitly that it is the unique formation of the straits which caused the
whirlpools and sank ships, and caused people attribute these to Charybdis (8.6.22-24).7*
It is notable that these references are all to the Odyssey.

Like the Jason and Medea references, the Homeric ones occur almost exclusively
on the fronts associated with those stories; unlike the legend of the Argonauts, however,
there is much more Homeric and Trojan cycle material that Procopius might have
included, but evidently chose not to. It is particularly in the Italian landscape that he
sought to utilize the journeys of Odysseus. Each set of stories connects a distant
landscape with the more familiar world of the Eastern Mediterranean, and of Greek myth
and legend. Rather than exoticizing the landscape, as once these stories did, here they
rather familiarize it, associating the foreign land with a well-known common cultural
heritage, for of course Procopius habitually dismisses the factual claims of the mythic

connection: that is not his reason for including them. Just as the historic references

discussed above serve to establish for these sections of the narrative a particular Roman

37 _&c “PAylov (BvBa 81 ol TronTal TAV TE SKOANKV YEYOVEVAL
puboTrolodaot kal X&puPBdLo). (5.8.1)

238 Sokel Yap €k ToD AdpLaTLkOD KXAOULHEVOL TTEA&YOULC TO pedpa ékeloe
téval. kaltol €€ Qkeavod kol Mxdelpwv f THG BxA&oong TTp6odoC
yiveTal. A& Kol TAtyyol EExTTivaiwg évTadBa ouxvol &TT oUdEULEC
AUV @ALVOPEVNC GITLOG TAG VDG dLaxpvTaL. Kol dLx ToOTO ol
TTonNTal Aéyoual TTpog THY XaxpORdewc popeiabal T& TTAOTX, 000 &V
TOXN TNVIK&OE BVTX €V T TTOPOUD TOOTA. (8.6.22-24)

For it appears that the current runs into this strait from the sea called the Adriatic, and this
in spite of the fact that the forward movement of the sea takes place from the ocean and
Gadira. But there are also numerous whirlpools which appear there suddenly from no
cause apparent to us ad destroy ships. It is on account of this that the poets say that the
boats are gulped down by Charybdis, when any chance to be in this strait at such a time.
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identity, these references point even further back, to a past which transcends Rome,
encompassing the broader Hellenic world and the depths of ancient history, encouraging
a sense of shared identity and common cultural heritage. Through these familiar cultural
memories Procopius makes the quasi-foreign Italian landscape more accessible to his
Byzantine readers, invoking the shared heritage which Romans both East and West can
look back to.

One final passage illustrates excellently Procopius’ program of mythic and
historical references. Also in Book Five, the book most concerned with Rome and
Romanness,”’ Procopius dwells at some length on the town of Beneventum (or
‘Beneventus,’ as he prefers). After describing the adverse winds that gave it its old name
‘Maleventus,’ (5.15.5-7), he describes the city’s founding by the Homeric hero
Diomedes:

TOTNV AlopndNng TmoTe 0 Tudéwg €delpaTo, PeTX IAlOL GAWOLY €K

ToD "Apyoug &XTTOKpoLOBOE(C. Kol YVWPLOPX TH TTOAEL TOLC

0006vTaG ovog ToD Kahudwviov éAeltreTo, 0lg ol Belog MeAéaypog

&BOAa Tod kuvnyeoiov AaxBwv ETuxev, ot kal glg épe EvTadB& elot,

Béaxpox AOyou TToAN0D (8elv &ELov, TTepipeTpov 00X HOOOV i

TPLOTTOHOV €V UNVOELDEL OXNHATL EXOVTEC.

This city was built of old by Diomedes, the son of Tydeus, when after the capture

of Troy he was repulsed from Argos. And he left to the city as a token the tusks

of the Caledonian boar, which his uncle Meleager had received as a prize of the
hunt, and they are there even up to my time, a noteworthy sight and well worth

seeing, measuring not less than three spans around a having the form of a

crescent. (5.15.8)

We might note, among other things, that Procopius reports this part of the story in an

unusually direct and neutral manner: there is no “they say” or “so the natives say,”

3% See above pp 120-7 on the density of Roman memories in Book Five, and pp 181-192
below the capture of Rome by Belisarius at 5.11.14.
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perhaps because it is supported by the physical evidence of the tusks. Next, Procopius
recounts Diomedes’ encounter with Aeneas and the transfer of the palladium:

EvTab0a kol EuyyevéaBal TOV Aloundnv Atvelx T Ayxloou RKovTL
€€ "INlov Paol kKol KAXTX TO AdyLov TO TAC ABAVNG AYGAHX doldval O
ELV T 'OdLOCTEl XTTOOCUARONC ETUXEV, OTE KATXOKOTIW £C THV
“INLOV AABETNV GH@W TTPOTEPOV 1 THVOE GAWCLHOV YEVETOOL TOTC
“EAANOL. AéyOouOL Y&p GOTD VOOROKVTL Te DoTepov Kal OTTEP TAC
vOoOoUL TTUVOaVOUéVW XPAROOL TO PVTELOV 00 TTOTE Ol TOD KAXKOD
XTTOANCYTV €000t TTARV €l un &vdpl Tpwl TO EYXAPX TOUTO
ddoln.

There, too, they say that Diomedes met Aeneas, the son of Anchises, when he was
coming from Illium, and in obedience to the oracle gave him the statue of Athena
which he had seized as plunder in company with Odysseus, when the two went
into Troy as spies before the city was captured by the Greeks. For they tell the
story that when he fell sick at a later time, and made enquiry concerning the
disease, the oracle responded that he would never be freed from his malady unless
he should give the statue to a man of Troy. (5.15.9-10)

Finally, Procopius carries the story through the ancient and recent past down to his own
present, but raises some doubts as to the historical reliability of the tale, and more
generally to the possibility of reliable knowledge of such elements of the past. He
provides, side-by-side, two differing accounts of the ultimate fate of the Palladium:

Kol &0TO pEV OTTOUL YAC €0TLy, 00 @aal Pwpaiol eidéval, eikOva de
a0TOD A{BW TLVL EYKEKOAXPPEVNV dELKVOOUTL Kl €G EPE €V T TRAG
TOXNG tep®, oL dN TTPO TOD XOAKOD TAC ABNVARC XYGAUKTOC KELTAL,
OTrEp axiBpLov €¢ T TIPOC €w TOD vew dpuTal. DTN dE 1 €V T
ABw elkwv TToAepoVON TE KL TO dOPL &vaTevoVON &TE €C
EupBoAnV £olke- TTOBAPN d€ KAl (WC TOV XITWVX ELXE. TO OE
TpbdowTTov o0 Tolg ‘EAANVIKoig Xy&Apaotl TAG ABNVEC éppepéc
€0TLV, XAN’~ Ol TIRVTXTTXOL TO TIGAGLOV AlYOTITLOL ETTOLOUV.
BuTavTiol 8¢ ool TO &YOAp ToOTO KwvaoTavTivov Baohéx év Ti
&yop& i) a0TOD ETTWVLHOGC E0TL KATOPOEXVTH BEoBaL. TaOTK pev
on wdé 1N €oxev.

And as to where in the world the statue itself is, the Romans say they do not
know, but even up to my time they show a copy of it chiseled on a certain stone in
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the temple of Fortune, where it lies before the bronze statue of Athena, which is

set up under the open sky in the eastern part of the temple. And this copy on the

stone represents a female figure in the pose of a warrior and extending her spear
as if for combat; but in spite of this she has a chiton reaching to the feet. But the
face does not resemble the Greek statues of Athena, but is altogether like the work
of the ancient Egyptians. The Byzantines, however, say that the emperor

Constantine dug up this statue in the forum which bears his name and set it there.

So much, then, for this. (8.15.11-14)

Once again, Procopius provides very Homeric, very ancient associations for the
landscape of Italy. More than just the very ancient past, though, this set of stories
implicates multiple layers of time: the legendary and even pre-Homeric past (the
Palladium was already old before its removal from Troy); the post-Homeric foundation of
cities; the Roman era, which encompasses in itself change over time (the remainder of
Aeneas’ wanderings, the installation of the palladium in Rome upon the city’s
foundation, the whole history of the city, Constantine’s removal of it signaling a shift in
focus and power from west to east); and finally Procopius’ present day, where the
location of and claims to the palladium are still a matter of interest. Perhaps even more
importantly, the story emphasizes the geographical, as well as temporal, element of
continuity and common cultural heritage and memory. The palladium and its transfer
was for the Romans a claim to ancient status and parity with the Greek world, though
their connections with Troy. Just so, the Byzantine Romans, the Constantinopolitans, had
their claim to Roman identity and to ancient heritage increased by the story that
Constantine transferred the statue a second time, back east to his new capital and indeed
not far from the site of Troy. Programmatically speaking, though, after all this Procopius

undermines the story by raising the uncertainty as to the statue’s true present location,

and perhaps to the veracity of the tale itself: he narrates the two groups’ stories, but offers
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no opinion of his own. Furthermore, he omits that part of the story where the palladium

actually arrives in Rome, the lynchpin of the whole tale and system of conferred status.

Part V: Past and Present

For the rest of this chapter, we will look at several collections of longer passages
where Procopius pauses in his narrative to meditate on the relationships between the past
and the present in a variety of ways. As we examine the content and context of such
statements, we should note how these statements reflect on his views of his present in
relation to and comparison with its ancient, and specifically classical, past. We can
divide these statements into several sub-categories, each of which we will consider in
turn: there are those already discussed above, on the course of history and change;
explicit comparisons between past and present, which we will turn to momentarily;
passages which comment upon the loss that occurs over the course of time; and those that
focus rather on what is preserved. We can then consider in conclusion what kind of a
victory that preservation is.

When Procopius wants to place emphasis on and make more impressive a
particular event or person, he might comment on its historical notability. Such comments
naturally tend to reflect well on Procopius’ contemporary world: it is, after all, the events

of his own history he is seeking to highlight. In some cases, the unique event is a natural
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phenomenon. Such events include some rumblings of Vesuvius at 6.4.21-30;**° the Po
sinking so low as to be unnavigable at 6.28.4;**' earthquakes, a high Nile, and a famous

beached whale at 7.29.4-16;242 and an unusual Indian summer, as we call it, such that

0 To1e yap TO 8poc 6 BEBLog éuukAoaTo pév, 00 pévrol RpedERTO,
Kx(Tol YE Kl Alav ETTIO0EXC &TT™ x0TOD €yeyovel OTL €peVEETAL. .. KOl
TIPOTEPOV PEV EVIXUTIV EKXTOV N KL TTAELOVWYV TOV HUKNOHOV TOOTOV
ool YevéaBal, DoTepov d& Kl TTOAND ETL O&ooov EVUBAVAL.

At that time the mountain of Vesuvius rumbled, and though it did not break forth in
eruption, still because of the rumbling it led people to expect with great certainty that
there would be an eruption...[a description of Vesuvius follows]...Formerly this rumbling
took place, they say, once in a hundred years or more, but in later times it has happened
much more frequently. (6.4.21, 6.4.28)

! o0Tw 8¢ ToD TToTaUOD TOUTO TO BBWP ékelvy TG XpOVW OTTEANYEV
WoTe a0TOD vauTIAETBaL TO TTaXp&TTOV AOUVATX NV, EWG ETTENBOVTEG
Pwpaiol THG XKETOUC OLV TOIC POPTIOLE GTTCLY ELAOV. O TE TTOTKHOC
o0 TTOAND UOTePOV €C POV ETTAVLIV TOV KXKOAKOVTX VXLCLTTOPOC TO
AOLTTOV €yeyOvel. TOOTO d& GLTWD ELUBAVAL 00 TTWTTOTE TTIPOTEPOV KKOR
lopev.

But the water in this river [the Po] fell so low at that time that it was altogether
impossible to navigate upon it, until the Romans came up and seized the boats [of the
Goths] with all their cargoes. Then the river not long afterward returned to its proper
volume and became navigable thereafter. And as far as we know from tradition, this had
never happened to the river before.

2 ToTe 88 KL TELOPOL TTOANKKLS XELHAOVOC Mpx okAnpol Te Alav kol
OTTepLELC €V Te BUTavTIW Kol Xwplolg GANOLG €YEVovTo, VOKTWP
KTTAVTEC... TOTE Kol NETAOC O TTOTKHOC UTTEP OKTWKAIdEKK TTAXLE AV BXC
ETTEKALOE PEV TNV ATYUTTTOV K&L RPOELTE TIROAV...XWPKC dE TAC EvepBev
ETTELON TTPAITOV ETTETTONXTEV, OUKETL XTTERN, XAN~ EVOXADV aOTH
EOUTTOVTO dLXYEYOVE TOV TOD OTTELPELY KA LPOV, OV ELUTTIECTOV TODTO Ye
TIPOTEPOV €K TOD TTAVTOC XlVOC...TOTE Kol TO KATOC, 0 &N BuT&vTioL
Mop@UpLov EKXAOLV, EXAW... At that time also, earthquakes of extraordinary
severity occurred many times during the winter season, both in Byzantium and in other
places, always at night... Then it was, too, that the river Nile rose above eighteen cubits
and flooded all Egypt with water... But as for the country below [Thebes], after the water
had first covered the surface, it did not recede, but remained in the way throughout the
time of sowing, a thing which had never happened before in all time... It was at that time
also that the whale, which the Byzantines called Porphyrius, was caught...
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roses and grapes grew as if it were spring at 8.15.21-25.%* 2** These statements do not
necessarily encode a value judgment, where the present is in some way better or worse
than the past; rather, they work to qualify Procopius’ own time as worthy of historical
attention, just as much as the ancient precedents to which these events are compared.
When comparative statements are applied to persons or events, the way the
passage reflects on the contemporary world depends on the subject in question. Most
frequently, Procopius uses these remarks to emphasize the singularity of Belisarius’
accomplishments. When Belisarius captures Naples at 5.10, he claims that Naples is a
city that has never been captured before CETTELON VeVIKNEévalL Te UV dEdwkeV O
0e0¢ kal €TTL TIAELOTOV €000ELBC KPIXOAL, TIOALV GVAAWTOV TTIPOTEPOV
o0oav OTTOXELP{aV AHTV TTONOKHEVOC...(5.10.30)), which makes Belisarius’ and
his army’s achievement all the more impressive. At 1.14.54, the Romans beat the Persian
forces in battle, “a thing which had not happened for a long time,” (LXKpOD Y&p
Xpovou Pwpaiwyv TR paxn ékelvn T Nuépax noondnoav MNépaat). This
sentiment is ambiguously positive: certainly it reflects well on these particular Roman
forces under Belisarius, and it marks this instance as a turning-point in the war on the

Persian front, but it also prominently recalls the long slump in the Romans’ fortunes

*3’Ev ToOTW TW XpOvw TeTOXNKE TL TV 0UTIW TIpOTEPOV, BOX YE AUEG
eldéval, yeyovoTwy EuvevexOival. ToD PEV YR P ETOVG METOTTWPOV NV,
xOXHOC O KOl TIVLYHOC (oTrep B€poug PEoOL €YEVETO BXLUKOTOV OTOV...
At this time an event occurred which has never happened before, as far at least as we
know. For though the season of the year was late autumn, there was a very remarkable
period of drought and hot weather as in the middle of summer... [P describes roses
blooming, trees bearing fruit, and vines bearing grapes as if it were spring]

4% A claim at 4.8.13 that a group of Moorish women have the gift of prophecy “no less
than any of the ancient oracles” has a similar function.



153

preceding this. On the other hand, when Procopius extols the North African invasion
fleet as of a size “such as the Romans were said never to have seen before” (ofog
00delg TTw éNéyeTo Pwpaiolg TTpOTEPOV Yeyevabal) (3.6.11), the passage
fairly drips with pride as it highlights the achievement and power of Belisarius. In an
interesting variation on this type, Procopius compares a figure of relatively recent history
to the classical past. He praises the emperor Majorian in his recap of history in the
Western empire at the beginning of Book 3 by saying that he “surpassed in virtue all who
have ever been emperors of the Romans.” (00TOC Y&p 0 Maiopivoc, EOUTTAVTAC
TOUC TTWTTOTE Pwpaiwy BeBaalevkdTog DTTEpaipwyY &peTh
TTXOM...(3.7.4)). Majorian earned this high praise of Procopius through his efforts to
recapture the lost territory of the Western Empire in the 470s, particularly Libya; making
him the predecessor to Belisarius’ efforts, and offering a barbed comparison with
Justinian, who sent a general rather than lead his forces himself, as a truly virtuous
emperor might. It is notable that these comments all fall relatively early in Procopius’
history, the latest coming in Book 5. As we shall see, in the later books, particularly
Book 8, Procopius’ comparisons of the present to the past are of a decidedly more
pessimistic nature.

While the foregoing might be dismissed as formulaic praise, in another passage
Procopius offers a detailed example of an instance where contemporary invention creates
a situation where the present is demonstrably better than the way things were done
previously. At 8.11.27, the Roman army is besieging Petra, and the steeply hilled

approach to the high walls makes traditional rams impossible to use. The Huns in the
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Roman army devise a new type of ram made with “thick wands” rather than beams, with
iron barbs, which are light and maneuverable enough to allow them to use it on the hilly
ground. Procopius expounds upon the complete novelty and utility of the device:

...0lot oUTE Pwpaiwv olte Mepo®v Twvi, €€ 00 YeEYOVAOLY
avOpwTroL, €¢ Evvolav NAOE: KX(TOL TEXVLTWV HEV TTOADC OMLAOC €V
EKXOTEPQ TTONLTELY YEYOVE Te Gel kol TavOVv €0TLv. €g xpelav OE
TTOAGKLG €C TOV TIAVTH GidIVK KATETTNOKV TAC UNXKVAC EKXTEPOL
TaOTNG, €C EPOUATA TELXOUOXXODVTECG €V Xwplolg OkAnpoic Kal
dLOBATOLC TLOL KELPEVH- GAN™ x0TV 00devl TO EvOOuUNpax TodTO
veyévnTol 0Trep ToUTOLG dN TOlg BapB&polg TEVLY YEYOovev. OoUTWG
Xel TTPOTOVTL T XpOVW TLVVEWTEPITELY TV TIPRYUETWY TG
ETTvolag UAEL TV GvBpwTTWYV R @OOLC.

...such as had never been conceived by anyone else of the Romans or of the
Persians since men have existed, although there have always been and now are
great numbers of engineers in both countries. And both nations have often been in
need of this device throughout their histories, in storming the walls of fortresses
situated on rough or difficult ground, yet not to a single one of them has come this
idea which now occurred to these barbarians. Thus as time goes on human
ingenuity is ever wont to keep pace with it by discovering new devices. (8.11.27)
If Procopius evinces some surprise that such a novel thing should be devised by
barbarians, when no Romans or Persians had thought of it before, he is quick to give
them, and the present day that they inhabit, full credit and praise for their ingenuity.
More often, however, in Procopius’ comparisons of the present and the ancient
past, the contemporary world comes out the worse. In several instances, Procopius

makes a point of noting how structures built in years past are stronger than present ability

to destroy them: at 1.7.13 Amida’s ancient walls are too strong for Cabades to assail with
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rams.”* Meanwhile, the cistern of Auximus resists the attempts of the (Roman-affiliated)
Isaurians to destroy it:

ol YOP TTGAGL TEXVITAL, XPETAC €C TK EpYyx ETTLUEAOVUEVOL HEALOTK,

oUTW 8N K&l TXOTNV TNV olkodoplav elpy&oavTo, WOTE PNTE

XPOVW pNATE &vOpWTTWV ETTLROVAR ELKELV.

...for the artisans of old, who cared most of all for excellence in their work, had

built this masonry in such a way as to yield neither to time nor to any attempts of

men to destroy it. (6.27.19)
Procopius again allies the impersonal force of Time with the men of latter days who
would function as its agents; neither is capable of the destruction, both are cast as
enemies of the survival of this example of the excellent workmanship of old. As the
reader sees again and again in the course of Procopius’ Wars, destruction is all too easy,
and so the resistance of these particular ancient structures is all the more remarkable. It is
true that in both cases, it is barbarians (though the Isaurians are on the emperor’s side)
who are unable to destroy the work of ancient Roman craftsmen, and so one could argue
that this merely shows that Rome’s work is stronger than the barbarian ability to destroy
(a hopeful message for Procopius’ time). It is significant, however, that it is the ancient
Romans who were crafted things that the barbarians cannot destroy: it still comes back to
reflect poorly on contemporary Romans, that they are not as capable as their ancestors of

building things that last.**®

5 TTOANGKLE YXP EHOAWY KXBENETV TL TOD TTEPLBOAOL H| KATXTELTOL
AKLOTX ToXLaev, 00TWC XTPAADC 1 oikodopla TOlg delpapévolg TO
TIXAXLOV ELPYKOTO.

For, though he battered the wall many times, he was unable to break down any portion of
the defense, or even to shake it; so secure had been the work of the builders who had
constructed it long before (1.7.13).

2 For more on these passages, see also pp 167ff below.
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Elsewhere, recent and contemporary neglect of construction and fortifications is a
subject for lament: at 3.21.11, Procopius notes that the once-great circuit wall of Carthage
is neglected and run-down. (AV Y&p 6 Kapxnddvoc trepiBoroc oltw &N
XTTNUEANHEVOC DOTE ETBATOC €V XETTOLS TTOANOTC T BOULAOMEVW KOl
€0€P0dOC €yeyovel.) This, at least, does not reflect negatively solely on the Romans,
though they are arguably ultimately to blame for allowing the city to fall into Vandal
hands by which to be neglected. Similarly, at 5.26.4-9, Procopius muses on how Ostia
was a place of great consequence in ancient times (A\OYOU HEV TTOANOD TO TTXAXLOV
&E(a), but now is entirely without walls (VOV 8¢ &TEXLOTOC TTRVTATTXTLY 00OX).

A number of times in the course of his narrative, Procopius is prompted to lament
the state to which the Roman Empire has fallen in power and prestige, vis-a-vis its
barbarian neighbors. This happens most often, unsurprisingly, in the latter books of the
history, when Roman fortunes in the various wars have turned for the worse. At 7.38.8,
the Sclaveni are overrunning Thrace and Illyricum, even though they had never even
been into Roman territory before,”*’ and at 7.40.43, they plunder Astica between
Adrianople and Constantinople, “a place which had not been ravaged since ancient

times.” (K&XL XWPOV TRV ACGTIKNV K&GAOLHEVH EANTCoVTO KT £€ovaiay,

27 kL PPOVPLA TIOAK TTOALOPKI EKXTEPOL ELAOV, OUTE TELXOUKXAORVTEC
TIpdTEPOV, OUTE £ TO TTEdIOV KATAPAVAL TOAUAOTAVTEC, ETTEL OUDE YAV
™V Pwpailwv katadelv éykexelpnkoatl ot B&pBapol oUTOL TIWTTOTE.

...and both armies captured many fortresses by siege, though they neither had any
previous experience attacking city walls, nor had they dared to come down to the open
plain, since these barbarians had never, in fact, even attempted to overrun the land of the
Romans (7.38.8).
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&SwTOV &K TTOAKLOD 00O QV...) Similarly, when Rome concludes an unfavorable
treaty with Persia, Procopius sums up public opinion about the terms thusly:

Kol OTL Mépoat TO €k TTOAXLOD peEV o@laLy €v OTTOLdR YeEYovoc,

dOEQV b€ 0UTE TTOAEPW KPATAOELY OUTE TA GAAW TPOTIW dUVATOV

€oeabal, Aéyw 8¢, OTTwG € daopod &TTaywynv 0TToopol xOTWV

‘Pwpaiol €oovTal, (OXVPOTATX &V TA) TTXPOVTL T TAHC ékexELplag

OVOUOTL EKPATOVAVTO.

“They were also moved by the fact that the very thing which the Persians had

been striving for from ancient times, but which had seemed impossible of

achievement either by war or by any other means,--that is to say, having the

Romans subject to the payment of tribute to them--- this had been most firmly

achieved at the present juncture in the name of an armistice. (8.15.16)
Meanwhile, due to weakening Roman influence in Western Europe, the Franks in the city
of Masila have become presumptious and start minting gold staters with the likeness of
their own king, rather than Justinian’s (7.33.4-6).** These passages occur fairly close
together; late in Book 7 and early in Book 8 is a section in which things are going
particularly badly for the Empire, and these passages throw the current weakness into
sharper and more poignant relief by harkening back to the strength it once had.

Rather along the same lines as Procopius’ praise of the emperor Majorian,**’ he
praises a pair Roman generals around the time of the loss of North Africa in such a way
as to leave no confusion as to how the great men of recent years compare to those of the
distant past: “If one should call either of them ‘the last of the Romans’ he would not err.”

(el TIg ax0TOLV EKATEPOV GVOPO PwHXIWY €(TTOL, OUK &V GU&pTOL) (3.3.15).

While such a blanket generalization may suggest that this, too, is formulaic praise which

*$ véulopa 8¢ xpuoodv ék TGV v FEGANOLG HETRANWY TTETTONVTAL, 00 TOD
Pwpaiwyv adTOKpATOPOC, NTTEP €10L0TAL...
49(3.7.4), see above p 152.
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should not on its own bear too much interpretive weight, considered together with the
other comparative statments of the kind that Procopius makes it suggests a pattern of
historical decline for the Roman Empire with little hope of its recovery. Moreover, the
“highmindedness and excellence in every respect” (MEYXAOWULXIKC TE K&l TAC
XAANG &peTAC) of Aetius and Boniface does nothing to prevent them from further
damaging the Western Empire’s position against the Vandals in pursuit of their rivalry
and self-interest (3.3.17-36). If indeed Procopious’ initial praise of the two men is not
outright sarcasm, their fall into deleterious corruption and damaging defensive alliances
presents a mirror in minature of the decline of the state of Romanitas in the Empire.”*°

A passage at 7.4.31-32 contains a somewhat similar sentiment to those above, but
is even more difficult to interpret. The Romans have fled from a battle against the Goths
and their standards are captured, “a thing which has never before happened to the
Romans.” (T 8& onpela EOPTTAVTA EABOV, OTTEP 00TW TIPOTEPOV
‘Pwpaiolg EuvETTeEoe.) Are we to interpret this as a figure of speech, a deliberate
disregarding, or actual ignorance of that classic ancient example of just such a tragedy:
Varus’ famous defeat of 9 CE? For Procopius to deliberately ignore the debacle, perhaps
for the sake of making the recent one all the more remarkable, or even simply as a figure
of speech, would be odd: more consistent with his usual style of employing the past
would be to reference the ancient event and the emphasize the long span of time elapsed

since, as with the plundering of Astica mentioned just above (7.40.43), or the triumph of

% For more on Procopius’ depiction of latter-day Romanitas, see Chapter 4 below.
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Belisarius (4.9). It seems likely, then, that Procopius was either unaware of, or had
forgotten, the classical precedent for his passage at 7.4.31-32.%%!

Lastly, another comparison that leaves us with a note of ambiguity: at 5.28.24, a
group of Isaurians urge Belsarius not to despise infantry, although the Roman army is
now mostly cavalry, for it was because of infantry troops, “as we hear, the power of the
ancient Romans was brought to its present greatness” (emphasis mine). (Ot ov ™V
&pxNV Toig TTAAGL ‘Pwpaiolg é¢ TOdE peyéBoug kexwpnkévol XKOVOMEY.)
The Isaurians, though allied with the Romans, still hold a place in Procopius’ narrative
that is mostly that of the barbarian outsider, in whose perspective the Roman Empire is
still much bigger and more powerful than any one other political entity or opponent. On
the one hand, the empire is ‘presently great;” on the other, it is understood to have that
greatness due to the achievements and methods of the ancient Romans (employing mostly
infantry), which are not practiced by the modern army. While the present Roman forces
have at least not entirely lost that greatness built up by the Roman army of old, neither
can they rightly take credit for it.

Thus in a number and variety of passages, Procopius makes statements that
explicitly compare his contemporary world, or some element of it, with the ancient world.

How the present “stacks up” against the (sometimes idealized) past varies with the

context and type of comparison it is. He might compare an element of the present to the

21 A third (fourth?) possibility is that he is winking at his readers, so to speak: expecting
the highly educated among them to catch the “mistake,” narrator and audience could
share a private joke at the expense of those who catastrophize the current setback and feel
that the problems of their age are unprecedented in Roman history. This, however, does
not seem to me to be much in keeping with the pessimistic tone of most of Book 7.
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past in a generalized sort of way, to comment that such a thing had never been before, or
that it had been a long time since it had. In other cases, particular elements out of the
past compare favorably to the contemporary world, as when the structures of the past are
stronger than the present ability to destroy them, or they are much fallen from what they
once were. Comparisons of the present state of the Roman empire and the Romans who
inhabit it are not likely to fall on the side of the present, but occasionally Procopius’ text
does show or suggest ways in which the present can measure up to, or even surpass, its
ancient past.

It is noteworthy that so many of Procopius’ comparative statements invoke the
specifically Roman past: Roman emperors and generals, Roman greatness and territorial
security, Roman skill in building and waging war. Here and elsewhere, it is particularly
evident that the Roman period comprised the vast bulk, as well as the most proximate era,
of the ancient past to which Procopius looked. As Cubitt observes, “the past is always
the past of something;” the history being constructed is that of a particular group or
community, “our history.”*** This construction of a history is crucially informative of
that group’s construction of identity, as is the identity determinative to the structuring and
demarcation of a history. For Procopius, the past by which he judges the events of his
own day, the past to which he turns to inform his understanding and interpretation of
them; in short, the ancient history which forms the context for his own work of history-

writing, is largely, though certainly not entirely, the past of the Roman Empire.

252 Cubitt 199ff not only distills, but adds to, the work of Hobsbawm, Megill, and others
on the link between memory and identity, see also below, Conclusion Part I'V.
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As a final thought for this section, let us consider the applicability of the work of
sociologist Eviatar Zerubavel to the understanding of the past and present Procopius
constructs. In his book Time Maps, Zerubavel offers an interesting approach for
analyzing a society’s understanding of its own history based on the “topography” of their
cultural memories.”> He sketches numerous different shapes which cultural memory can
give to the past: upward and downward slopes, peaks and valleys, straight lines and
curves. Applying Zerubavel’s approach to cultural memory to the concept of historical
memory we are here developing allows us to consider the overall shape and character, as
well as the internal consistency, of the long sweep of History in which Procopius situates
the events of his history. Drawing from Zerubavel’s schemata, which are intentionally
drawn in very broad, general strokes, we might imagine Procopius’ depiction of the
topography of his past as a valley surrounded by two unequal peaks. The classical past,
the height of Roman power and skill, represents a peak from which the empire has fallen,
while the long downward slope (though a gentler slope, perhaps, than those of the
cultures Zerubavel surveys) of forgetting and physical decay is halted by a second,
though smaller peak representing Procopius’ own day. For Procopius the greatness of
Belisarius (5.10.30), the efforts of Justinian (3.6.11) and, of course, himself (6.23.26 on
the army’s trumpet-calls, see Introduction and Section VI below), provide a new high-
point for the power and prestige of the Romans. Applying Zerubavels’ approach to
Procopius’ historical memory also brings into relief the numerous places where the

topography of Procopius’ past does not conform to this general scheme. While

233 7erubavel, E. (2003). Time maps: Collective memory and the social shape of the past.
Chicago, Il1: University of Chicago Press.
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Procopius’ remarks on noteworthy events, his praise of Belisarius, and admiration for
technical innovation (8.11.27) suggest a upward-slope shape to the long course of history,
in other sections Procopius is much less optimistic (consider those passages from late in
Book 7 discussed above, or pp 164-6 below). This points out not only the limitations of
Zerubavel’s approach, in this instance at least, but moreover the great diversity of
engagement and depth of thought, on Procopius’ part, about the past’s relationship to the

present, and the present’s relationship to the past.

Part VI: Time and Loss

Of a somewhat different, more carefully developed, and more poignant character
are those passages in which Procopius focuses specifically on the loss that occurs over
time, that has occurred between the classical past and his own day. In some cases, what
is lost is accurate knowledge of the past, as discussed in Sections II and III on the change
of words and their meaning over time; or at 8.4.11, where Procopius remarks that
whether the Goths were once Arian Christains, he cannot say: they themselves do not
know, but as they are no longer Arian, it is of relatively little consequence.”* As we will

see, in most cases the loss, whether intellectual or physical, is more lamentable.

254 €lTe 5¢& TAC Apelov SOEVC EyéveTd TroTe ol FOTOOL 00TOL, BIOTTEP KAL TX
AN ToBLka £€0nv, €(Te Kl GANO TL Xp@L TH dOEN adTOLC .NOKNTO, OVK
Exw eltrely, €Trel 00O OTOL LoDV, XAN ™ XPeAelx TE TavVOV Kl
XTTPAYHOCTUVI TTOAAR TLUOOL TRV dOEQV.
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When the loss in question is physical, Procopius has imagery ready to hand to
convey the starkness and poignancy of the change, as with the city of Urvisalla, which
Alaric sacked:

dLx TTOAewc O0BLoaALXG HeEL, RV dNn év Tolg EuTrpoaBev xpovolg
oUTWwg AN&GpLXOC KaBeTAeEV (0OTE GANO YE &XOTH 000 OTLODV
XTTOANENELTITAL TOD TTPOTEPOV KOTHOUL, OTL PN TTUANG ULEC Kol TAG
KOXTOOKEVAC TOD €d&oug Aelpavov TL BpaxD. (6.16.24)

...passing through the city of Urvisalia, which in earlier times Alaric had
destroyed so comletely that nothing whatever has been left of its former grandeur,

except a small remnant of a single gate and of the floor of the adjoining edifice.”
256

A sense of physical loss is also present in Procopius’ statement not long after, at 6.20.15,
that the grain of Italy was ripening for the year, but the yield was much less than formerly
because there had been no one to tend it.

‘Hvika Te aDOLC ETTAVIOV 6 Xpdvouc THY ToD B€pouc Mpav fveykev,
6 oltog fjdn év Toig Antlolg adTOPTOC HKUTCEV, OUKL TOTODTOG
HEVTOL 000C TO TIPOTEPOV, GANX TTOAD NOoWV. ETTEL YOP €V TAIC
XOAXELW OVK XPOTPOLE 00dE Xepaiv GVOPWTTWYV EKEKPUTTTO,

XA ETTLTTOARC KE(PEVOC €TUXE, Holpav ax0TOD Tva OALYNnV A YA

233 This is, obviously, similar to the passages describing the dilapidation of the
fortifications of Carthage and Ostia discussed in the last section. I have separated them
for purposes of discussion as each conveys a somewhat different impact: with the former
two, the emphasis is on the comparison between then and now, while with Urvisalla, both
the melodramatic details of the gate and floor being all that remains of the city, and the
fact that the whole city has been destroyed, has been lost, contribute to this passage
carrying more regret and finality. B

26 Compare 3.2.11: TTOAELG Te Y&pP, 6TAC €LNOV, OUTW KATELPYKTAKVTO 00dEV
€lC €pE OTAIC KTTONEAELTITAL YVWPLOUK, KANWC TE KAl évTocg ToD “loviov
KOATTOU, TIARV Ye 8N OTL TtOpyov €va i TTOANV pilav /| TL Tolo0To adTAiG
TrepLelval EVVERN- “For they [Alaric’s Goths] destroyed all the cities which they
captured, especially those south of the [onian Gulf, so completely that nothing has been
left to my time to know them by, unless, indeed, it might be one tower or gate or some
such thing which chanced to remain.”
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EVepLELV (OXVEV. 00BEVOC T G’UTOV ETTL APAOAVTOC, TTOPPW KKHUAG
ENOWV aLOLC ETTETE KL OVOEV TO AOLTTOV €VOEVDdE €.

Now as time went on and brought again the summer season, the grain was already
ripening uncared for in the fields, but in no such quantities as formerly—indeed it
was much less. For since it had not been covered in the furrows, either by
ploughs or by the hand of man, but lay upon the surface, the earth was able to
make only a small portion of it take root. And since after that no one reaped it,
when it had become fully ripe it fell again to the ground and nothing grew from it
thereafter.
This only worsens the troubles of the Italians by leading to a severe famine. Similarly,
Procopius notes at 3.2.11-12 that because of the ravages of Alaric and the Visigoths, the
cities of the Ionian Gulf were often so completely destroyed “that nothing has been left to
my own time to know them by, unless indeed it might be one tower or one gate or some
such thing which has chanced to remain” (TTARV Y€ d1 OTL TTOpYOV €va | TTOAGV
plav A TL TolodTo a0TAIC TrEpLelval EVVERN), and Italy is sparsely populated up
to the present day (00&v €l¢ €Tt kal VOV OALY&GvOpwTTOV THV ITOA LV
EOpBaivel elvail). These passages are all similar to those discussed above dealing
with change over time, with the significant difference that here the physical loss or loss of
prosperity is due to the destructive violence of a hostile military force. The difference
among them is that the agents of destruction in the past were barbarians, while the present
lean harvest can be attributed, not just to their ravages, but to the invasion of the Roman
forces and their ongoing conflict with the Goths.
The decline in prosperity from the height of the Roman Empire is also reflected in
two notable passages in which Procopius laments the loss, not simply of something

physical, but of knowledge. The first is in fact both, for what have been lost are

documents:
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ETTELON O& TV ETTL ALBONG Xxwpilwv TOLG POPOUG OOKETL Av &v
YPOUUKTELOLG TETOYHEVOLG €0PELY, NTTEP XOTOLC KTTEYPAPAVTO €V
Tolg &vw Xpovolg Pwpaiol, &te MNTepixou GvaxalTioavTog TE Kol
dLapBelpavTog KaT ™ &pX&XG &TTAVTAG, TpUwV Te Kol EOOTp&TLOC
TIPOC BATAEWC ETTAANTQAY, € W TOUC POPOLC KDTOIC TREOLOL
KOXTO AOYOV EKKXOTW.
And since it was no longer possible to find the revenues of the districts of Libya
set down in order in documents, as the Romans had recorded them in former
times, inasmuch as Gizeric had upset and destroyed everything in the beginning,
Tryphon and Eustratius were sent by the emperor in order to assess the taxes for
the Libyans each according to his proportion. (4.8.25)
Here Procopius draws out in real, practical terms an effect of the Vandal possession of
erstwhile Roman territory, and of the changes in the fortunes of the Roman Empire since
its height. Significantly, the Romans cannot pick things up where they left off, as it were,
in the Western Empire; they cannot simply begin again collecting the taxes they once did
as rightful, established rulers of the land. There has been a break in continuity, and the
revenue information has been lost and cannot be recovered. Instead, Justinian’s
administration must begin again from scratch instituting a wholly new system in its place.
On the one hand, the loss of the tax information is real and practical, and carries with it
overtones of failure in the basic functions of governance, of empire; but on the other
hand, it is also data, rather than any higher form of knowledge: rather mundane and
ultimately, replaceable.
Finally, let us return to the passage with which we began the present study, on
Procopius’ timely suggestion of an ancient technique of trumpet-calls which proves of
such great use to Belisarius. In contrast to those just discussed, it deals with a loss that is

not just of information, but of knowledge and ability, and is, moreover, something that

strikes nearer to the heart of a certain ideal of Romanitas: a martial skill. Procopius has
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been narrating the story of the Roman siege of the town of Auximus, where the problem
has arisen that an attacking party of Roman soldiers does not know when to retreat,
because owing to the lay of the land they can see neither the ambushes of the Goths nor
their compatriots in the camp (who can see the ambush) trying to warn them. Making one
of his infrequent appearances in the narrative, Procopius, acting as Belisarius’ aide, tells
him that the trumpeters in the Roman army in ancient times (TO TT)AXLOV €V T
Pwpiwy oTpaTd XpWHEVOL) blew two distinct strains, one to signal advance, and
one retreat:

ETTel € TaVOV GUaOTY T ) TOLXVUTN TEXVN €EWALOOE KOl PLK

TAATILYYL XUPW dNADOKL KPUAXKVOV, GUTOC 0UTW TO AOLTTOV

TroleL. (6.23.26)

But since at the present time such skill has become obsolete through ignorance

and it is impossible to express both commands by one trumpet, do you adopt the

following course hereafter...
Procopius then suggests that instead Belisarius use the fact that the army has two very
different types of trumpet to achieve the same effect: use the cavalry trumpet to signal
advance, and the infantry trumpet to signal retreat. Belisarius approves of this idea and
does so.

Certainly there is here, as we have seen in the other passages in this section, regret
at the loss of ancient knowledge, and knowledge of a skill (TExvn) that would be
presently useful, at that. Procopius rues that the memory of the different calls has been
allowed to become obsolete through negligence and “ignorance.” However, neither

Procopius—the narrator or the historical actor—can be said to dwell on that loss. Rather,

this episode is so wonderful because it shows Procopius as an actor in his own history,



167

doing in real life a thing very similar to what Procopius the narrator does with his history.
As a classically-inclined historian, Procopius is more aware than most of the change and
loss that has occurred over the intervening time, but his work is a history of his own day,
and rather than allow it to become mired in the ancient past, he crafts into it, and crafts it
into, a persuasive and practically-minded argument for the relevance and importance of
memory out of the ancient world to the present. Procopius-the-character urges Belisarius
to take the idea of the different trumpet-calls, the memory of which is still preserved
(though himself) and recreate it using the materials he has to hand: the two different types
of trumpets. He draws information and inspiration from the past, understanding and
making note of but taking in stride the historical change that has taken place, and
adapting the idea to the contemporary reality as best he can.

Procopius’ depiction of the loss of knowledge and skill, as well as of physical
structures, that occurs over the long course of time reminds us how much forgetting, the
other side of the coin to memory, is a crucial element to understand in studying its
counterpart. As Procopius’ depiction of the inevitable effects of the long sweep of Time
and the work of Hawlbachs, Assmann, Weinrich, and others aver, remembering is the
exception, and not the norm.”>’ And while forgetting is most often characterized by
Procopius as a natural occurrence as knowledge is communicated (or not) across wide
gulfs of time, physical space, and culture (Assmann’s “passive forgetting”), he also

suggests the ways in which human actors can have a hand, not only in remembering, but

27 Assmann, Aleida. “Canon and Archive” Cultural Memory Studies: an
Interdisciplinary Handbook. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008. 97-107. Weinrich, H.
Lethe: The Art and Critique of Forgetting. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004
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in forgetting (“active forgetting”).>® The craft of the poets causes the fanciful mythic
explanation of a place-name or cultural phenomenon to be remembered, at the expense of
the pedestrian one. More troubling is the influence of those in power who have caused
the shift in the concept of foederati (8.5.12-14).

Procopius puts forward the idea that survival out of the ancient past is possible, in
some form, if effort is put into its preservation. When considering the loss of knowledge
and skill as compared to physical loss, the mental effort of preserving memory, of
remembering, is paralleled by the physical effort of preserving the embodiments of that
memory: fortifications, buildings and monuments like the “ship of Aeneas” that the
Romans have put so much effort into preserving, and take such apparent pride in. For the

final section of this chapter, we will look at this and other instances of survival over time.

Part VII: Memory Preserved (Remembrance of Things Past)

Aw we saw above, a number of times Procopius notes the impressive survival of
physical structures built by the ancient Romans: at 1.7.13 Amida’s ancient walls are too
strong for Cabades to assail with rams, while at 6.27.19, the cistern of Auximus resists

259

the attempts of the [saurians to destroy it.”>” While these fairly pedestrian buildings do

not do much in the way of carrying cultural memory, other physical objects on which

2% A. Assmann 98. On the relevance of Assmann’s ideas of canon and archive to
understanding Procopius’ project of history-writing, see below, Conclusion, pp 278-285.
2 In Procopius’ Buildings, by contrast, the emphasis is naturally on the deterioration of
ancient structures (hence the need of their refurbishment by Justinian).
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Procopius dwells do. Most obvious is the story of the Palladium (5.15.5-14),%° which
highlights the historical and cultural continuity from the very ancient (Eastern
Mediterranean) past through the height of Rome to Procopius’ own day. The theme of
survival and continuity of memory, however, is troubled by the uncertainty Procopius
introduces about the current whereabouts of the relic. While the “Byzantines” claim that
Constantine took it to his new foundation, the Romans will not confirm that, and say they
do not know where it is, but point to a replica with an unexpectedly Egyptian appearance.

Similarly ambiguous is the passage in which Procopius describes the “ship of
Aeneas” (8.22.4-16).2°' Procopius describes the ship in some detail, making much of its
size and the excellence of its construction. More interesting for us here, though, is
Procopius’ introduction to this digression. He has been describing the destruction in the
city of Rome and the sad plight of the Roman senators, instructed by Totilla to take care
of the city as best they can. “But these Romans, being reduced to the state of slaves and
stripped of all their money, were not only unable to lay claim to the public funds, but
could not even secure those which belonged to them personally” (ol 8¢ KxOeaTWTEC
€V OIXHMOAWTWY AOYW KL TIEPLNPNHEVOL XPAHUKTA TTAVTX, PN OTL TV
KOGV, KAN" 008¢ TGV 18l opioL TTPOTNKOVTWY SUVATOL ROV (8.22.4)).
Procopius then goes on to describe the Romans’ efforts toward preservation, made all the
more admirable by their difficult plight:

K&{TOL &VOPWTTWV PHEALOTH TTRVTWY WV AHELC TTHEV PINOTIONDEC

‘PwpaTOL TUYXXVOUOLY OVTEC, TIEPLOTEANELY TE T TIATPLAX TTRVTX
Kol dLkowTeabal év aTTOLdR EXOLaLY, OTTWG dN PNdEV &pavitnTal

260 see pp 146-9 above
21 For more on the ship of Aeneas, see above pp 122, and below pp 260-1, 278-82
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‘Pwpn To0 TTOAXLOD KOOHOU. Ol YE KL TTOADV TLVX
BeBapBapwpévol ai®dva TAG TE TIOAEWG dLETWOAVTO 0ikodoping
KL TOV EYKOKAANWTTLOPETWY TX TIAELOTK, 00K OLOV TE RV XpOVwW TE
TOOOUTW TO PAKOC KAL TW XTTRXHENELTOGL OL° &peTNV TV
TIETTIOLNUEVWV GVTEXELY. ETL péVToL Kl 000 pvnpela ToD yévoug
ENENELTTTO £TL, €V TOTC K&l 1] vaDg Alvelov, ToD TAC TTOAEWC
olkloToD, Kol €i¢ TOdE KEITAL, OERPX TTAVTEADC KTTLOTOV.
VEWOOLKOV YOP TTOLNOKHUEVOL €V HEON TR TIOAEL, TTRPX TV TOD
TiBépLdog 0XONV, EvTadO& Te xdTNV KATROEUEVOL, €€ EKElVOL
TnpolaLv (8.22.5-8).

Yet the Romans love their city above all the men we know, and they are eager to
protect all their ancestral treasures and to preserve them, so that nothing of the
ancient glory of Rome may be obliterated. For even though they were for a
long period under barbarian sway, they preserved the buildings of the city and
most of its adornments, such as could through the excellence of their
workmanship withstand so long a lapse of time and such neglect.
Furthermore, all such memorials of the race as were still left are preserved even to
this day, and among them the ship of Aeneas, the founder of the city, an
altogether incredible sight. For they built a ship-house in the middle of the city on
the bank of the Tiber, and depositing in there, they have preserved it from that
time.”
The Roman senators here are models, paragons of good curator-ship of classical heritage.
Procopius enumerates the dangers to the memory of “the ancient glory of Rome™: the
physical wear of centuries, the neglect of the barbarian rulers, and now, the current
destruction of so many sieges and captures of Rome and the deprivation of its dedicated
caretakers. He evidently considers the fact that the Romans have preserved the physical
memories of their city through the last few years to be as impressive as their preservation
through all the long centuries before (““all such memorials... as were still left are
preserved even to my day.”) Even among such danger and destruction as the city has
faced, Procopius finds a hopeful message: amid the loss, all one can do is work to

preserve what remains, motivated by an appreciation of its value. Procopius then seems

to be making his own contribution by spreading knowledge and appreciation of these
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artefacts of cultural heritage, seeking perhaps to assist in the preservation efforts by
recording these things in writing, fearful that, despite the Romans’ efforts up to this time,
the destruction and hardship in Rome that is a central theme of Book 8 will at last get the
better of them and swallow the ship and the other memorials of “the ancient glory of
Rome.” The tone of this section is optimistic, but guardedly so: preservation out of the
past is possible, but only with constant vigilance, and even then can still be endangered.

Procopius in fact gives another specific example of such a survival out of the
classical past much earlier in his history, when he describes how “the house of Sallust”
barely escaped destruction during Alaric’s 410 sack of Rome:

ol 8¢ T&g Te oikiag évémrpnoav ot TAG TTOANG &yXLOTx AoV, &V &LC

nv k&l i ZoeAovoTiov Tod Pwpaiolg TO TTAxLOv TNV loToplav

YPXWAVTOC, NG ON T& TIAEIOTAX APIKKLTX K&L €C EUE EOTNKE...

(3.2.24)

And they set fire to the houses which were next to the gate, among which was

also the house of Sallust, who in ancient times wrote the history of the Romans,

and the greater part of this house has stood half-burned up to my time....
As a historian Sallust is of obvious interest to Procopius, and memory of him is
particularly poignant in a history that is also, in a sense, a history of the Romans.
Sallust’s house standing half-burned is a compelling image for the state of ancient Roman
heritage in Procopius’ day: still extant in spite of past threats, but, already damaged and
weakened, all the more in danger of falling victim to the next threat, or the next, if more
care is not taken to preserve it.

The same dilemma on a much larger scale is the fate of that encompassing locus

of Roman cultural memory in the post-classical world: the city of Rome itself. The city’s

fortunes go though many ups and downs over the course of Procopius’ history, and its
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singular cultural value is evident on every page it appears. We will discuss at some
length in the next chapter the importance of the city of Rome to sixth century Roman
identity, and the problems posed by that importance. For now, let us consider a final
passage, in which Procopius works into the weft of his narrative a passionate argument
for how vital Rome is as an embodiment of ancient memory. Totilla, having re-captured
Rome, is poised to raze it to the ground: he tore down one-third of the fortifications,
“And he was on the point also of burning the finest and most noteworthy of the buildings
and making Rome a sheep-pasture...” (EUTTILTTPRV O€ KXL TOV OIKODOULDV TX
KXAANLOTG TE KOXL XELOAOYWTATA EPEANE, Pwpnv Te unAodBoTov
KXTKOTAOETOXL (7.22.7)). Just then he is swayed by an impassioned plea from
Belisarius, into whose mouth Procopius puts a historian’s eulogy for the eternal city.

‘Plopn pévToL TTIOAEWV &TTXOWYV, doaL 0@~ AAlW TuYX&wouaLV
oLOOL, peyloTn Te Kol XELOAOYWTETN WHOAOYNTAL ElVXL. 0D Y& P
XVOPOC EVOC GPeTH €lpyxoTal 00dE XpOvou BpaxEog DUV HEL €C
TOOOV pEYEDOULC TE KL KAAAOUG KPIKTL, XAAX BXTINEWV HEV
TIARB0C, GvdplVv 8 GploTwV cLpHoplaL TTOANGKL, XpOVOUL TE URKOG
Kol TTAOUTOU €E0VaIK G UTTEPBOAN TA TE AANX TIAVTX €K TIG’ONG TAHG
YAC K&l TeEXVITHG &VvOpWTTOLE AVTRUOX ELVAYXYELY (OXLTQV.
oUTW TE TRV TTOALV TOLXKUTNV, OlXVTTEP OPAG, KATX BpaXUL
TETKNVXMEVOL, HVNUETX TAC TIGVTWY XPETAC TOLC ETTLYEVNOOHEVOLG
&TTEALTTOV, OOTE 1N €G TXOTX ETTAPELX ELKOTWG &Y &IIKNpX pEYX €G
ToUC &vBpwTToug TOD TTAVTOC XLVOC DOEELEV ELVAIL- KPALPETTOL
YO TOUG HEV TIPOYEYEVNHEVOULC TNV TAC XPETHC VANV, TOLC dE
UOTEPOV ETTLYEVNTOUEVOUC TV Epywyv THV Béav (7.22.9-12).

Now among all the cities under the sun Rome is agreed to be the greatest and
most noteworthy. For it has not been created by the ability of one man, nor
has it attained such greatness and beauty by a power of short duration, but a
multitude of monarchs, many companies of the best men, a great lapse of time,
and an extraordinary abundance of wealth have availed to bring together in that
city all other things that are in the whole world, and skilled workers besides.

Thus, little by little, have they built the city, such as you behold it, thereby leaving
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to future generations memorials of the ability of them all, so that insult to these

monuments would properly be considered a great crime against the men of all

time; for by such action the men of former generations are robbed of the

memorials of their ability, and future generations of the sight of their works.
Belisarius goes on to make an argument structured around Rome’s timelessness:
disregarding Totilla’s immediate concerns for Rome’s strategic value in the war, he
argues that should Totilla destroy Rome and win the war, he will be destroying his own
possession rather than another man’s; and should he loose, he will at least have a victory
in being remembered as the man who saved Rome (7.22.13-16).

Certainly there is much to unpack, to say nothing of much to appreciate, in this
passage. Belisarius’ words emphasize the great stretch of time that went in to the creation
of such a gem of cultural heritage as Rome, and the vulnerability that so many centuries
of achievement could be destroyed at once, by one man.”** Procopius, arguing through
Belisarius, states clearly here the reasons why Rome, and ancient heritage in general,
ought to be preserved, and they are, notably, a historian’s reasons. The importance of
preserving memorials of the past both for the sake of the memory of those who left them

and in order to bequeath them to future generations closely parallels the reasons for

writing history found in the introductions of classical historiographers from Herodotus

262 procopius’ praise of the city as the result of work of many generations expands on a
long-established trope commenting on the city’s incorporation of the labor, art, and
culture of the whole empire, a group widely dispersed in terms of geography, rather than
time. See, for example, Aelius Aristides’ Roman Oration 4-13: Aristides, Aelius, and
James Henry Oliver. (1953) The ruling power: a study of the Roman Empire in the
second century after Christ through the Roman oration of Aelius Aristides. Transactions
of the American Philosophical Society 43:4. Philadelphia: American Philosophical
Society.
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and Thucydides down to Procopius himself. Preserving Rome is preserving history:
Rome is History, embodied.

Though this episode ends on a hopeful note, with Totilla recognizing the
historical value of Rome and preserving it (mostly) unscathed, over the long course of the
war the city does not fare well, either as a physical entity, or as an institution—the living,
functioning community that is the heir of a continuous tradition stretching back to the
earliest roots of the monarchy and the active preservers of that tradition. After the
ravages of the constant warfare, destruction of property, deprivation, famine, economic
upset, loss of population though death and relocation, including the better part of the
senatorial class; Rome at the end of the history is deprivered of its community of
rememberers, and left a shell of what it once was. Rather than the physical city existing
as a locus of living cultural memory, the idea of Rome becomes a site of memory as
Procopius’ text translates the traditions the author has encountered into historical

memory.”®*

Conclusions

In our survey of the past in Procopius’ Wars, we have seen that our author

engages with the memory of the ancient past in a great variety of ways, resulting in a

historical memory that is studied and thoughtful; multilayered; and by turns hopeful,

263 See Conclusion pp 285-291 below for more on Nora’s Lieux de mémoire.
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passionate, pessimistic, and obstinate. We have observed Procopius’ interest in the
preservation of the cultural memory of the Romans, as well as in the particular role of
history-writing in preserving and transmitting memory. He is both eager to preserve the
memory of such cultural artifacts and memorials as the “ship of Aeneas” and the house of
Sallust, and laud the achievement of the people of Rome who have carried out the work
of that preservation for so many centuries. He also shows commitment to the projects of
historiographical memory, the careful study and comparison of ancient texts and
contemporary evidence, in order to further augment and refine the store of knowledge
about the geography and long sweep of history of the ancient world.

Procopius has been seen to be particularly interested in Roman history, as well as
in the place of mythical history in modern historiography. As is natural in a work built
around military campaigns, memories of great victories and defeats are in evidence, but
even more noticeable are memories intimately tied to the landscape. Cities, monuments,
and the like serve to tie the contemporary Roman army’s journey, as well as the reader’s,
through the Roman world to the many layers of the past which have left their mark on
that landscape.

The relationship between the physically-rooted world of cultural memory and the
textual nature of historical memory constitutes an important dimension of Procopius’
treatment of memory and the ancient world. His observation of, and participation in, this
process of transformation is deeply ambiguous. On the one hand, the preservation of the
memory of these memorials of the classical world, just as with other, less physically-

rooted memories, is treated as needful and beneficial, both for the sake of those whose
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work is being preserved in memory, and to those in the future who remember. On the
other hand, Procopius’s text evinces a sense of disappointment and despair at the
projected destruction of these monuments themselves (as why should it not?), suggesting
a thoughtful awareness of what is loss in the transmission of the memory of the classical
world from one form of remembering to the other. In this, Procopius’ treatment reflects
the work of the twentieth-century social theorist Pierra Nora. As will be discussed in
more detail in the conclusion below, Nora’s work on “sites of memory” differentiated
living milleux de mémoire from the lieux de mémoire of static, self-conscious and
artificial memory.***

Procopius’ interest in the physicality of ancient memory also leads us back to
another aspect of historical memory in Procopius: its Roman-ness. The stage on which
Procopius’ history plays out is of course the whole of the Roman Empire, and it is
particularly in the erstwhile Western Empire that Procopius does the bulk of his
remembering of the ancient world. We can see in Procopius’ numerous engagements
with Roman memory in the those books of the Wars set in the western theaters a studied
interest in memory in and of the ancient Western Empire. His work serves not only to
preserve western Roman cultural memory endangered by the ravages of both war and
time, but also to convey these memories to the Eastern Romans of Constantinople, his
primary contemporary audience. His interest in such cross-Mediterranean strands of
memory as the Greek statues in the Roman Forum of Peace, the story of the Palladium,

and the myths of the journeys of Odysseus and Jason and Medea, suggests an sense of, or

264 Nora, Pierre. (1996-8) Realms of Memory: Rethinking the French Past. Columbia
University Press: New York.



177

a hope for, the ultimate unity and possibility of continuity of these strains of cultural
memory. Additionally, though, a sense of Procopius’ authority on matters of Romanitas,
derived from his experience of the western Roman world and experiences with western
Romans, and particularly Romans of the city of Rome, pervades the Italian books of
Procopius’ history, and suggests the indispensable importance, even the primacy, of

western Roman cultural memory and remembering in Procopius’ mind.
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Chapter Four: Rome and the Romans

Memory and Rome, then, were a powerful combination. Belisarius’ arguments at
7.22.9-12 highlight, and Procopius’ narrative investigates, the connection between the
city of Rome and cultural and historical memory, as well as the connection, through
memory, of Rome and contemporary Romanitas. As part of the broad spectrum of the
ancient past with which Procopius chose to engage throughout the course of his history,
he seems to have taken a special interest in particularly Roman memory, as well as
interrogating the importance of ancient memory generally to specifically Roman
concerns, questions, and identity. Here, we will consider several different facets of
Procopius’ concern with Roman memory and identity, exploring in the process the
reasons why cultural memory, and Roman memory in particular, might have been so
important to Procopius.

This chapter explores the intersection of social memory and identity in Procopius’
work, with particular focus on the Roman brand of each. It treats both cultural memory,
narrowly defined, as well as more process-focused theories of social memory.”®® The
concept of cultural memory envisioned by Maurice Halbwachs, Jan Assmann, and others
is useful here for understanding the value and power of the storehouse of memories of the
Roman and ancient past from which Procopius draws. These memories speak to what it
means and has meant to be Roman, and in Procopius’ work they continue to function as

the “fixed points” to which cultural formations and communications refer and reify in so

263 see Introduction, pp 29-40 above
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doing.**® However, Assmann’s envisioning and study of memory phenomena deal
primarily with relatively stable societies, in which the identity being defined by memory
is static and its limits well-defined.”®” The Roman world in the sixth century, though,
was a battleground of memory as surely as it was a literal battleground. Here Roman
identity was contested on numerous fronts: there was the tension between the competing
claims of the Romans of the Eastern and Western empires as to whose Romanitas was the
more legitimate. The traditional means of defining civilized identity (be it Roman or
Greek) in opposition to the uncivilized barbarian was made problematic by the many
individuals of barbarian descent within the borders, administration, and army of the
Empire, and the ever-shifting network of allies and enemies that the Romans navigated.
There were also the efforts of Justinian and his administration, in consolidating imperial
power, to define and use Roman history and cultural memory in such a way so as to be of
the greatest advantage to himself and themselves. It is in this context that Procopius, as
well as his contemporaries like Tribonian and John the Lydian, sought to articulate a
conception of what it meant to be Roman in the sixth century, and to define the limits of
that identity. Roman cultural memory is the currency that Procopius, his actors, and his
contemporaries drew on, but to understand the dynamic process of memory in the sixth

century, we must look to the theorists of social memory.

266 7 Assmann (1995) 125-133.

267 «The objective manifestations of cultural memory are defined through a kind of
identificatory determination in a positive (“We are this”) of in a negative (“That’s our
opposite”) sense. Through such a concretion identity evolves what Nietzsche has called
the “constitution of horizons.” The supply of knowledge in the cultural memory is
characterized by sharp distinctions made between those who belong and those who do
not, i.e., between what appertains to oneself and what is foreign.” (J. Assmann (1995)
127). Cf also Megill 42-44, Cubitt 222-4
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Particularly useful to us will be the observations of historian Allan Megill: “when
identity becomes uncertain, memory rises in value.””*®® We will seek to understand the
functions of Roman and ancient memory in the struggle to define contemporary
Romanitas: its elevated importance, but also the ways in which it is deployed by
Procopius and his characters. How is Procopius responding to the tensions in the use and
ownership of Roman memories and identity? Thus the processes of change in memory
and its relationship to identity to be observed are twofold: first, in the world represented
in the history, as the fortunes of war shift and change, but also in Procopius’ own mind
as, based on the former, his opinions and understanding of what has happened in the
Roman world evolve.

We will begin by examining more closely the variety of ways in which Procopius
invests the city of Rome with cultural and historical memory in the Wars. The passages
surrounding Belisarius’ first entry into the city of Rome in Book 5 are particularly rich
ground for Procopius to weave together many evocations of Roman and ancient memory.
This section of the Wars, in addition, is just one of several in which the occasion of Rome
changing hands presents an opportunity for Procopius to turn the (im)penetrability of the
city into a reflective commentary on the strengths and weaknesses afforded by her great

size.

28\ egill’s description of the contemporary instabilities in identity, leading to the
“memory wave” of recent decades (see Introduction, pp 29-30 above), could easily
describe sixth century Italy, as well: “In a world in which opposing certainties constantly
come into conflict with each other and in which a multitude of possible identities are put
on display, insecurity about identity may be an inevitable byproduct... the most
characteristic feature of the contemporary scene is a lack of fixity at the level of identity,
leading to the project of constructing memory with a view to constructing identity
itself...” Megill 41, 55
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Rome is a fitting setting for a group of passages in which the two contending
sides, the Goths and the imperial Romans, articulate their claims to rightful rule of Italy.
These arguments, often phrased in terms of the city of Rome in particular, mobilize
different interpretations of recent historical memory to argue their cases. In the process,
each plays on different formulations of the ethnic identities of the various groups whose
historical interpretations are in play. Both for the Goths and for the Romans, the
interlocutors’ self-image and understanding of their place in the ever-changing
contemporary world is presented as directly related to their ethnic group’s role in recent
history. These passages provide a wonderful illustration of the importance of memory to
identity, and of identity to memory, in Procopius.

Coming out of this, and occupying the lion’s share of the chapter, we will study in
detail how Procopius, over the course of his work, interrogates the intersection of a
variety of ethic identifiers and the applicability of the term “Roman” to the various

269 We will move (roughly) chronologically

groups who could lay claim to that identity.
through the Wars, examining Procopius’ use of the term “Roman” and various other
ethnic identifiers briefly in the Persian and Vandal Wars, and then in more detail as the
army moves into Italy in the Gothic Wars, arrives and defends Rome, and finally

becomes mired in a long and bloody territorial conflict. Here we will see the conflict in

identity, Roman and otherwise, play out through the long course of the wars, and analyze

269 This will result, incidentally, in our discussing some passages more than once, as with
the momentous event of Belisarius’ army’s entry into Rome twice: once from the
perspective of Procopius’ signposting of memory (pp 181-192), and once from the
perspective of his manipulation of ethnic, including Roman, identities (pp 225-6).
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the effects of unstable and contested identity on memory, as well as the effects of respect
or disregard for Roman memory on Procopius’ conferral of the identity “Roman.”

Finally, we will end the chapter with the end of both these stories, Rome and
memory on the one hand and memory and Romanitas on the other, tangled together in the
devastation of the city of Rome and its people. Procopius’ growing disillusionment with
the war is reflected in, and surely stems in part from, the wreck and ruin of the city of

Rome and its people, and he uses his historian’s power to ensure that it is remembered.

Part I: The City of Rome

There are quite a number of avenues from which one could approach a study of
Procopius’ depiction of the city of Rome and historical memory. We have already seen
some suggested in the passages we discussed in the last chapters. In addition, we will
pursue some of these further when we come to the end of the chapter, on the events of
Book 8 of the Wars. Here, though, we will focus on two particular angles from which to
explore Procopius’ treatment of the city of Rome and his manipulation of historical
memory as it intersects with historical events, in order to investigate in some depth the
ways memory can function in Procopius’ text. First, we will look collectively at the
many evocations of memory Procopius inserts into the chapters surrounding an important
moment, the imperial forces’ first triumphant re-entry into the city of Rome. He diffuses

the historical potential of that moment outward into the surrounding text, as he conveys
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to the reader the great historical footprint of the city, and thus the historic significance of
its reincorporation into the empire. Second, we will examine Procopius’ treatment of
other instances of Rome changing hands, when it is besieged or taken by trickery.
Focusing on Rome as a second Troy allows Procopius turns these moments of weakness
and instability into suggestive commentary on Rome’s place in the grand sweep of
history.

In the preceding chapters, we observed many instances in which Procopius
engaged with Roman cultural memory and highlighted Rome-specific historical memory.
We remarked on how many of these memory-laden passages were concentrated in Book
5. They are especially dense in the section between Belisarius’ violent capture of Naples
and just after the imperial army’s peaceful entry into Rome itself. These passages are for
the most part discussed above according to their respective type, but let us now consider
them in the detail of their context, how the aggregation of so many layers of cultural
memory affects the passage narrating the entry of the imperial army into Rome. In this
section, as Belisarius and the imperial Roman army are poised on the brink of reclaiming
Rome for the Roman Empire and the Roman Emperor, Procopius embroiders his
narrative with many comments, digressions, and rhetorical asides that in some way
implicate the ancient, often Roman, past. These invocations of historical and cultural
memory draw attention to and serve to manipulate the reader’s attitude toward the
momentous historical event taking place.

Procopius makes the reader’s journey from Naples to Rome as rife with reminders

of the ancient past as it must have been for the soldiers and himself, traveling through the
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historical landscape. There are numerous evocations of the ancient and Roman past in
the language Procopius uses, such as explanatory asides or archaic vocabulary. At

5.11.26, the pope Silverius is called “the priest of the city” "’

and Vittigis reminds “the
senate and people of the Romans” of Theoderic’s just rule. Procopius describes a town
“which the Romans call Regata” at 5.11.1, and a river “which the inhabitants call
Decenovium in the Latin tongue” just after at 5.11.2.>”" The river empties into the sea at
Taracina, and Procopius uses this opportunity to describe Mt. Circaeum, nearby, and how
“they say” this is where Odysseus met Circe, although it is actually an island, rather than
a peninsula.”’* *”3

Just before Procopius narrates Belisarius’ entrance into Rome, he departs on a
two-chapter long digression on the history of the relationship between the Goths and the
Franks (5.12-13). This ethnographic-historical digression is rife with associations to the
ancient past, and provides Procopius with a wealth of opportunities to use evocations of
historical memory: overt, intertextual, and otherwise, to set the stage for the army’s
imminent arrival in the eternal city. In particular, it provides a strongly classical,

Herodotean feature to his history, and in addition recalls specific Roman memories.

Procopius mentions Egypt and the Nile with no particular need to do so, only to remark

270 see above, Ch p 98 2 n 201

21 see above, Table 2.2 for the text

272 see above, Ch 3 pp 140-5

273 There are, in addition, quite a number of possible, even likely, inttertextual references
waiting to be investigated, such as those involving the Gothic king Vittigis: at 5.11.7-9 he
hires someone to assassinate Theodatus, and his speech to the Goths advocating a
strategic retreat immiediately following, at 5.11.12-25 is very classical in form. At
5.13.25 Vittigis has a Thucydidean allusion (7% 1.35), as wells as a possible reference to
Horace (Od. 3.29.32) (Dewing vol. 3 p. 141, n. 1).
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that he can say nothing of the land beyond (5.12.2), a flourish that feels particularly
Herodotean. Procopius informs us that the Franks were called “Germani” in ancient
times, and this is the label he applies to them through the rest of the digression
(5.11.29f1%). The story involves the “ancient” Romans at several points: subjugating areas
of Gaul and Spain (5.12.9), making alliances with various nations like the Aborychi
(5.12.12-19), and eventually loosing power to them (5.12.41-42ff). Moreover, Procopius
makes a point of mentioning several specific historical figures in the course of the tale.
East of the Aborychi dwell the Thuringian barbarians (who are tangential to the story at
best); “Augustus, the first emperor, having given them this country.” (dOvVTOC
Auyo0oTOoUL TIpWTOL BXCGAEWC) (5.12.10). More relevant to his plot is the episode
wherin the Germans besiege the Gothic Carcasina,
¢Trel TOV BROUALKOV TTAOUTOV évTadBa ETTO00OVTO Elvat, OV OR &v
Tolg &vw Xpdvolg AN&pLXoG O TTpeaBOTATOG PWHNV EAWV
éEAnloaTo. €v Tolg NV K&l T& ZoAOpwvoc Tod ERpaiwyv BaaAéwg
KELUNALX, GELOOETH €C yav OVTHK. TTpaoia Y&p AlBog aOTIV TX
TTOA& EKXAAWTTLT eV, &TTEP €8 lepouTOADUWY Pwpaiol TO TTXAKLOV
€\oV. (5.12.41-42)
...because they had learned that the royal treasure was there, which Alaric in
earlier times had taken as booty when he captured Rome. Among these were also
the treasures of Solomon, the king of the Hebrews, a most nteworthy sight. For
the most of them were adorned with emeralds; and they had been taken from
Jerusalem by the Romans in ancient times.
Interestingly, Procopius neglects, or is unable, to provide more specific details about
Titus’ 70 CE sack of Jerusalem. Instead, he uses the historical Roman memory as a
bridge back to the more ancient past of Solomon. Perhaps similar to his treatment of

Greco-Roman myths, Procopius seems interested in mobilizing associations of the oldest

possible strain of memory available. This provides an important nuance to our focus on
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Procopius’ particular interest in Roman cultural memory. While we do see a proliferation
of Roman memories in this section, and a ongoing thematic concern for Roman cultural
memory and identity in the work, it is important to remember that historical memory for
Procopius seems rarely to be a matter of nostalgia, but rather a studied concern for the
relevance and utility of memory of the ancient world to his contemporary world. Here,
rather than dwelling on the specifically Roman memory for Romanitas’ sake, Procopius
takes advantage of the more ancient strain of history and cultural associations for its
legitimizing function and unique cultural appeal. The story creates ties from obscure
happenings on the northern frontier of the (post-)Roman world that run back through the
historical Roman past to a deeper, and Judeo-Christian, past. It speaks to, and unites,
disparate parts of his and his audience’s own identities.

Finally, the passage functions to remind the audience again of the 410 sack of
Rome, a fitting theme for an army about to march on Rome, to liberate it from barbarians
(5.12.41-42). With the remembered event, Procopius suggests to his audience a larger
narrative structure in which to locate events. By pairing the disaster of Alaric’s sack with
Belisarius’ imminent arrival in Rome, Procopius establishes a dyad in which the meaning
and importance to cultural memory of each episode in the pair is shaped by the other. *™*

The position of each in long-term historical narrative Procopius is shpaing

2" On pairs of episodes or figures in social memory, see Cubitt 215, and particularly Y.
Zerubavel 221-8.
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confers meaning on the present event, the triumphant re-entry into Rome, as a conclusion
to the earlier chapter, locating it in a narrative of defeat and recovery.””

As the narrative returns to the historical present, Procopius describes Belisarius’
garrisoning of the area between Naples and Rome. He uses the opportunity of an imperial
Roman detachment sent to the town of Cumae to mention the shrine of the Sibyl nearby
(5.14.2-3). Procopius then reports how the Romans (that is, the inhabitants of the city:
see below, p 225) have decided to receive the emperor’s army into the city, into which
passage he works both a rhetorical aside (“they sent Fidelius... a man who had been
previously an advisor of Atalaric (such an official is called a “quaestor” by the Romans)”
(DPLOEALOV TE TTEPPAVTEC... OC dN ATHAXPIXW TTKPRdpeLE TTPOTEPOV

276, and an

(kolxiloTpa 8€ TNV &pxNVv TRUTA Kool Pwpaiol) (5.14.5))
anachronistic use of an ancient title for a modern position, referring to the bishop of

Rome, Silverius, as 0 TAC TTOAeWC &pXLépLOC, “chief priest of the city” (5.14.5).%"

Theodatus, meanwhile, admonishes the Gothic notables with “an ancient saying, which

27> While the death of Romulus Augustulus and loss of Italy to Odoacer might make a
more fitting “prequel” to Belisarius’ re-entry into Rome, this episode implicates the
subsequent fall of Odoacer to Theoderic. As we will see, the rise to power in Italy of
Theoderic and the Visigoths is a complicated one, and Procopius seems to have his
reasons for not narrating it outright and only referencing it in select circumstances (see
below, pp 196-207). Procopius might have felt, also, that the 410 sack of Rome was the
more ignoble episode in Rome’s history, and the more in need of redemption by
Belisarius’ triumphant entrance.

276 See above ch 2 pp 101-4 on the rhetorical versus practical necessity of these asides.
KUX{OTwWp, and its variant spellings, was the common term for the magistrate in
Constantinople by the 5th century, and was used by Julian (399A), Zosimus (293.12) and
others. In the 6th, in addition to Procopius, it is found in John Lydus, Evagruis, and
Justinian’s laws (Cod. 1.15.2, 1.17.3, Novell. 7.9). Compare the earlier TAPLXG in
Polybius (1.52.7 ff), Diodorus (I1.608.56) and Strabo (13.1.27). (Mason 6, 63; Sophocles
695, 1068)

277 see above, Ch2n 194
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bids us settle well the affairs of the present” (TLC TTRAKLOC, AOYOC, TO TTXPOV €D
TLOEvaL kEAEDWV) (5.13.25), reminiscent of Thucydides 1.35, 0€00aL TO TTXPOV.

No sooner is Belisarius off to Rome by the Latin Way than Procopius launches
into a lengthy description of the Appian Way, an account that emphasizes its great age
and remarkableness (5.14.6-11).

0 8¢ dLx TR AaTivng 0000 &TTHYE TO OTPATELUXK, THV ATITTLGV 0B0OV
XELC €V &pLaTEPR, RV "ATITTLOC O Pwpaiwy DTTHTOC EéVvwaKoaloLg
EVILTOLC TTPOTEPOV E€TTOLNTE TE KAL ETTWVUHOV €0Xev. "EOTL € 1
ATt 600C Hpepdv TrEVTE EOTWVW &VdL- €k Pwpng yap alTn €
KoaTronv dunkel. €0pog 8¢ €0TL TAC 0000 THOTNG 00OV XUKEXRC dUO
AVTLOG Evail AANAAGLG, KOL 0TV RELOOEXTOC TIAVTWV HXALOTH.

So Belisarius led his army from Naples by the Latin Way, leaving on the left the
Appian Way, which Appius, the consul of the Romans, had made nine hundred
years before and to which he had given his name. Now the Appian Way is in
length a journey of five days for an unencumbered traveler; for it extends from
Rome to Capua. And the breadth of this road is such that two wagons going in
opposite directions can pass one another, and it is one of the noteworthy sights of
the world (5.14.6-7)

Again Procopius goes out of his way to provide historical information on a Roman
landmark that is, quite literally, tangential to the events of his narrative. He goes into
further detail, describing the road’s construction: the type of stone, the quality of

craftsmanship, and a curious intertextual remark on its impressive width.”’® He makes a

278 Procopius comments that the road is so wide two chariots may pass one another going
in oppostie directions (E0po¢ d€ €0TL TAC 6000 Ta0TNC 00OV XUKENXC VO
AVTLXG [Evoil AANAAGLG, KOL 0TIV RELOOEXTOC TIRVTWVY HXALOTHX.), hardly
an exceptional feat for a major thoroughfare. The comment would seem to be drawn
from Thucydides 1.93.5, on the Themistocles’ completion of the walls of the Piracus
(K&l WKOdOUNOKV TH €KEIVOUL YVWHN TO TI&GX0C ToD Telxoug, OTTEp VOV €TL
dNAOV €0TL TrepL TOV Melpat&. dU0 Yop KUXEXL EVTAVTIOL XANAAKLE TOUG
AlBoucg €tTiiyov...). Why Procopius would select such a moderately inappropriate
passage to reference is unclear. For more, see Braun (1885) 173-4.
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point of saying, finally, that the quality of its construction is such that it hasn’t degraded
over time: the stones still fit together perfectly, the road is still smooth. (5.14.11). The
mention of the censor, Appius Claudius, who is credited with the construction of the road
in 312 CE, is one of Procopius’ oldest references to Roman history.

In the chapter following the entrance of Belisarius’ army into Rome, Procopius
inserts a description of how and why the “ancient Romans” called the town of
Beneventum “Maleventus” because of the violent winds (5.15.4-6), which leads into his
lengthy recounting of the legends of Diomedes, Aeneas, and the Palladium, quoted and
discussed above (5.15.7-14; Ch 3, pp 146-9). This passage wonderfully encapsulates the
careful game Procopius plays with cultural memory of the ancient past. On the one hand,
the tale provides an opportuntiy to emphasize the great age and legendary pedigree of the
city of Rome. In focusing our attention on the city’s origins, Procopius sets up the two
historical moments, the foundation and the re-entry, as a signifying pair of episodes. In
establishing a dyad as an element of narrative structure, the remembered episode serves
to create and nuance the symbolic importance of the subsequent one, though the dynamic
can work in both directions, as well.”” Procopius can cast Belisarius’ re-incorporation of
the city to its empire as a second foundation, its re-establishment as the Roman heart of
the Roman Empire. The extent to which this potential characterization will hold true as
the war goes on is a central theme Procopius will continue to explore as the narrative

progresses.

27 see n 273 above.
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On the other hand, the digression on the Palladium does more than recall to
memory the ancient history of Rome. It also works to characterize it in a particular way.
Like the other mythic references, the passage provides a familiar context for the
Procopius’ Greek-speaking readers. It grounds a city with immense cultural and historic
importance but separated from sixth-century Constantinople by significant geographical,
cultural, and historic divides in a solidly Homeric legendary past. A curious passage in a
complex work, the “message” of the story of the Palladium can naturally be interpreted
along a number of different lines. One can read the focus of the story as on the
Palladium’s, and so Rome’s, origins in the Greek world; characterizing this locus of
cultural memory as originally, and so in some sense essentially, Greek; and reducing the
comlex history of the Palladium to its Greek origins. As we have observed, however,
Procopius’ interests in Greek history and cultural memory as such are generally fairly
limited, with the majority of his references being to the distant mythic past, as this one of
course is, and those to specifically Greek history are dwarfed by those to Roman history,
ancient and recent.”® The alternative, as we explored above, is to see Procopius’
evocations of the legendary past as meant to have, in some sense, a pan-Mediterranean
appeal. Many feature, as this one does, locations and travel across the Mediterranean
world, and while the origins of these myths and their voyages are undeniably Greek, their
ends and their functions are usually more multicultural. The passage on the Palladium
starts from a legendary past context that both Eastern and Western Romans have in

common, and in its course draws attention to the intertangled nature of the histories of

280 Ch 3 pp 114-119
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Eastern and Western Mediterranean, as the Palladium in transferred back and forth and its
ultimate resting place is left uncertain amid competing claims. Certainly one can say that
the kind of ancient Roman history that Procopius evokes here is one with a pan-
Mediterranean origin story, and in which both East and West have a claim to that
heritage, and neither is unproblematic.

Finally, Procopius returns to his main narrative for a short time only to launch
from it again into a digression on the historical geography and ethnicity of Italy: “In this
way Belisarius won over the whole of that part of Italy which is South of the Ionian
Gulf... But I shall now explain how Italy is divided among the inhabitants of the land...”
Cltariav 8€ oUTw EVPTTROAV 1) €VTOC KOATTOL TOD “loviov €0TLV ... OVTLVX
d¢ Tpotrov ITahiav oikoOoLv ol Ta0TH &GvOpwTToL EpAV EpXopat.) (5.15.15-
16). This explanation then takes up the rest of the chapter (5.15.16-30.) TXOTX HEV
dn, Procopius concludes in classic Herodotean fashion, 0dé 1N #xeL (5.15.30).%%

Thus Procopius surrounds this momentous point in his history with many layers
of ancient memory, for the most part of the specifically Roman past. These references
and evocations of historical memory stretch out the dramatic tension of Belisarius’
triumphant entry into Rome, and one could choose to view them as inserted primarily for
this purpose. Perhaps Procopius felt that the re-taking of Rome was not sufficiently
dramatic in and of itself, and lacking an exciting siege or perilous exploits, he sought to
make his account weightier and more arresting by recalling to readers’ minds the

importance of the city through a variety of means of invoking memory. Certainly, he

281 Cf Chapter 2 pp 83-4, and Braun (1894) pp 9-11.
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makes much of the subsequent defense of the city against the Gothic siege (5.18-22), as
well as the eventual re-captures of the city by both sides (see below).

The mantle of memories surrounding the moment of the Romans’ re-entrance into
Rome should not been seen as merely decorative, however. Rather, it directs the readers’
attention to the deep symbolic and thematic importance of what is taking place.
Procopius’ technique of signaling the narrative’s engagement with themes of historical
memory by the deployment of intertextual and other references functions in a way similar
to the poetic technique of “signposting” allusions exlpored by Stephen Hinds, among
others. In his examples drawn from Latin poetry, the poet singals the presence of an
intertextual allusion by means of references to memory in the narrative, playing with the
thematics of memory while drawing the reader’s attention to the reference.”® Rather
than employing the thematic language to signal the allusion, however, Procopius uses the
allusive language and associated evocations of the past to “signpost” and nuance the
thematic significance of the elements of the narrative. These elements, though varied in
type and the historical periods they reference, are unified by the themes Procopius seeks
to embue this section of the narrative with. The memories and the stories here invoked
emphasize the great age of Rome (the 900 years since the Appian Way’s construction).
They highlight the age and importance of its culture (the language, the Sibyl), and the
links back to the heroic, mythological past (Diomedes and Aeneas). They speak
especially of foundation and construction (again, the Palladium, the Appian Way), of

origins.

82 Hinds, S. (1998). Allusion and intertext: Dynamics of appropriation in Roman poetry.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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Procopius does not try to state explicitly the importance of the city of Rome, or
explain the significance of its reincorporation into the Roman Empire in straightforward
terms. Perhaps the implication is that any attempt to do so would necessarily fall short.
We should consider also, though, the dangers inherent in trying to state such a case.
While downplaying the significance of the event would minimize Belisarius’
accomplishment and the success of the wars thus far, emphasizing the importance of
Rome to the empire to too great a degree raises existential questions about the Roman-
ness of that empire without it. The way in which Belisarius, within the narrative, and
Procopius, in constructing it, put such effort into holding Rome and characterizing its

Romanitas belies the danger of lacking it.

% %k %k ok

It is, of course, not only in the sections surrounding Belisarius’ first entry into
Rome that Procopius uses literary devices to characterize the city and its importance. The
occasion of the city changing hands or being in danger does, however, frequently furnish
prime opportunities. Indeed, Rome under seige and Rome captured, not by force, but by
trickery, were as useful as symbolic moments as they were frequent occurances in the
Wars. For example, following the imperial army’s entrance into Rome just discussed,
Belisarius sets about preparing for a Gothic siege. He repairs and updates the features of
the circuit-wall and has a moat dug:

‘Pwpaiol € TRV pev TTpovoLlay ToD oTpaTnyoD Kol dLaxpepdvTwg

TNV € TAG ETTAAEELC XTTODEDELYPEVNV EUTTELPLOY ETTA VOULV, €V

BXOUOTL OE HEYRAW TTOLOVHEVOL HOXOAAOV, €L TLVX WG
TTOAOLOPKNOATETAL EVvoLaV EXwV WNRON €01TNT& ol PEpeLy TV
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gmTndeiwv TH &mropia, S TO pf EMBAAKOTLOC ELVAL, KXL TELXOUC

TrepLBoANOpEVN TOOOUTOV TL XPAMK, GAAWG TE KAl €V TTEdlW

KELPévn €¢ ayav OTITIw TOlg éTTLoboLY €0POdOC, WG TO €IKOC,

E0TLV. (5.14.16)

And the Romans applauded the forethought of the general and especially the

experience displayed in the matter of the battlement; but they marveled greatly

and were vexed that he should have thought it possible for him to enter Rome if
he had any idea that he would be besieged, for it cannot possibly endure a siege
because it cannot be supplied with provisions, since it is not on the sea, is

enclosed by a wall of so huge a circumference, and, above all, lying as it does in a

very level plain, is naturally exceedingly easy of access for its assailants.

The Roman citizens’ alarm at Belisarius’ unfamiliarity with the realities of Rome’s
uniquely great size reflects interestingly not only on him (see below, p 228), but on the
city itself. The predicament the Romans see highlights the way in which the great size
and strength of the city is also its weakness. It may not always be as easy to enter Rome
as it was for Belisarius, but between the difficulties of manning and maintaining the
lengthy walls and supplying its population (and the defending army), it is nearly
impossible to hold onto it.

Rome’s first major appearance in the Wars is in Procopius’ “archaeology” at the
start of Book 3, where he narrates, among other things, the 410 sack of Rome by Alaric
and his Visigoths (3.2.14-24). In Procopius’ story Alaric sends some soldiers disguised
as slaves to be a “gift” to the patricians of Rome. The soldiers then open the gates to the

city at midday while everyone is napping after the noon meal.®* This familiar-sounding

ploy casts Rome as a second Troy, breached only by trickery, an identification reinforced

8 An alternative version of the story, told by Procopius immediately afterward (3.2.27),
involves a rich woman named Proba who let in the Goths to end the suffering of the
besieged.
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again when Procopius tells the story of the Palladium at 5.15.5-14.2%

Depicting Rome as
Troy relates the western city, sundered from the eastern Empire for sixty years, to the
familiar, shared classical heritage of Homeric legend. It lends the breached city an air of
greatness, even at this moment of weakness and crisis. When Rome is again captured by
Totila and the Goths at 7.20.4-20, it is again taken by trickery: a group of Isaurian guards,
betraying the Romans, show the Goths where the wall can be climbed with ropes. These
men then open the gates to the rest of the army, and some kind of trickery is also
involved in the subsequent captures of the city in the history, at 7.36.15 and 8.33.17.
Surely this is not only a literary trope but also an indication of the strength of the
Aurelian walls: that, despite their length and age, they are unlikely to be breached by a
6"-century army by conventional means. It is notable that after Belisarius has repaired
the existing breaches, the Roman citizens’ concerns at 5.14.16 for withstanding a siege
seem to be primarily about resources: supply-lines and manpower to garrison the walls,
rather than their breach by force.

The succession of later seizures of the city also creates a striking contrast with

Belisarius’first entry into Rome: as opposed to the numerous times the city is betrayed to

an enemy, when Belisarius leads the imperial Roman army into the city, it is a legitimate

2% On the exploitation and development of the complex and useful relationship between
Rome and the myth of Troy in the early imperial period, see the recent Troy between
Greece and Rome: Local tradition and imperial power. Andrew Erskine, 2001. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. For the origins of the myth, Jacques Perret argued
cntorversially for tracing the association to Pyrrhus (Perret, J. (1942). Les origines de la
légende troyenne de Rome (281-31). Paris: Société d'édition "Les Belles lettres"), but see
also Arnaldo Momigliano, Review: Les Origines de la Légende Troyenne de Rome (281-
31) by Jacques Perret Review. The Journal of Roman Studies, Vol. 35, Parts 1 and 2
(1945), pp. 99-104.
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seizure and a peaceful one. The city is not conquered and “made tributary” to the
emperor, but freely re-joins her empire and invites in the imperial Romans. The
(im)penetrability of the city of Rome reappears as a plot point throughout the Wars.
Though the city is described as prohibitively difficult to defend from a siege, neither do
we see Rome successfully taken by force in the course of the work: when not handed
over willingly, as above, it is taken by stealth and trickery. While we certainly have every
reason to believe that this reflects reality, Procopius also turns it into an opportunity for
literary echoes of Troy, and in so doing to characterize Rome as strong in her weakness
and weak in her strength: too strong to take by force, too big to hold for long.

We will return to the theme and story of Rome in Procopius’ Wars in due time,
for the stories of Rome and the Romans are inextricably intertwined, and before we
follow the one to its sad end in the history, we must consider the other. For Rome is not
to Procopius simply a prize to be won, strong old walls and ancient foundations, but a
remarkable and priceless living embodiment of cultural memory. Rome as a locus of
memory, though, depends on Romans, and likewise their Romanitas depends on Rome.
We will shortly begin, then, to consider Procopius’ development of the themes of
Romanitas and cultural memory, and return at the end of the chapter to follow the story
of Rome in Procopius’ Wars to its depressing end, for the fate—the ultimate near-
destruction—of the city of Rome can serve as a symbol for the memory-laden potential,
the complex and troubled unraveling of events, and ultimate failure of the enterprise of

re-conquest.
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Part II: Competing Memories of the Loss of the West

Rome serves as the setting (for the most part) for a group of passages that
illustrate vividly the links between the city of Rome, Roman cultural memory, and the
contested, fluid nature of ethnic identities in the sixth century. These passages
demonstrate, moreover, the processes of social memory in action in the dynamic space of
the battlefield, as the combatants in Italy (the Goths and the imperial Roman army) each
articulate their claim to rightful rule of Italy. Their arguments mobilize different
interpretations of recent historical memory and in the process, different formulations of
the ethnic identities of the groups whose historical interpretations are in play. Each side
presents their claim to legitimate power in Italy based on their own interpretation of the
events of the recent past: Theoderic’s arrival in Italy at the behest of the emperor Zeno in
order to depose the general-usurper Odoacer, and the Goths’ subsequent establishment in
Italy and Theoderic’s reign as tyrant. These events, some sixty years in the past, are an
excellent example of Jan and Aleida Assmann’s conception of communicative memory,
the partner and forerunner to cultural memory proper. It is within living memory (if only
just barely, in this case), particular to the culture within which the memory is transmitted,
and transmitted primarily orally.”®* In the Assmanns’ theorizing, true cultural memory is
then the distillation and accumulation of these communicated memories, becoming “the
store of knowledge from which a group derives awareness of its unity and peculiarity.””*

As the two sets of communicative memories meet, though, and the two sides argue their

283 7. Assmann (1995) 125
28 ibid. 129
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cases, we can observe a struggle for each party to establish its interpretation of events as
the dominant one which owes more to the process theories of Megill and Cubitt.”®” As
each memory is at the point of transitioning into the realm of the collective or cultural
memory (out of living memory, broadly accepted and authoritative within the culture),
the two sets of memories clash, and each also vies to gain cross-cultural standing, to be
transmitted in textual and authoritative sources; to become, in short, historical memory.
And as, of course, the interlocutors are all characters within Procopius’ history, we can
envision the process on two levels: the meta-level in which Procopius engages with these
ideas and uses his own history to further their ends, and the imagined historical debates,
which must reflect in some manner (whether more or less well), the actual tension
between the two groups’ memories and interests.

Spanning a period from the eve of the invasion of Italy through the first major
challenge to the emperor’s possession of Rome, a period pregnant with potential for the
reincorporation of the west and a re-united empire, these of speeches offer competing
memories of the loss of the empire in the west. As the characters attempt to convince one
another that their version of history is the correct and just one, Procopius the historian
observes the question from both sides. The strength with which each argument is phrased
and the identity of the speaker offer clues as to the weight of the argument in Procopius’
own mind. As the war goes on, the initial balance shifts, and more is revealed about both

the character of past events and the characters of those making the claims on each side.

87 see above , pp 31-34
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Toward the beginning Procopius has even Theodatus, the Gothic king at the start
of the war, acquiesce to the emperor’s claim to rightful rule over Italy. After the
conquest of Sicily and frightened of the coming war, Theodatus agrees to a settlement
wherein he rules Italy under Justinian’s authority, or, failing that, retires from the
kingship to a remote estate (5.6.1-13).*® He is convinced by the ambassadors’ argument
that “for him [Justinian], it is not at all inappropriate to seek to acquire a land which has
belonged of old to the realm which is his own” ékelvov d& XWpPAC
HETXTTOLROGOOKL 0UdEV XTTELKOC &vwOev TH OTTapxoLON OTW
TrpoankoloNg &pxH (5.6.10). It is notable, however, that Procopius has Theodatus
merely agree to these sentiments, rather than state them himself.** In the event, of
course, the agreement falls through and the invasion of Italy proceeds.

In a section of Procopius’ narration of the Gothic siege of Rome in the middle of
Book 5,2 the first trial of the Roman army’s possession of the city, it is Belisarius who
once again makes a clear, strongly worded case for the Eastern Romans’ right to re-
possess the western territories, and specifically, the ever-symbolically important city of

Rome:

288 The agreement is proposed by Peter, a rhetorician in Byzantium, who had been sent to
Italy to negotiate on the emperor’s behalf in earlier talks with Amalasuntha, daughter of
Theoderic (5.3.29-30)

% Theodatus’ rationale in his own speeches is rather about personal preference and
aptitude: he is a philosopher (he references Plato at 5.6.10) and ill-suited to rule: better
that Justinian should take over those duties, allowing Theodatus to enjoy a scholarly
retirement.

%01 jke the Roman re-entry into Rome that precedes it, this section is also laden with
ancient memories, including Thucydidean intertexts (as at 5.20.5, see Braun (1885) 192).
In a Herodotean digression on two boys, “Belisarius” and “Vittigis,” the two fight, with
“Belisarius” killing “Vittigis”: as a portent, fairly easy to interpret (5.20.1-4).
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PWUNV PEVTOL EAOVTEC NUETC TV XANOTPLWY 0VDEV EXOHEV, XAN’

OMELC TRUTNG TK TIPOTEPXK ETTLRATEDTARVTEC, OVdEV DIV TTPOTTHKOV,

vOV 00X £KOVTEC TOIC TTIAAGL KEKTNHEVOLC XTTEDOTE (5.20.17).

As for Rome, moreover, which we have captured, in holding it we hold nothing

which belongs to others, but it was you [the Goths] who trespassed upon this city

in former times, though it did not belong to you at all, and now you have given it
back, however unwillingly, to its ancient possessors.
He continues by pledging to defend Rome from any who would seek to take it, as long as
he lives:

00TLC € DUV PwUNC EATTIdX EXEL XpoxnTL ETTLBNTECOOL, YVWUNC

XUOPTEVEL. TOVTX YOp BeEAlokplov pebnoeobaot TadTNG GdOVATOV

(5.20.18).

And whoever of you has hopes of setting foot in Rome without a fight is mistaken

in his judgment. For as long as Belisarius lives, it is impossible for him to

relinquish this city.
However, immediately following this episode Procopius inserts two subtle hints that
problematize Belisarius’ assertions of the imperial forces’ Romanitas and his casting as
Rome’s protector. Procopius tells us that, after his speech, the Romans are overcome by
“a great fear” and fall silent (5.20.19), and the chapter ends with an explanatory aside on
the office of praetorian prefect (5.20.20).%!

Finally, at a low point for the Goths in their siege of Rome, their ambassadors
propose a parley with Belisarius. The Gothic representatives then engage Belisarius in a
classically historiographic debate over the legitimacy of Gothic rule in Italy, with each
side’s arguments attempting to press competing memories of Zeno and Theoderic and

their agreement of 488. Both sides seek to make their interpretation into the lasting

historical memory. For both sides, this is the most elaborate statement of their position,

! see above, Ch 2, pp 101-2
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and both marshal persuasive interpretations in their favor. Here, then, is a case-study in
Cubitt’s insistence on the importance of contested identity in the development of social
memory, and Megill’s observations on the rise in the importance of memory when
identity is uncertain. The answers to crcial question about each group’s identity are bound
up in the interpretation of these events: who are the invaders? Who are the defenders of
land which is rightfully theirs? Who are the Romans, and what does it mean to be Roman
in this context?

The Goths begin (with an appropriately classical allusive flourish)** by
presenting themselves as the wronged party, offering a memory of events wherein they
came into possession of Italy legitimately, just as Zeno agreed with Theoderic:

"HOLKAKXTE NUAC, &VOpeC Pwpaiol, ETTL IAOLC TE KXL EVUUAXOULC
OVTOC OTTAX 00 déoV Gp&pevol. €poDpeV OE GTTEP KAL DUV
EkoaTov olopeba EuvettioTaoOaL. MoTOoL yop oL Blg ‘Pwpaiovg
xeANOpevol YRV TRV ITaAlag ékTAoKVTO, &AN ™ *Od00KPAC TIOTE TOV
xOTOKP&TOPK KXBEAWYV € TUPAVVIdX TNV THOE TTOALTELOXV
HETXBOAWYV ELXE. ZNVWV d€ TOTE THC EWNKC KPATWV KL TLHWPELY
HEV TG EUPPEPRTIAELKOTL BOUAOHEVOG Kol TOD Tup&VVOUL TAVOE TNV
xwpav érevBepolv, ‘Odo&KkpoL d& KATHADTOL TV dUOVAULY 00X OLOC
TE WV, OeLdEPLXOV XVATTELBEL TOV UV XPXOVTX, KXLTTEP XOTOV TE
kol BUT&VTLOV TTOALOPKELV HEANOVTX, KATOXADOGL PEV TRV TTPOG
x0TOV €XO0pav TIUAC GvapvnoBévTa TTpOC ak0TOD NG TeETOXNKEV N,
TaTPLKLOC TE Kal ‘Pwpaiwy yeyovwg UTTTOC, ‘Od00KpOoV dE
&dLklag TAC €¢ AbyoVOaGTOUVAOV TloXTOAL, KXl TAC XWPAKE XOTOV TE
kol FOTOoULC TO AOLTTOV KPOTELY 0pOIIC KL dLKAXLWC (6.6.14-16).

You have done us an injustice, O Romans, in taking up arms wrongfully against
your friends and allies. And what we shall say is, we think, well known to each
one of you as well as to ourselves. For the Goths did not obtain the land of Italy
by wresting it from the Romans by force, but Odoacer in former times dethroned
the emperor, changed the government of Italy into a tyranny, and so held it. And
Zeno, who then held the power of the East, though he wished to avenge his
partner in the imperial office and to free this land from the usurper, was unable to

22 ee above, Ch 2, p 162
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destroy the authority of Odoacer. Accordingly he persuaded Theoderic, our ruler,
although he was on the point of besieging him and Byzantium, not only to put an
end to his hostility towards himself, in recollection of the honour which Theoderic
had already received at his hands in having been made a patrician and consul of
the Romans, but also to punish Odoacer for his unjust treatment of Augustulus,
and thereafter, in company with the Goths, to hold sway over the land as its
legitimate and rightful rulers.

The eastern empire, and Justinian as emperor, is in the wrong for disregarding the deal
agreed upon by Zeno and Theoderic. The Goths proceed to bolster their case by arguing
that they have, in the intervening time, carried out the responsibilities of good Roman
rulers, putting particular emphasis on the traditionally important preservation of laws and
customs, including religion:

oUTw Tolvuv TTapaAxBoOvTeC TRV TAC ITaAlxg &pxnv ToOg Te
VOUOUG K&L TNV TTOALTELOV dLleCWOGHEDX TV TTWTTOTE
BeBxTIAELKOTWY 00dEVOC NOTOV, K&l OgudepiXOL HEV ] GANOU
OTOVLODV JLUOEENMEVOL TO MOTOWV KPATOC VOUOC TO TIRXPATTRV
00dElg OUK &V YPXUHUXOLY, 00K XYPXPOC €0TL. TX d& TAC €lg Oeov
evoeBelog Te kKAl TILoTEWC 00TW Pwpaiolg € TO &kpLBeg
EQUAREQHEY, WOTE ITOALWTOV PEV THV dOEXV 0VDELG OUX EKWV 00K
&XKoUOL0C €¢ TAVOE TNV NUEPAV PETEROAE, FTOTOWYV dE
HETXBERANHUEVWIV ETTLOTPOWN TLC ODDXUNC YEYOVE. KL PNV KOL TX
Pwpaiwy lepd TIMAC TTOP  AHDOV TAC AVWTETW TETOXNKEV: OV YO P
00delg €lC TL TOUTWYV KATKQPLYWV TIWTIOTE TTPOC 0VDEVOC
xvOpwTTwV BeBlaoTal, GANX KOl TTROXG TXC THC TIOALTEIKC KPXAG
x0TOL YEV dLayeyovaaoLy €xovTeg, MOTOOC 8¢ axOTWV PETEOXEV
o0delc. N TTAPEANOWV TIC NUEKC ENEYXETW, AV PN HETK TOD GAnBolg
AUtV eipRobat olnTat. TTpoaBein & &v TLC WG KAL TO TV DTTRTWV
XElwpa NoTOoL Euvexwpouv Pwpailolg TTPOC ToD TV EWWV
BaoNéwC €C EkxOTOV £TOC KOULTeoO XL (6.6.17-20).

It was in this way, therefore, that we took over the dominion of Italy, and we have
preserved both the laws and the form of government as strictly as any who have
ever been Roman emperors, and there is absolutely no law, either written or
unwritten, introduced by Theoderic or any of his successors on the throne of the
Goths. And we have so scrupulously guarded for the Romans their practices
pertaining to the worship of God and faith in him, that not one of the Italians has
changed his belief, either willingly or unwillingly, up to the present day, and
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when the Goths have changed, we have taken no notice of the matter. And indeed
the sanctuaries of the Romans have received from us the highest honor; for no one
who has taken refuge in any of them has ever been treated with violence by any
man; nay, more, the Romans themselves have continued to hold all the offices of
the state, and not a single Goth has had a share in them. Let someone come
forward and refute us, if he thinks that this statement of ours is not true. And one
might add that the Goths have conceded that the dignity of the consulship should
be conferred upon the Romans each year by the emperor of the East.

It is the Goths, and not the Eastern Empire, who have supported and protected Italy and
Rome. The Goths emphasize this point one final time:

OpELC 8¢, TOOTWYV TOLOVTWYV OVTWV, ITXAIXG PEV 0D TTpoCETTOLELTOE
KOXKOUHEVNC DTTO TV ‘Odo&kpou BapB&pwyv, Kaltrep o0 dL’
OAlYOU, &AN’ €C DEKX EVILTOUC T dELVX ElpyapéVoL, VOV dE
TOUC dLka{wg akOTNV KEKTNHEVOULC, 00dEV DUV TTPOTTiKOV,
BLaTeobe. oLKkOOV évTedBev NUIV EkTTOdWYV ToTHOOE, TX Te DUETEPK
XOTQV EXOVTEC KOL 00X ANIOKHUEVOL TETUXAKATE (6.6.21-22).

Such has been the course followed by us; but you, on your side, did not take the
part of Italy while it was suffering at the hands of the barbarians and Odoacer,
although it was not for a short time, but for ten years, that he treated the land
outrageously; but now you do violence to us who have acquired it legitimately,
though you have no business here. Do you therefore depart hence out of our way,
keeping both that which is your own and whatever you have gained by plunder.
Belisarius and his army are cast as the unlawful invaders, and in a last insult, the Goths
suggest that as they leave they take their plunder with them, as if they were no more than
petty raiders.
In response to this version of events, Belisarius decries the Gothic representatives’
speech as “not far from fraudulent in its pretensions” 00 TTOppw GAxTovelng LUV
YEYyoVve (6.6.22). He counters with the “official” imperial memory of the loss of the

west, but in greater detail than we have heard thus far, replete with very historiographical

questioning of the rational motivations of the actors involved:
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OevdEpLov Y& BATIAEDG ZAVWV ‘OB0&KPW TTOAEPHNCOVTX
ETrepPeyY, oUK €@ W ITaAlog aOTOC THV &pXNV EXOV- TL Y&p &V Kkal
TOPAVVOV TUPAEVVOU SLXANGOTELY BXTLAEL EPENEV; AN € W
ENELOEPa TE kol PATIAEL KATAKOOC EOTAL. O dE TX TTEPL TOV
TOPAVVOV €0 dLaBépevog &yvwpoouvn €C TEANX OUK €V peTpLlog
EXPNOATO: &TTOOLOOVAL Y&Pp TM KLplw TRV YV 00daUA Eyvw.
olpoL B Eywye TOV Te BLKOKHEVOV kol OG &v T& TOD TTEAXG
gkovalwg pn &modd® (oov ye lval. (6.6.23-25)

For Theoderic was sent by the Emperor Zeno in order to make war on Odoacer,
not in order to hold the dominion of Italy for himself. For why should the
emperor have been concerned to exchange one tyrant for another? But he sent
him in order that Italy might be free and obedient to the emperor. And though
Theoderic disposed of the tyrant in a satisfactory manner, in everything else he
showed an extraordinary lack of proper feeling; for he never thought of restoring
the land to its rightful owner. But I, for my part, think that he who robs another
by violence and he who of his own will does not restore his neighbor’s goods are
equal.

Belisarius concludes with his usual oath that he will never willingly surrender what he

here calls “the emperor’s country” (XWPXV THV BXTIAEWC) (6.6.26).

The negotiations quickly go nowhere. Belisarius refuses to negotiate for
surrender of more territory than he has been authorized to do, and the Goths conclude
they must send envoys to Justinian himself to proceed. Given the debate’s practical
irrelevance to the unfolding of events, we have all the more reason to examine its
thematic significance. There are, of course, the intertextual links to the Melian dialogue

(Thuc 5.85-111).* 1t is unlikely, though, that this episode was included purely for

decorative purposes or superficial similarity to Thucydides. Rather, the Thucydidean

2 On the Thucydidean allusion in this section, see Adshead 102-3: the obvious formal
similarities, the verbal echoes of unusual phrases such as ufj Euvexel pnoet (Th 8.86,
W 6.6.11), and the humorous moment where Belisarius remarks that although the Gothic
representatives promised to speak with brevity and moderation, their speech was in fact
both long and immoderate.
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intertexts serve to signpost and emphasize the thematic engagement with historical
memory that is occurring.

Given that both sides’ cases are strongly argued, how can we begin to judge
between them? Or rather, how can we examine how Procopius guides his audience to do
so? Unlike the standard speech-and-battle sequences, we cannot look to the unfolding of
the subsequent conflict for our answers, as the debators interpret past, rather than future
events. We can, however, look to other relevant memories of these persons and events
within Procopius’ history, and compare how the passages above compare to those
references to the same persons and events that are narrated in the author’s own voice.
Notably, however, Procopius does not give a direct account of Theoderic’s assumption of
power in Italy either in the “Archaeolgy” at the start of Book 3 or in the digression on the
history of the Goths and Franks in the midst of Belisarius’ march toward Rome. We can,
however, compare his (and other characters’) appraisal of Theoderic’s character and rule
to those that underpin both the Goths’ and Belisarius’ arguments about the legitimacy of
his and the Goths’ subsequent rulership. In the digression on the history of the Franks
and Goths, Theoderic comes off an a savvy leader, protecting his soldiers’ lives and
advancing his people’s interests at the same time by manipulating his Frankish allies into
doing most of the fighting for them (5.12). Such cunning in a general might be portrayed
by the historian in a negative light, but Procopius’ appraisal of Theoderic here is
reservedly approving: he possesses foresight (TTpOvoLX) and gains territory for his

people “without losing a single subject” (5.12.32).



206

Moreover, at the start of Book 5, Procopius praises Theoderic’s conduct in ruling
Italy in much the same terms that the Goths would use a book and a half later: respect for
Roman institutions, justice, preservation of the laws:

Kol BaoNéwg pev Tod Pwpaiwy o0Te ToD oxAUaTog 00TE TOD
ovopaTog EmPBaTedoatl RELwWaTeY, GANX Kl PNE dLeplov
KXAOUpEVOC (0DTW Y& P OOV TOUC NYEUOVAC KXAELY ol B&pBapot
VEVOULKOXTL), TOV PEVTOL KXTNKOWYV TAV a0TOD TTpoloTh
EOUTTOVTX TTEPLRAANOUEVOC O0C T PUOEL BATIAEL HPUOOTAL.
dLkXLooUVNG TE YO P LTTEPPLIC ETTEUEAROATO KL TOUC VOHOUC €V
TW BeBaiw dleowaonTo, £k Te BapB&pwyv TWV TTEPLOLKWY THV
XWPAV KTPAANC dLEQONGEE, ELVETEWC TE KL &vdplag €¢ Gkpov
EANAVOEL WC PEALOTA. KL XdIKNUO oXedOV TL 00dEV 00TE &XOTOC £C
TOUC &pXOHEVOOC elpy&TeTo 00TE T “"AAW T TOLXOTX
EYKEXELPNKOTL ETTETPETTE, TIARV YE N OTL TV XWwpLlav THV poipav
&v opiowv adTolg M6TOOL évelpavTo vtrep ‘OdOaKpOC TOlg
OTOOLWTALE TOTC &X0TOD €dwkKev. NV TE O OcLdEPLXOC ANOYW HEV
TOpavvoc, Epyw d& BaoAeLG &ANONG TWV &v TaOTN TH TLUA TO £E
XpXAC NOBOKLUNKOTWY 00dEVOC NOTOV, EpwC TE ’OTOD €V T
roTooLg KAl ITAALWTRLG TTOADC AKPKOE, KOl TROTX &TTO TOD
&vOpwTrelov TPOTTOUL. (5.1.26)

And though he did not claim the right to assume either the garb or the name of
emperor of the Romans, but was called “rex” to the end of his life (for thus the
barbarians are accustomed to call their leaders), still, in governing his own
subjects he invested himself with al the qualitites which appropriately belong
to one who is by birth an emperor. For he was exceedingly careful to observe
justice, he preserved the laws on a sure basis, he protected the land and kept it
safe from the barbarians dwelling round about, and attained the highest possible
degree of wisdom and manliness. And he himself committed scarcely a single act
of injustice against his subjects, nor would he brook such conduct on the part of
anyone else who attempted it, except, indeed, that the Goths distributed among
themselves the portion of the lands which Odoacer had given to his own partisans.
And although in name Theoderic was a usurper, yet in fact he was truly an
emperor as any who have distinguished themselves in this office from the
beginning; and love for him among both Goths and Italians grew to be great, and
that too contrary to the ordinary habits of men.””*

294 see above Ch 2 pp 106-8 on Procopius’ explanation of the term “rex” in this passage.
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Procopius-as-narrator’s praise for Theoderic’s just and wise rule, and in particular his
defense of Roman laws and land, problematizes the imperial Romans’ arguments, both
for the historical memory that Theoderic unjustly stole Italy from the empire, and their
claims that the people of Italy were suffering under the Goths’ mistreatment. It likewise
bolsters the Goths’ own claims to just and legitimate rulership, again placing particular
emphasis on the protection not only of the land itself, but its laws.

Thus Procopius the historian intercedes in the process of memory formation and
consolidation on behalf of the Goths. The Goths” memory of the events of the 470s are
already in the process of becoming the historically preserved and legitimated memory,
endorsed by Procopius’ positive portrayal of the figure at their center, Theoderic. We
should also note, before we move on from these passages, other aspects of the
functioning of social memory that can be observed in this section. We witness the
importance of historical memory in informing interpretations of more recent past events,
as the legitimacy of the imperial Romans’ invasion depends entirely on one’s
interpretation of the historical context for it; and in informing decisions and actions in the
present. Readily observable, too, is the supreme importance of memory in establishing
each group’s identity as rightful rulers or brazen invaders. Finally, we see Procopius’
rendition of the evolution and re-creation of social memory over time as outlined by
theorists such as Michael Schudson.”®® Procopius’ historical actors create pasts for
themselves—establishing and refining social memory for their generation—not from

scratch, as it were, or with complete freedom, but working from the versions of past

293 Schudson, Michael. (1989) “The Past in the Present versus the Present in the Past.”
Communication 11:105-13.
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events that have been handed down, and working within the confines of social conflicts
of their day.®® Both the pre-existing memories of the circumstances of the loss of the
western empire (the “structure of available pasts™), and the other group’s competing
memories and vested interests limit each side’s construction of the way they would like to

understand their past, and so, their own place in recent events.

Part II1: Ethnic Identity and Romanitas

The passages above provide an excellent example of the way in which the
negotiations of memory and identity feed into one another, but it is far from the only
occasion Procopius addresses the interaction of the two. Indeed, Procopius makes a
continued investigation into the way ethnic and group identities are distributed and
interact with one another an ongoing thematic concern of the Wars. Additionally, as we
will see, issues of Roman memory are at the root of the question of Roman identity for
Procopius: who is and is not respecting and preserving Roman cultural memory, who is
and is not acting the part of Romans.

We have observed already how Roman identity in the sixth century was unstable,
contested on several different fronts: the barbarian makeup of the Roman army, the

Romans of the Eastern and Western empires in close contact such as they had not

2% «The full freedom to reconstruct the past according to one’s own present interests is
limited by three factors: the structure of available pasts, the structure of individual
choices, and the conflicts about the past among a multitude of mutually aware individuals
or groups.” Schudson 107
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experienced for some time, the conflicting civilian and and military interests, the ever-
lengthening divide between the contemporary world and the classical past, and the efforts
of the emperor and imperial administration to define Romanitas a certain way. We have
been discussing over the course of the chapter the importance of memory to identity, and
how, in Megill’s terms, memory rises in value when identity is unstable. Now, we will
step back from memory somewhat, in order to look more closely at Procopius’ handling
of identity, Roman and otherwise, in his work. The following sections will investigate
how Procopius responds to these instabilities in identity by examining his treatment of
Roman identity in a very simple way: by looking at who is identified, by the narrator and
others, as Roman, and how who is and is not Roman changes with circumstances and
evolves over the course of the narrative. We will consider as a corollary the distribution
of other, related identities, such as Italian and Greek, Goth and barbarian.

The goal, of course, is to have this ultimately feed back into our discussions of
memory, to look at the importance of identity to memory: how Roman and other
identities are tied up with historical and cultural memory, how these play out in
Procopius’ history. Identity feeds back into memory, in part, as it dictates that who can
lay claim to the identity, can lay claim to the memory, the heritage and its associated
benefits. For Procopius, a historian, cutting off people from Roman identity and Roman
cultural memory might have been one of the highest forms of censure (and conveniently,
one he had readily available to him).

Let us briefly outline, then, the various terms used by Procopius and his actors to

identify ethnic and cultural groups, beginning with that concept so central to Procopius
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and his history, Roman. Procopius’ deployment of the ethnic identifier “Roman” will be
the main focus of the pages that follow, but we should note here the general outlines of
his usage. For much of the work, “Roman” is applied to the troops, officers, and efforts
of the imperial Roman army; and to the emperor, cities, and concerns of the eastern
Roman Empire. It is also used to describe or designate the residents of the erstwhile
western Roman Empire, particularly the people of Italy, and most of all, Rome itself.
Therein lies one of the central tensions we will consider in the following sections, for
Procopius’ use of the term “Roman” to designate one or the other of the two groups for
whom it might be appropriate shifts and evolves over the course of the work: subtly at
first, and then with ever more forcefulness and judgment. From a clearly and
straightforwardly Roman identity for the imperial army, despite its admittedly barbarian
makeup, Procopius moves toward at first problematizing, and eventually denying that
identity. As the army’s Romanitas becomes more troubled, that of the people of Italy
becomes more central.

There are, of course and of necessity, alternative or further means Procopius used
to identify those groups who could be termed “Roman.” The citizens of North Africa are
usually simply “the Libyans” (AtUOxL) and though Belisarius and other generals make a
point of referring to them as former or erstwhile Roman citizens, their Romanitas is never
a threat or a complication to the army’s own. The people of Italy are occasionally termed
“Italians,” or further identified as “a Roman from " using the name of their (Italian)
city to clarify the type of Roman that they are. The people of Rome are occasionally

called just that, or referred to as “the private citizens,” when their citizenship in Rome is
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understood from context. Finally, Procopius must sometimes, either out of practical
necessity or to make a thematic point, employ alternative means to identify the army of
Justinian, its soldiers and generals. In these cases, some reference to the emperor or the
imperial cause is most often used. All of these are terms of identity employed by the
narrator, but Procopius also puts into some of his actors’ mouths differing means of
referring to one another. Thus, for the most part the imperial Roman actors’ designations
match up with Procopius’ own, but those employed by the Goths in the history reflect
their own cultural viewpoint. To the Goths, the people of Italy are the only “Romans,”
while the emperor’s army are the “Greeks” who have intruded, unwelcome, into Italian
affairs. For all that their role in recent history is debatable, as we have seen just above,
“Gothic” is a fairly stable ethnic identity in Procopius: all parties can agree on who is and
is not a Goth, and there are few alternate or competing identitfiers for the people as a
group.””’ Tt is the larger identity that the Goths participate in, that of barbarian, that is
various, fluid, unstable.

While the complex nature of the role of barbarians, and barbarian identity, in the
Wars could fill a dissertation of its own, we will consider here a few elements of it, in
order to provide an appropriate backdrop for the discussions of identity, and particularly
Roman identity, that follow. Greco-Roman identity, of course, had defined itself against

the construct of “barbarian” for over a milenium, and Procopius certainly participates in

7 Indeed, Procopius outlines the various Gothic sub-groups at 3.2.1-6, but opines that
the names are the only thing that differentiates them. It is likely that for those involved,
the collapse of the distinction was not nearly so neat or complete at Procopius would
have it. Nevertheless, in the historical present of the Wars and for Procopius, it is not a
meaningful distinction.
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and utilizes this technique: of the empire’s several barbarian foes, the Vandals in

2% Wwhile the characterization of the

particular are constructed as a barbarian “other,
Gothic king Totila participates (at times) in an age-old trope of the noble savage.””’ There
are particular instances, such as the imperial Roman seizures of Corsica and Sardinia,
discussed in more detail below, where Procopius seems to be deploying the identifier
“Roman” in response to the presence of barbarian groups or territorial control (pp 219-
220 below).

The issue regarding barbarian-ness in the Wars which most concerns us here is
the issue of the highly barbarian makeup of the “Roman” army, both recruited into the
regular army, and in allied companies.’” Procopius charts both the highs and lows of the
army’s often troubled relationship with their Hunnic allies. A few examples here will
illustrate the characterization of the dynamic in the Wars; more will follow in the analysis
below. Book Four begins inauspiciously with a group of Huns planning to switch sides,
but Belisarius manages to persuade them not to (4.1.5-11). Procopius mentions pointedly

at 5.27.1-2 that the reinforcements brought to Belisarius by a commander Martinus were

mostly “Huns, Sclaveni and Antae, who are settled above the Ister River not far from its

28 The Vandals seem to me to be a more generic barbarian “other” than Chosroes and his
people, for who Procopius has specific Persian and eastern tropes to play on, and the
Goths and other peoples of Europe, where as we will see Procopius gives some attention
to the differences among them, as well as the problems of the “Romanization” of the
barbarians and the barbarization of the Romans

2 In fact, Totila can be anaylzed as the true hero of Book 8 of the Wars, see further
Cameron (1985) 8

39 For recruitment of barbarians (and others) in the late Roman world, see M. Whitby
“Recruitment in Byzantine Armies from Justinian to Heraclius (ca. 565-615) In The
Byzantine and Early Islamic Near East vol 3, States, Resources, and Armies, ed. Averil
Cameron, 61-124. Princeton,1995. 103-110
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banks” (K&l x0TV ot TTAEloTOL OVVVOL T oAV K&l SKAXBNVOL kol "AvTaL,
ot OTTEP TTOTAHOV “loTpov 00 HOKPAV TAC Ekelvn OXONC (dpuvTaL).
Belisarius credits the Huns’ skill as mounted archers in a subsequent series of victories in
the ongoing defense of the city of Rome (5.27.26-9). Procopius also utilizes the Huns’
presence to undermine the Romanitas of the army, as at 3.12.6-10, when Belisarius
punishes a pair of Huns (“Massagetae’) for drunkenly killing their commander. This
angers the rest of the Huns, who argue “that it was not to be punished nor to be subject to
the laws of the Romans that they entered into an alliance” (OUK €TTL TLHWPLK

008 L TG OTredBLVOL elvail Pwpaiwy vOpoLS £ Euppaxiov fkewy
3.12.10). Coming as this episode does on the eve of the armada’s arrival in Libya, it
problematizes the very Roman-versus-barbarian dynamic of the North African campaign

that follows.

Part III, Section 1: Roman Identity on the Persian and North African Fronts

That, under “normal circumstances,” Procopius considered himself, his fellow

countrymen, and their empire to be “Roman” hardly needs proving.>®" The emperor’s

301 See further: Mass, Michael “Roman Questions, Byzantine Answers: Contours of the
Age of Justinian” in Maas, M. The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 3-27, esp. n 4; Vladimir Vavrinek “The Eastern
Roman Empire or Early Byzantium? A Society in Transition” in Vavrinek, V. (1985).
From late antiquity to early Byzantium: Proceedings of the Byzantinological Symposium
in the 16th International Eirene Conference. Praha: Academia. 9-20.
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cause and army are referred to as such from the start: Procopius describes his work as the
history of “the wars which Justinian, emperor of the Romans, waged against the
barbarians of the East and West...” (TOUC TTOAéOUC... 0UC ‘lovoTiviavog 6
Pwpaiwyv BaaAeDC TTPOC BapB&pouC dLAVEYKE TOVC TE £WOUC Kol
gotettiouc...) (1.1.1). His narrative of these events “will begin at some distance back,
telling of the fortunes in war of the Romans and the Medes...” NeAEEETAL OE TTPAITOV
XPEKUEVOLC MLKPOV GVwBOev 0ox Pwpaiolg Euvnveéxdn kal MRdolg
TToAepodoL IOtV Te kol dp&oait (1.1.17). And finally, when the background
narrative reaches the present day of Justinian’s wars, Procopius tells us, “And the
Romans, under the leadership of Sittas and Belisarius, made an inroad into Persarmenia, a
territory subject to the Persians...” ‘Pwpaiot 8¢, Z{TTa Te Kol BeEAloaxplov
nYoupévwy oplaly, é¢ Mepoappeviav TAV Mepadv KATAKOOV
€0BAAOVTEC... (1.12.20). The matter is relatively straightforward here on the Persian
front: the forces of the eastern Roman Empire are battling their Eastern neighbors,
traditional enemies of the Romans and the Greeks before them. Procopius is free, as we
have seen, to engage with memories of the classical Greek past. His and his audience’s
identity as Romans is supplemented by the more ancient associations drawn from
classical Greece, but it is not challenged or complicated by other claimants.

When, in Books 3 and 4, the narrative moves into North Africa and the one-time
Western Roman Empire, the situation becomes somewhat more complex. Belisarius’
forces, certainly, are still identified as Roman; they are usually referred to simply as “the

Romans,” (Pwpaiol) as at 3.25.9, or “Roman soldiers” (PWHGLOLC OTPATIWTALS)
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as at 3.24.17. What complicates matters is that rather than carrying on an ages-old border
war, the Roman army is now fighting on land and amid cities that were once, not so long
ago, themselves Roman. They are fighting, what is more, a war ostensibly of re-conquest
and liberation. Their foes are still conveniently barbarian, but there are as well the native,
erstwhile Romans to consider. Their presence does not necessarily challenge the army’s
identity, but it does add nuance: it presents an alternate possibility of what it means to be
Roman. On the soldiers’ part, it also adds an additional responsibility to it, as we will see.

Procopius puts the most well-developed and explicit statements of the
propagandistic imperial position on the re-conquest’”” into the mouth of Belisarius, its
star player. In a series of passages at the beginning of the North African campaign,
Belisarius outlines a code of behavior for the Roman soldiers. When a small group of
soldiers who, upon first going ashore, raid the surrounding fields for food (3.16.1),
Belisarius punishes them severely. He then admonishes them, telling the whole army that
the deed is unjust enough in itself, but in this case, the greater evil is the danger they have
put the army in:

EYw YOp €kelvw HOVW TO Bappelv Exwy €lg TNV YAV DU&C

atreBiBaoa TxOTNY, OTL TOlg Bavdidoig ot AlBueg, Pwpuaiol TO
AVEKaOeV OVTEC, KTTLOTOL TE €l0L KL XOXAETTC £XOULOL, KL dLKX

392 The “official” imperial position as portrayed by Procopius maps closely with that
found in Justinian’s own laws. For example, this preface to an Institute links exertions in
the field of law with victories in war: “The head of the Roman state can then stand
victorious not only over enemies in war but also over trouble-makers, driving out their
wickedness through the paths of the law, and can triumph as much by his devotion to the
law as for his conquests in battle.... Barbarian nations brought beneath our yoke
know the scale of our exertions in war. Africa and countless other provinces,
restored to Roman jurisdiction and brought back within our empire after so long an
interval, bear witness to the victories granted to us by the will of heaven.” Institutes,
pr., Nov 21, 533, trans P Birks and G McLeod.
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ToOTO WUNV WG 00T &V TL TV GvayKxlwv AU ETTIAE(TTOL OUTE
TL €€ ETTIOPOURC KAXKOV EPYKRTOVTOL UK Ol TTOAEULOL. XAAK VOV
x0T OV R AKPATELX TAROTA €l¢ TOOVAVTIOV AULY
HETXBEPBANKE...cUTEL YK P TIPOTECTL TOIC XOLKOUHEVOLG N TTPOC
ToU¢ BlaxCopévoug ExOpa, Kal TTEpLETNKEV DUV TAC TE DPDV
x0TV XOPAAELRG K&l TAC TV GyxBDV &pboviag OAlyx KTTX
&pyOpLx GVTOANGEXTOAL, TTXPOV DIV TP~ EKOVTWV WVOUHEVOLG
TX ETTLTADELX TV KLPLWV PATE GdLKOLC Elvail DOKETV KAl pIAoLg
EKELVOLG €C T UOALOTO XPAOOAL... A& TTiDOTOTOE pEV TOTG
XANOTploLg ETTLTINOVTEC, KEPDOC dE &TTOTELTOTOE KIVODVWVY
HETTOV. (3.16.3-4,5, 7)

For I have disembarked you upon this land basing my confidence on this alone,
that the Libyans, being Romans from of old, are unfaithful and hostile to the
Vandals, and for this reason I thought that no necessaries would fail us and,
besides, that the enemy would not do us any injury by sudden attack. But now
this your lack of self-control has changed it all and made the opposite true... For
by nature those who are wronged feel enmity toward those that have done them
violence, and it has come round to this that you have exchanged your own safety
and a bountiful supply of good things for some few pieces of silver, when it was
possible for you, by purchasing provisions from willing owners, not to appear
unjust and at the same time enjoy their friendship to the utmost... But do you
cease trespassing wantonly upon the possessions of others, and reject a gain
which is full of dangers.
The soldiers of the imperial army are instructed to treat the North African citizens and
their property with respect, for they are fellow “Romans from of old.” Doing so will
confirm the Roman army as liberators, reaffirm to the North Africans that the Vandals are
the undesirable oppressors, and convince them to side with and identify with the imperial
Roman army. Belisarius’ argument centers on the strategic benefits of such a course of
action, but the moral underpinnings of the position will continue to resonnate as the
cultural identities it sets up are reified and transgressed over the course of the narrative.
At 3.20.17-21, the Roman forces have entered North Africa and are preparing to

march on Carthage. Belisarius again addresses the troops with an earnest and explicit

injunction: they are not to pillage and despoil the countryside, they are not to antagonize
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the local residents, nor take them captive. They are, essentially, to avoid treating the land
as conquered territory and they are not to behave as invaders. Procopius gives Belisarius’
speech as a paraphrase:
ABuag Yop GTavTag Pwpaxiovg TO GvékaBev OVTHC YevéoDaL Te
0110 BavdiloLg oUTL €Behovaioug Kol TTOAG TTETTOVOEVAL TTPOC
&vopv BapB&pwyv &Gvoola. dLO dn kal PaoAEx € TTONEUOV
kaTaxoThivaLl Bavdiloig, eivail Te obx dotov EuupAval TL TTpog
x0TV &XopL €¢ &vOpwTTOLC WV TRV éAevBeplav DTTOOETLY
TTotno&pevol ETTl BavdIAoug ETTPATELTOV.
For all the Libyans had been Romans in earlier times, and had come under the
Vandals by no will of their own and had suffered many outrages at the hands of
these barbarians. For this very reason the emperor had entered into war with the
Vandals, and it was not holy that any harm should come from them to the people
whose freedom they had made the ground for taking the field against the Vandals
(3.20.19-20)
Since the North Africans are fellow Romans, they must be treated as such: to enslave
them, or pillage their property, is how invaders would treat the conquered. To refrain
from such is how Roman soldiers would treat fellow Romans. The principle carries
weight for the identification of the North Africans, but also for the Roman soldiers, on
whose actions the whole enterprise rests. Treating the North Africans as Romans, in a
sense, makes the soldiers Roman, or at least, affirms their Romanitas.>® Even more, this
friendly treatment will prove crucial to winning “the hearts and minds” of the citizens,
contributing to the success of the very enterprise that will re-establish them as Romans.

In the event, the Roman forces do indeed behave according to Belisarius’

definition of Roman soldiers. At the conquest of Syllectus and of Carthage immediately

39 This despite acknowledgements elsewhere of the significantly barbarian makeup of
the army: see above p 212.
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following Belisarius’ injunction, as well as afterward (with a few close calls, see below),
the Romans act as liberators, not conquerors:

Elg 8¢ ZOANEKTOV GPLKOUEVOC BEALOXPLOC CWPPOVEC TE TOUG

OTPOTLWTAG TIKPEIXETOV KOl 00TE &GdIKWV XELPIIV EPXOVTAC 00TE

TL &TTO TPOTTOL €pYXCOMEVOULC, XDTOC TE TIPROTNTH KOl

@NVOpWTTLaV TTOANNV évdelkvOpevog oUTw ToLG AlBuag

TIPOCETTIOLNOKTO WOTE TOU AoLTTOD KXOXTTEP €V XWPQ OlKElX TNV

TTopelav TToLEloOaL... (3.17.6)

And when Belisarius reached Syllectus, the soldiers behaved with moderation,

and they neither began any unjust brawls nor did anything out of the way, and he

himself, by displaying great gentleness and kindness, won the Libyans to his side

so completely that thereafter he made the journey as if in his own land...
They thus validate not only the North African territory and citizens on the one hand, but
themselves, on the other, as indeed Roman. Because of Belisarius’ firm vision and the
soldiers’ adherence to it, the endeavor proceeds as the re-unification the (Eastern) Roman
viewpoint wishes it to be. Belisarius, meanwhile, has demonstrated again his
effectiveness as a military commander and as a true Roman general, and his triumph,
detailed at 4.9, is truly earned.

A further, slightly different, formulation of Belisarius’ articulation of the official
position comes later in the history of the Vandal war. Here it is another general,
Solomon, who addresses a sizeable portion of the army that is on the point of rebellion.
Procopius tells how many Roman troops had taken captive Vandal wives, who then
convince the soldiers that they deserve their enemies’ possessions as well as their women.

The soldiers threaten to rebel if they are not granted the lands and goods of the conquered

Vandals. Procopius uses this opportunity in the narrative to rephrase in even stronger
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terms his portrayal of the regime’s position on the status of North Africa, and to add
further, telling nuance. Solomon rebukes the rebellious troops and denies their claim:
...&okovTl Te WG TX pEV EVOPXTTOdX KL T&X GANX TTAVTX
XPAUKTA TOIC OTPATLWTALS £C AKQULPX (EVAL ODK KTTELKOC ELVAL,
YAV pévtoL a0TNV Baohel Te kal TH Pwpaiwv &pxii TTpoonkeLy,
NTTEP x0TOUC EEEOPEPE TE KAL OTPATIWTAG KaAEloOal Te Kl lvat
TTETTOLNKEY, OVK €~ W o@LOLV a0TOIC T XWPLX KEKTATOVTAL OO
av BapP&pouc émmPatedovtag TG Pwuaiwv Baoelag
XPENOLVTO, GAN €@ W € TO dnuocLoV TaOTH (éva, 00ev aolatl
Te EVMPBALVEL KOl TOTC KANOLC XTTXOL TG OLTAOELG KOULTeaOal.
...while it was not unreasonable that the slaves and all the other things of value
should go as booty to the soldiers, the land itself belonged to the emperor and the
empire of the Romans, which had nourished them and caused them to be called
soldiers, and to be such, not in order to win for themselves such land as they
should wrest from the barbarians who were trespassing on the Roman empire, but
that the land might come to the commonwealth, from which both they and all
others secured their maintenance. (4.14.10)
There is much that could be said about this passage as regards Procopius’ presentation of
Justinian’s ideology of re-conquest. For now, let us note that Solomon characterizes the
Vandals as “trespassing on the Roman empire,” claiming North Africa unambiguously as
Roman. However, he presents the land as belonging ultimately not to the Roman citizens
of the province, but to the emperor and the empire as a whole, so that the former can
administer it for the good of the latter. The territory is being recovered for the empire, but
the implication is not simply a return to the past, as was the case in Belisarius’ passages
above. Rather, Procopius uses Solomon to tease the possibility of a Roman Empire re-
built into something new, at Justinian’s direction and discretion.
While Procopius thus gives voice to the official validation for the North African

campaign as a restoration of the empire, he also includes some language in these sections

which hints at doubts as to whether such a thing is truly possible, or likely under
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Justinian’s rule. Just before the near-rebellion described above, Belisarius dispatched a
force to Corsica and Sardinia, to “recover for the Roman Empire the [latter] island, which
had previously been subject to the Vandals” (Tf] Pwpaiwv &pxf THv vijoov
AVOKTATXTO XL, BOVOIAWY KXTAKOOV TX TTPOTEPX) (4.5.4). However, Cyril, the
commander, is then described as having “won back both the islands and made them
tributary to the Roman domain” (Xp@w T& VAoW TH Pwpaxiwyv BaoAelx €g
@OPOL ATTAYWYNV AVECWONKTO) (4.5.4). Similar wording is used at the beginning
of Book 5, when Belisarius, in winning Sicily, has “recovered the whole of the island for
the Romans,” (TTROGV AVXKOWOXHEVW THV VAoV Pwpaiolg ékelvn) (5.5.19),
but as a result, “the emperor held all Sicily subject and tributary to himself,” B&xoAeOC
Te £k TODDE SikeAlov BANV EC POPOL ATTAYWYNHV KATAKOLV €LAE (5.5.17). In
each instance, the report of the result (the verb &TTXYwYNV, “made tributary” is the
same in both, cf Herodotus 1.6.27, 2.182) gives the impression that the islands were not
being restored to their former place in the empire but were instead incorporated as
conquered territories: the very thing the Romans were ostensibly not doing in North
Africa. It suggests that the Western provinces were not being re-integrated on terms of
complete equality. The passage at 4.8.25 on the re-assessment of the taxation of North
Africa, discussed above in chapter three, provides something of the same sense of
discontinuity with the past, and the suggestion that the new order would be less

advantageous for the Libyans. Procopius quitely emphasizes the contrast, the historical
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change that has taken place. While the official rhetoric might be that of reintegration, that

is not how the Roman Empire operates any longer, especially under Justinian. ***

Part III, Section 2: Arrival in Italy and Rome

When the narrative of the Wars arrives in Italy, the situation becomes
progressively more complex. Procopius must deal now with the inhabitants of Italy, and,
eventually, the people of Rome itself. These are populations who not only have a fair
claim to be thought of as also Romans, but whose claim to that identity is so strong that
they are most naturally referred to simply as “the Romans” and Procopius must employ
additional explanation or circumlocution to avoid confusion or to make a point. While
often in these early books of the Gothic Wars the identification of one or the other group
as “Romans” are governed, on the one hand by a need for clarity, and on the other by the
perspective of the speaker, there are key moments where Procopius begins to use the
application or withholding of the identifier “Roman” to raise thematic questions about the
unstable nature of Romanitas in this unique context.

When he begins to refer to them as such, it is notable that the Italians are called

“Romans” not by the narrator directly, but as Procopius reports the actions, words, or

394 On Justinian’s program and ideology of restoration, see Maas (1986) and Pazdernik
(2005), and for Procopius’ ambiguous reaction, Kaldelis (2006) Ch 4 (pp 18-164) and
Kaldelis (2010a), as well as below, pp 291-308.
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viewpoints of others.’”> At 5.9.2-7, Procopius relays a story (which he for his part “does
not credit,” Mol PEV 00 TTLOTK AEYOVTEC) in which a frightened Theodatus, the
Gothic ruler, consults “a Hebrew” on how to proceed with the war. The resulting oracle
involves three groups of pigs, representing “the Goths, the Romans, and the soldiers of
the emperor” (FOOwWV Te kKol Pwpaiwy kol TOV BROWNELC OTPATLILOTAV)
(5.9.4), which are observed for a set amount of time to see which group will flourish.**®
Shortly therafter Vittigis addresses “the Senate and people of the Romans,” (Pwpaiwv
Tolg Te €k BOLAAC KAl TA dNUW) (5.11.26), discussed above. In these and other
instances Procopius broaches the complex issue of the plurality of Romanitas by allowing
the alternative perspective into the narrative via a third party: the perspective is presented
second-hand, as it were, that these Italians are the “real” Romans. Naturally, from the
Goths’ perspective, the Italians are the Romans; they are the Romans they have been
living with for decades, and the emperor’s army who are the foreign invaders. It is also,
as we have seen above (pp 196-204) and will see below (pp 247-205), in their best
interests to construct their worldview so.

In the meantime, Procopius has Belisarius once again use “Roman” in an

inclusive fashion, but his actions and threats undercut this inclusivity. As he urges the

393 See above, pp 209-210 on Procopius’ variety of terms for the Italian Romans.

3% 11 the event, the “Goth” pigs mostly die, while the animals named for the “emperor’s
army” survive, and of the “Roman” pigs, about half survive, although their hair falls out,
indicating their suffering. The would-be accuracy of the oracle is presumably at least
part of Procopius’ reason for distrusting the tale, although, of course, he includes it just
the same.
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people of Naples to surrender, so that he need not take the city by force,””’ Belisarius
emphasizes the fact that both groups have legitimate claims to Roman-ness, calling on the
memory of their shared heritage:***
TTOALV 8¢ &pXalov kol olkATOpag XploTiavoug Te kal ‘Pwpaiovg
avwBev €xovoav é¢ ToOTO TOXNG 00K &V €VEXIUNY, GAAWC TE Kol
0Tt €pod Pwpaiwv oTpaTnyodvToC... (5.9.27)
But I pray that an ancient city, which has for ages been inhabited by both
Christians and Romans, may not meet with such a fortune, especially not at my
hands as a commander of Roman troops...
Belisarius’ speech, as it uses “Romans” twice in quick succession, sets up the idea that
both groups are, in fact, Roman. As he continues, though, his threat of violence toward
Naples if the citizens do not surrender turns on the fact that his (so-called) Roman army is
largely made up of barbarians, who would act in a way very different from the way he
has outlined Romans ought to behave toward fellow Romans:
... OTT €pod Pwpaiwv oTpaTtnyodvtocg, EABelV, pAALOTX ETTEL
B&pBapol TToOANOL poL TO TTARBOC év TQ OTPATOTTIEdW &laly, N
XOEAPOUC N Euyyevelg TTPO TODdE KTTOAWAEKOTEC TOD TE(XOUG: WV
dN KATEXELV TOV BUHOV, AV TIOAEPW THV TTOALV EAWOCLV OUK &V

duvaipnv. (5.9.27)

...especially at my hands as a commander of Roman troops, not least because in
my army are a multitude of barbarians who have lost brothers or relatives before

397 In fact, Belisarius takes Naples by finding a way to get a small force inside the city
and open the city gates to the main army, as is so oftem the case in the Wars, and
seemingly in sixth century siege warfare generally (see above, pp 192-6). An Isaurian
under Belisarius’ command discovers a way into the city via the aqueduct (5.9.11-21),
and Belisarius sends a contingent of four hundred men thence into the city (5.10.1-26).
3% Naples, once the quintessentially Greek city in Italy, is here characterized as
straightforwardly Roman. Whether Procopius was unaware of this, or it was simply
inconvenient for the point he was seeking to make, is unclear. See also Ch 2, pp 105, on
Procopius explanatory aside on Naples at 5.8.5; and pp 68-70 on Pazdernik’s (2000)
analysis of Belisarius’ behavior in this and other sieges through an intertextual lens.



224

the wall of this town; for the fury of these men I should be unable to control, if
they should capture the city by act of war.

Procopius again engages with the fraught subject of the largely barbarian makeup of the
“Roman” army, as he does on occasion throughout the Wars,**® combining it
devastatingly here withwith his ongoing questioning of Romanitas. The “Roman” army’s
threatening stance toward an iconic Roman city establishes dramatic tension for the
army’s subsequent march on Rome, and the problematic nature of Roman identity that
this belies provides further nuance for the explorations of Roman memory that inhabit the
space between the two events. >'° In the event, Belisarius is proved largely correct: at
5.9.27-29 we see the soldiers pillage the town, until Belisarius is able to put a stop to it by
calling upon not a common Roman identity but a universal Christian mercy (5.9.30-33).

Thus, for the most part, Procopius generously includes both the emperor’s army
and the inhabitants of Italy under the identifier “Romans” when he deems it appropriate.
He can usually rely on context to make clear which group is meant, as at 5.14.11, when
the Romans decide to hand over the city of Rome (see just below), or at 6.6.3 when the
Goths send an envoy who is “a Roman of note among the Goths” (Pwpaiov &vdpa év
r6T00oLg dOKLpOV), where the Romans of Rome and/or Italy are obviously meant.*"!
Meanwhile, at 6.16.8, Narses is quoted as saying “If we fail, we shall shatter the strength
of the Romans” (WG TO (KOG TPAAEVTEC... TNV Pwpaiwyv (oxLV

KXTOAOGOUEV), and at 7.12.12, Sisifridus, a Goth by birth, is described as loyal to the

39 hp 211-2 above

319 hp 181-192 above

311 In other cases, the label is applied to groups that are just Italians, and obviously do not
include the citizens of Rome: at 5.26.14, the residents of Portus, killed by the Goths, are
called “Romans.”
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Romans and the emperor’s cause (E0VOLKIC d€ Alav £€¢ Te Pwpailoug kal TX

BAONEWC TIPAYURTH EXWV).

% %k %k ok

Procopius’ habit thus far, of utilizing a third-party perspective to distance his
narrator’s voice from the references to the people of Rome as Romans and the army
under Belisarius as the emperor’s army, begins to fall away as the army and the narrative
approach the city of Rome:

... Pwpaiol 8¢, deloavteg un opiot Euppain doa NeatroAiTang

EUUTTETTWKE, AOYLOGHEVOL EYVWONKV KUELVOV ELVAL TH TTOAEL TOV

BaoNéwg oTpaTOV dEEXTONL. (5.14.4)

...but the Romans, fearing lest all the calamities should befall them which had

befallen the Neapolitans, decided after considering the matter that it was better to

receive the emperor’s army into the city.
The passage, while not a direct quote or indirect speech, is still a report of the thought
process of the Romans of the city (who are referred to as such by the narrator). Thus it is
from their perspective that the new arrivals are “the emperor’s army,” distancing the
narrator from the act of not naming them as “Romans.” Next the Goths, learning of their
decision, choose to abandon the city:

6100t d¢ ol &v ‘Pwpn @UAXKAV glxoV, £TTel TOOC Te TTOAEP{OUC

KYXLOT& 1T elwat ETT000oVTO Kol Pwpaiwy TR yvwung nodovTo,

AOXOANOV TOTE TH TTOAEL KL TOTC ETTELTA & Pwpaiwyv oplov

EVOLOOVTWV €VOEVdE XTTOANYEVTEC ETL PaBévvng éxwpnoav

KTTVTEC... SUVETTECE TE €kelvn TH NUEPK KATK TOV &’xOTOV XpOVOV

BeALoGplov pEV KAl TOV BROWNEWC OTPATOV £C PNV elOLEVAL dLK

TOANG NV kahoDalw Acwvaplav, FOTOoLC d¢ dvaxwpelv évOEvde
dLX TTOANC ETEPAC N PAXULVIX ETTLKOAEITAL... (5.14.12-14)
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But as for the Goths who were keeping guard in Rome, it was not until they
learned that the enemy were very near and became aware of the decision of the
Romans, that they began to be concerned for the city, and, being unable to meet
the attacking army in battle, they were at a loss; but later, with the permission of
the Romans, then all departed thence and returned to Ravenna... And so it
happened on that day that at the very same time when Belisarius and the
emperor’s army were entering Rome through the gate which they call the
Asinarian Gate, the Goths were withdrawing from the city through another gate
which bears the name Flaminian...
From the Gothic soldiers’ perspective, “the Romans” are the people of Rome. When
Procopius narrates the imperial Romans’ entry into the city, however, he chooses this
moment to identify them as “Belisarius and the emperor’s army” in a straightforward,
unmediated fashion.

Here, at this point of momentous potential for Rome’s reincorporation into the
Roman Empire, Procopius seems to have made a conscious choice to designate the
inhabitants of the city simply, and absolutely, as Romans, even though this must
occasionally be at the expense of the other claimants to the title. The emperor’s army, for
clarity’s sake if nothing else, must be referred to as such, or as the Goth’s enemies:
Procopius yields to the people of Rome the first, highest claim on the name of “Roman.”
Only in one passage in this section does “the Romans” refer to the army, rather than the

citizens. It comes in Procopius’ solemn pronouncement of the crucial moment:

Plopn Te abOLC €EAKOVT ETETLY DoTepov UTTO Pwpaiolg
YéYyovev... (5.14.14)

...and Rome became subject to the Romans again after a space of sixty years...
Procopius draws the reader’s attention to the dichotomy, that for such a length of time the
city of Rome was separated from the empire of the Romans; now that situation is

rectified. That the army is only referred to as Roman once in the whole episode, and that
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this one instance is so particular, raises questions: does that belie the falsity or
superficiality of such a statement? Is Procopius being intentionally inconsistent, setting
up this statement to be jarring; to bring attention to the irony?

Additionally, Procopius almost immediately undermines his identification of
“Romans” here, continuing his pronouncement with:

...VA&TN ToD TeAevTalov, TTPOC d& PwWUKIWV TTPOTXYOPEVOUEVOU
BaoAéWC TNV XOTOKPATOPG GPXNV EXOVTOC. (5.14.14)

...on the ninth day of the last month, which is called “December” by the Romans,
in the eleventh year of the reign of the Emperor Justinian.

No sooner has the event occurred, than Procopius subtly reminds his audience that these
Romans who now hold Rome again do not speak the language of that city, and that in that
way there is a sense in which they are not Romans.

The account of the army’s entry into the city is followed by a description of the
measures Belisarius takes to supply and fortify Rome for the inevitable siege by the
Gothic forces. He repairs and updates the features of the circuit-wall and has a moat dug.

‘Pwpaiol € TNV pev TTpovolay ToD oTpaTnyod Kol dlaxpepdvTw g
TNV €C TAG ETTAAEELC XTTODEDELYPEVNV EUTTELPLOY ETTA VOULV, €V
BXOUOTL OE HEYRAW TTOLOVHEVOL HOXOAAOV, €L TIVX WG
TTOAOLOPKNONOETAL EVVoLaV EXwV WAON EaLTnNT& ol EpeLy TWV
ETLTNOElwV TH &Tmopla, dLX TO UN ETMIOXAKOCLOC €LVAL, KXl TELXOULC
TrepLBoANOpEVN TOOOUTOV TL XPAMK, GANWG TE KAl €V TTEdlW
KeLPévn €¢ ayav OTITIw TOlg éTTLobOLY €0POdOC, WG TO €IKOC,

E0TLV. (5.14.16)

And the Romans applauded the forethought of the general and especially the
experience displayed in the matter of the battlement; but they marveled greatly
and were vexed that he should have thought it possible for him to enter Rome if
he had any idea that he would be besieged, for it cannot possibly endure a siege
because it cannot be supplied with provisions, since it is not on the sea, is



228

enclosed by a wall of so huge a circumference, and, above all, lying as it does in a
very level plain, is naturally exceedingly easy of access for its assailants.’'?

Though Belisarius’ commitment to the city of Rome and its protection is admirable, he is
potentially out-of-touch with the realities of defending so large a city: the realities of how
to be a Roman general in Rome. Procopius can, with the historian’s benefit of hindsight,
use the historical moment to epitomize his portrayal of Belisarius and the arc of the story
of Belisarius’ and the Romans’ good intentions but ultimate failure at their mission of
reincorporation. While Belisarius does (barely, at times) hold off the Goths’ initial siege,
the eastern Roman forces are ultimately unable to hold Rome as they lose the rest of
Italy. They not only fail to protect it against the Goths, but in subjecting the city to
repeated sieges and sacks, in fact open the door to its ultimate destruction.

Also of note in this section is Procopius’ allocation of identity in the story of the
Palladium, discussed in more detail above (pp 188-90). In his final comments on the two
stories of where the Palladium is now, he says that “the Byzantines” say it was brought
thither by Constantine, though “the Romans” deny this (5.15.13-14). Though the
identifiers derive from the two cities, Rome and Byzantium,*"? they reinforce the duality
and separation of the two groups, and grant “Roman” to the people of that city while
withholding it from the citizens of Constantinople.

As we have seen, Procopius crafts the episode of Belisarius’ entry into Rome into
an opportunity to examine thematic concerns of Romanitas in his work, both in the

mantle of historical memories with which he surrounds the episode, and in pointed use of

312 See above pp 192-3 on Procopius’ and acknowledgement and thematic use of the
physical difficulties of taking, controlling, and defending the city.
313 As Procopius names Constantinople throughout his work, in good archaizing fashion.
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the identifier “Roman” to describe one or the other of the two groups to which it is
applicable. At this moment of great symbolic importance (and lesser, but still significant,
stategic importance) for the emperor’s re-conquest of the western empire, Procopius only
barely contests the ownership of the identity “Roman,” reserving only the barest
minimum for the emperor’s army. This suggests that, for all that this tension in Roman
identity is a driving force in the work and Procopius’ ongoing exploration of Romanitas,
this particular contest, between eastern and western claims to Roman identity, is not the
one Procopius is most concerned about. This moment of great symbolic significance is a
moment of great instability as well, as Belisarius and the army are confronted with
challenges to their own Romanitas as they seek to establish their strategic control of the
city of Rome. Even as Procopius works to define and stabilize a particular vision of
sixth-century Romanitas with a host of cultural memory associations, he begins to

destablize his own army’s claim to that identity.

Part III, Section 3: The Long War in Italy

As the war in Italy proceeds, Procopius continues to handle with subtlety and care
the dynamics of Romanitas. Under his historian’s direction, the imperial army, the
Italians, and the Goths negotiate memory and identity in the constantly shifting context of

the war in Italy.
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In the passages following Belisarius’ entrance into Rome, Procopius returns to
using the term “Romans” freely to refer to either the emperor’s army (as at 5.18.27) or to
the city’s inhabitants (as immediately thereafter, at 5.18.28), as context demands.
Occasionally, the situation threatens to become confusing, as it does later in that same
chapter, when Procopius discusses the actions of the Roman army as they attempt to
return to the city following a battle, and the Romans within falter over whether or not to
receive them (mistakenly believing that Belisarius is dead and knowing the army is hard
pressed by the Goths) (5.18.20).*™* In other places, Procopius momentarily abandons the
term as unhelpful, as at 5.25.11-12, when he discusses OTPXTLWTAC TE K&l (DLWTAKC,
“the soldiers and the private citizens.” Elsewhere the latter are Pwpaiwv To0 dquov,
“the Roman populace” (5.28.18).

Not long after Belisarius’ retaking of Rome, though, Procopius elaborates more
fully the “other perspective” on the question of Roman identity. In a series of passages
starting mid-way through Book 5, the point of view that the Italians are the “real”
Romans, while Belisarius and his forces are intrusive interlopers, is argued forcefully by
the Goths. Procopius-as-narrator, while he does not himself adopt or condone this view,
does not explicitly reject it, either, but allows it to continue to gain a foothold in the
narrative. Such an airing of both sides’ opposing views is of course a staple of the
historiographic strategy of presenting set-piece speeches arranged in pairs, but the

eloquence of these arguments takes on greater significance in light of the events and

31 Indeed, Dewing attempts to help clarify the situation by giving “the people of Rome”
for ‘Pwpaiol in his Loeb translation, vol. 3, pg 177.
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behavior of the army that Procopius will narrate later. About to besiege Rome, Vittigis
sends an envoy to the city:

0¢ évtadBa ENOwV kal ‘Pwpaiovg TAC ¢ NOTOOLC &TTLOTIOG

Kokloag TNV TTpodoaiav wveldLCev v a0TOIC ETTL TE TR TTOTPLdL

memmoliofaL kal o@low adToig éAeyev, ol TAC MOTOWV duvapewg

FpatkoLG TOUG apiaty 00X 0loug Te XPOVELY OVTRC AANKEQVTO, £E

WV TX TTPOTEPK OVBEVX £C ITAALXV HKOVTX €LdOV, OTL Un

TPARYWdOUC T KXl PIHOULC KA VRXOTXC AWTTOLdOTAC. (5.18.40)

And when he arrived there he began to reproach the Romans for their

faithlessness to the Goths and upbraided them for the treason which he said they

had committed against both their fatherland and themselves, for they had
exchanged the power of the Goths for Greeks who were not able to defend them,
although they had never before seen any men of the Greek race come to Italy
except actors of tragedy and mimes and thieving sailors.
Procopius boldly adopts the Gothic point of view, which identifies the emperor’s army as
“Greeks” while fashioning (and attempting to instill in the Romans’ minds) a particular
version of the memory of the recent past, in which the Goths’ rule of Italy was just and
secure and portraying the eastern Roman army as incompetant interlopers, associating
Greekness with the unsavory likes of actors and sailors. At this point in time no one
heeds the envoy’s words, and he returns to the Gothic camp unanswered (5.18.42). The
“Greek” epithet reappears in Vittigis’ speech to his men before battle at 5.29.11,
discussed below.

However, the Romans of the city are not unproblematically Roman, either.
Shortly after this, these Romans begin to grumble to Belisarius about the conditions in
the besieged city:

Pwpaiwy 8¢ 6 dAMOC, TWV €V TIOAEPW TE KXL TTOALOPKIG KOXKOV

XNOELC TTAVTXTIXOLY OVTEC, ETTELON TH HEV &AOLO(X ETTLECOVTO Kl

TOV Gvaykalwy TH &TToplx, @UAXCOELY Te KUTTVOL TOV TrepiBolov
AVAYKEGTOVTO, K&L TNV TIOALV GAWCTE0OXL 00K €(C HRKPAV
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OTTETOTTIOC OV, GUX D& KXl TOUC TIOAEPIOLC EWpwV TOOC TE XypolC
KoL TEANG TTAVTA ANLCopévoucg, HOXOXAAOV TE Kol delva €TToLoDVTO,
€l 0TOL 000EV ABLKNKOTEC TTIOALOPKOIVTO TE KAl €C TOTODTOV
KLvdOvou péyebocg nkotev (5.20.5).
But the Roman populace were entirely unacquainted with the evils of war and
siege. When, therefore, they began to be distressed by their inability to bathe and
the scarcity of provisions, and found themselves obliged to forego sleep in
guarding the circuit-wall, and suspected that the city would be captured at no
distant date; and when, at the same time, they saw the enemy plundering their
fields and other possessions, they began to be dissatisfied and indignant that they,
who had done no wrong, should suffer siege and be brought into peril of such
magnitude.
Procopius’ language does not convey much sympathy with their plight: they dislike the
loss of comforts such as bathing and show distaste for even the most basic participation
in the defense of their own city as night sentry-duty. A letter from Vittigis to Belisarius
shortly after emphasizes that the Romans are accustomed to a life of “soft luxury” (év
Blw TpueP®)(5.20.11). These hardships of the Romans may not amount to much yet,
but are an important foreshadowing of things to come. Compared with the death and
depravation that await them, while Belisarius holds the city, the people of Rome suffer
relatively little, a fact that Procopius is perhaps trying to draw his audience’s attention to
here. The people of the city, meanwhile, fall short of a certain ideal of Roman masculine
and martial virtue (as well as a good understanding of the relative danger, or lack thereof,
of the situation), which is epitomized here, of course, by Belisarius.
Shortly thereafter Procopius has Belisarius write a letter to Justinian informing
him of the state of affairs in Italy, which speaks to our considerations of memory in the

work on several scores. His characterization of the Romans also speaks to their

weakness, but in a way which is both pragmatic and more understanding. Belisarius
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reports their successes thus far, but then warns Justinian that unless he sends more troops,
they will be unable to hold Italy against the Goths for long:

EANX OF, Q) BaOWED, ékelvo elolTw, WC AV VOV UMV ot B&pBapot
TEPLETOVTAL, ITAAXG TE TAC ONC EKTTECOVHED K Kol
TIPOTXTIOBXAODHEV TO OTPATEVHQ, KXL TIPOTETTAL ULV TOOKUTN
TLC OUOG R OTTEP TAV TTETTPAYHEVWV GLOXOVN. €0 YXP AEYELV WG
kKol ‘Pwpaiovg &TTolelv dOEaLpeY, ol Ye TTEpL EAXTTOVOC THV
owTnptlav TAC ¢ TNV ONV BaoAelav TTETTOINVTAL TILOTEWG (5.24.9-
10).

But do you, O Emperor, take this thought to heart, that if at this time the
barbarians win the victory over us, we shall be cast out of Italy which is yours and
shall lose the army in addition, and besides all this we shall have to bear the
shame, however great it may be, that attaches to our conduct. For I refrain from
saying that we should also be regarded as having ruined the Romans, men who
have held their safety more lightly than their loyalty to your kingdom.
Even Belisarius, speaking to the Roman emperor, grants the city’s inhabitants the title of
“Romans.” We should also note the reference to Italy as belonging to Justinian as
emperor and how that feeds into our discussions above on North Africa and Sicily. *'*
Most important here, though, is the suggestion that a desultory re-conquest could “ruin”
the Romans, and the empire would be to blame. As the letter goes on, Belisarius
describes in greater detail the difficulties of defending Rome against a siege for any
lengthy stretch of time, and what he thinks will happen should conditions in the city
become worse, due to a long drawn-out struggle with the Goths (the kind that would be
prevented if Justinian were to send more troops):
Kol ‘Pwpaiol VOV pev eDVOLKIC AUTV €xoual, TV & KAKWV aOTOTC,
WC TO €lKOC, UNKLVOUEVWY, OVDEV HEANNTOULCLY UTTEP GOTWV

ENEoODOL T Kpeloow. ol y&p €€ OTTOYVOUL TLOLV €G elvolav
KXOLOTXHEVOL, OO KXKOTUXOOVTEC, GAN" €D TTROXOVTEC, TO TILOTOV

313 bp 219-220.
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£G A0TOUG dLaxOWTeLY elwBaaLy. GAAWG Te K&l AP Pwpaiot
AVOYKXTONTOVAL TIOAAX WV 00K &V BOUAOLVTO TTPREXL (5.24.14-16).

And although at the present time the Romans are well disposed towards us, yet

when their troubles are prolonged, they will probably not hesitate to choose the

course which is better for their own interests. For when men have entered into
friendship with others on the spur of the moment, it is not while they are in evil
fortune, but while they prosper, that they are accustomed to keep faith with them.

Furthermore, the Romans will be compelled by hunger to do many things that

they would prefer not to do.

Belisarus’ argument is in essence a practical one, informing Justinian that he is certain to
lose control of Italy without additional troops. He formulates this argument in terms of
the historical unity of the two groups of Romans, appealing to memory and playing with
the shared, but unstable Roman identity. When it comes down to it, the unity of the
causes of the two sets of Romans cannot be relied upon: both have markedly different
interests. Belisarius implies that, though the Romans might prefer to be part of the
Roman Empire, an understandable survival instinct will lead them to make other choices.
What unifies the two groups is their shared heritage, and the unity of sentiment that
comes from that, rather than the present realities of survival and self-interest.

Here also it is the Romans of the city, whose loyalties to the imperial cause need
to be shored up, who are granted the identity “Romans” without complication.
Belisarius, elsewhere the spokescharacter for the ideals of Roman unity and re-
intergration, exposes in a “private” letter to the emperor the cracks in the foundation of
all they are trying to build. As Rome stands besieged by barbarian Goths, Procopius uses

Beliarius to inform the emperor that should he destroy the Romans through his inaction,

history will blame him for it.
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Thus Procopius embroiders his history around the time of the recapture of Rome
with memories with a particularly Roman set of associations, and follows this up by
lacing the subsequent defense of the city with continued questioning of the applicability
of the term “Roman” to both the invaders and the inhabitants of Italy. At this point,
however, nothing is decisive. Belisarius’ army and the Roman populace prevent the
Goths from re-capturing the city, but fail to decisively defeat them. Procopius,
meanwhile, does nothing notable with the questions of Roman memory and identity for
some time following this.

As the narrative progresses into book 6, a large contingent of fresh imperial troops
finally arrives under the command of the eunuch Narses, who becomes a rival to
Belisarius for command of the forces in Italy. Interestingly, this marks a sharp, short-
lived increase in the frequency of the qualifier “the emperor‘s” to identify the Eastern
Roman, imperial cause. Narses is the first to employ it, as he and Belisarius argue over
whether and how to divide their forces. Narses opines:

TIQVTX O€ TOUTOVL TOV PXONEWG OTPATOV £G MedLOAXVOV Te Kol

ADELpoV &TToKEKPLoOOL pOVOV KEVUPOPOV ELVAL TIRVTEADC...NHUELC

0¢ Bao\el TNV AlHIALWYV ETTIKTNOOHED X XWPAV...

But that the emperor’s whole army should be divided between Milan and

Auximus alone I consider to be utterly inexpedient... we, on our part, shall take

possession for the emperor of the territory of Aemilia... (6.18.24-25)

Belisarius echoes him shortly thereafter with “the emperor’s cause” (6.18.27), while at

6.19.4 Belisarius urges the people of Urbinum that they should “become subjects of the

emperor.” At 6.19.17, the Goths do in fact surrender the city, and become “subject to the
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emperor on terms of complete equality with the Roman army.” Notably, these instances
do not seem to be occasioned by any necessity of avoiding confusion with the people of
Rome, who are not anywhere on hand. This increased talk of the emperor seems to signal
the beginning of a deliberate distancing of the imperial cause from the identity and
concerns of Romanitas in the narrative. It is as if Narses brings with him to the fighting
his own greater concern for and loyalty to the emperor rather than to the ideals of
liberation and reintegration that (ostensibly) motivated the conquest. As the two leaders
vie for ascendancy in Italy, their two different approaches also struggle for supremacy.
As Belisarius’ prestige and authority wanes, so fades something of what made the

enterprise so essentially Roman.

Part III, Section 4: Problematizing “Roman”

Thus in the first half or so of the Gothic Wars Procopius acknowledges the
complexity of the issue of Roman identity for the eastern Romans in Italy. In a context
where the two groups of successors to the once unified empire must interact heavily and
officially for the first time in decades, the interests of those two groups of Romans are not
always as united as Belisarius’ rhetoric might wish. For the most part, though, as long as
the war is going relatively well, Procopius is content to let the matter rest just below the

surface. While Belisarius is quickly and easily re-conquering territory for the emperor
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and defending it well, the interests of both Eastern and Italian Romans are both tolerably
well served.

Eventually, however, the war begins to go badly for Belisarius and Narses. The
emperor’s army becomes bogged down in numerous regional conflicts throughout Italy
and gradually loses more and more territory, and the Romans of Italy begin to suffer in a
serious way as a result of the prolonged conflict. It is at this point that Procopius begins
to seriously question and problematize the imperial forces’ own identity as Roman. As
the people of Rome endure greater hardship and depravation because of the presence of
the army, the two groups become less and less like fellow Romans, and in action,
treatment, and portrayal, more and more like conquered people and invading army.
Procopius turns Belisarius’ and the imperial Romans’ appeals to shared Roman heritage
and identity back onto themselves, showing them act in very un-Roman ways towards
their would-be fellow Romans. The army’s increasingly poor treatment of the Italians
helps bring about in practical terms the eventual failure of the reunion of Romans that it
thematically prefigures. As they are shown being less and less Roman to their would-be
fellow Romans, the alienation and destruction is helping them lose “the hearts and
minds,” lose the war, and destroy the very Romans they supposedly want to reunite with.

To begin, Procopius has Totila, the Gothic king,*'® comment on the plight of the
Italians and the imperial army’s responsibility for it. In his speech to his troops leading
up to a potentially decisive battle, Totila gives them several reasons that the cause of

justice is on their side:

31 For more on Totilla, see above pp 240-2, and below, pp 255-264.



238

KELOV OE NUGC PETK TAC XYXONAC EATTIOOC TOTg TTOAEpiOLG €C XETpOiC

LEval, TA TV &vdpv &dkix BappodvTag. oUTW Y&p ax0TOIC TK

€C TOLC KATNKOOLC BeRLWTAL WOTE ITAALWTALE TAVOV TAC

TETOAUNUEVNC 00 déov adTOIC €¢ MOTOOLC TTPOdOTIAC KOAXTEWC,

00dEULEC ETEPAC TTPOTEDEL- OUTW EVANABDNV elTTElV EDUTTAVTX

x0TOIC TK KOKKX TIPOC TV DTT0dEXOEVTWYV YevEaOaL ELVEPN. (7.4.15-

16)

It is reasonable, furthermore, for us to grapple with the enemy with high hopes,

taking courage from the unjust actions committed by them. For such has been

their conduct towards their subjects that the Italians at the present time need no
further punishment for the flagrant treason which they dared commit against the

Goths; so true is it that every form of evil, to put all in a word, has fallen to their

lot from the hands of those whom they cordially received.

The indictment here is from an enemy’s mouth rather than in the narrator’s own voice,
but as we will see, Totila becomes a more and more sympathetic character as the Gothic
Wars proceeds. It is interesting that here the populace is refered to as Italians, rather than
Romans, which is more usual from the Gothic perspective (see above, p ). Perhaps the
word choice is meant to emphasize that this is true of all Italians, not only the people of
the city of Rome.

As the war progresses, Totila’s arguments become more strongly worded and
more to the point, and his behavior and character becomes more exemplary. Several
scholars have analyzed the way in which Totila is portrayed sympathetically in the later
books of the Gothic Wars, to the point tht he could be said to be their protagonist.>’” For
our purposes a few examples will suffice. A fascinating passage at 7.8.12-25 shows

Totilla not only acting the part of the just ruler (in contrast to the immediately subsequent

injustices of the Romans), but also voicing very familiar sentiments. After he has

317 Cameron (1985) 8. Procopius says in his eulogy of Totila that his ignoble death must
have been a whim of fate, for “his end was not commensurate with his deeds” (8.32.28-
30)
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imprisoned a Goth accused of raping a Roman maiden, some Gothic soldiers beg him to
release the offender, because he is such an able fighter. Totila refuses, warning them that
if the Goths behave unjustly, they will reap their own rewards:

&YW pEV 0DV TODTO 010X, WC TAV AVOPWTIWV 6 TTOAUC SHNOC T&X
TOV TIPAYHETWY OVOPXTA HETXB&ANOLOLY ETTL TOOVAVTIOV.
@NXVOPWTTIOV PEV YOP KOXAELV TRV TTa’pavoplay elwbaaty, €€ ng
dle@O&POaL TE TX TWV XPNOTX TIAVTA K&l ELVTETHPAXO AL
EUMBAIVEL, TKALOV D€ KAl XTEXVAC dVTKOANOV, OC &V T& VOULUX
TTIEPLOTEANELY €C TO GKPLREC BOVANTAL, OTTWC dN TOIC OVOUXTL
TOUTOLC TIXPATIETMTROUXOLY €G TNV XTEAYELXV XPUWHEVOL
XOEETTEPOV EERUAPTAVELY TE LKAVOL €leV Kl TRV poxOnplav
évdelkvuabal. (7.8.11-16-17)

Now I, for my part, know this, that the great majority of mankind twist and turn
the names of things until they reverse their meaning. For, on the one hand, they
are accustomed to call kindness that which is really lawlessness, the outcome of
which is that everything respectable is brought to utter confusion; and, on the
other hand, they call any man perverse and exceedingly difficult who wishes to
preserve the lawful order with exactness—to the end, plainly, that by using these
names as screens for their wanton deeds they may be able more fearlessly to do
wrong and display their baseness.

Totilla’s criticism of changes over time in words and their meanings echoes Procopius’
own thoughts, as voiced at 3.11.2-4.°'®

Following directly after this, Procopius contrasts the far worse behavior of the
Romans of the emperor’s army:

Ev @ 8¢ TadTx TouThag ETTpaooey, v ToOTw ot Tod Pwuaiwv
oTpaTOD XPXOVTEC EVV TOTC OTPATIWTALE TX TWV KATNKOWV
XpApOTa NPpTTaCov, Kol DBpewC Te KAl GOEAYELKC 00D~ OTLODV
OTTEA(TTOVTO, &XAAN " Ol pEV KPXOVTEC €V TOIC OXUPWHXKOLYV EXOVTEC
EPWHEVHC EKWHATOV, Ol & OTPATITAL &TTELBE0TEPOLC XOTOVC
TOlg &PXOULOL TIKPEXOUEVOL €LC TTROQV LOEXV KTOTTLXC EVETTLTTTOV.
(7.9.1)

318 see above, Ch 3 pp 127-136
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While Totila was thus engaged, meantime the commanders of the Roman army, as
well as the soldiers, were plundering the possessions of their subjects, and they
did not shrink from any act of insolence and licentiousness whatsoever, but the
commanders, for their part, were reveling with mistresses inside the fortresses,
while the soldiers, showing themselves more and more insubordinate to their
commanders, were falling into every form of lawlessness.

He then goes on to detail the Italians’ worsening situation as a result, and expresses the
Italians’ own feelings that they would be better off under the Goths’ rule than the Eastern
Romans’:

TOUG TE ITAALWTALS TTEPLAV KXTTROL TIKOXELV T XOXAETTWTATK TIPOC
EKXTEPWY TV OTPATOTIEdWVY. TOUC HEV YOP XYPOUC E0TEPNVTO
TTPOC TV TTOAEPIWY, UTTO 8€ TOD BATAEWC OTPATOD ETTLTTIAX
TIAVTX. K&l TIpoofv a0TOLG aikiCeaOal Te Kl 0VdEVL AOYW
dLapBelpecOat, TOV &vaykaiwv TH &TTopla TrLeEopévolg. ol yop
OTPATLOTAL GUOVELY TQIOL KKKOUUEVOLG TIPOC TOV TTIOAEULWV
o0da i ExovTeg 00X 000V EpuBpLEV WG fkLoTa ETTL TOlG TTpodaLy
gylvwakov, &M kal ToLg BapB&pouc TToBelvoLC aDTOLC Elval Ol
EENUAPTAVOV &TTELPY&TOVTO (7.9.2-5).

As for the Italians, the result of the situation for them was that they all suffered
most severely at the hands of both armies. For while, on the one hand, they were
deprived of their lands by the enemy, the emperor’s army, on the other hand, took
all their household goods. And they were forced besides to suffer cruel torture
and death for no good cause, being hard pressed as they were by the scarcity of
food. For the soldiers, though utterly unable to defend them when maltreated by
the enemy, not only refused to feel the least blush of shame at existing conditions,
but actually made the people long for the barbarians by the wrongs they
committed.

Totila naturally does not refer to the imperial forces as “Roman,” but uses “emperor’s
army.” Procopius here uses Totilla to associate the army’s misconduct and denial of the
term “Roman,” but he will eventually step out from behind the curtain and do so himself.
Following hard upon this dispassionate assessment, Procopius allows Totila to
present his interpretation of the Romans’ suffering in a letter to the Senate. First he again

characterizes the Italians’ siding with the imperial forces as a betrayal of the Goths:
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TOTEPXK VUGG KYVOELV TG Oeudepixou Te kal ApaxAxoolvOng
edepyeoiag TETOXNKEY, 1] XpOVW TE ®OTAG Kal ANBN &v Ol
€ELTANOLC €lval; Ka(Tol 00K €0TL TOOTWY 00VdETEPOV. 0V YOp ETTL
@aOAOLC Tlowv 000¢ €l¢ TOUC DPETEPOULC TOC XEKPLTHC KUTOUC, KOTX
dN TOV TIGKAXLOV XpOvov, ETTdedelxBaL ELVERN, GAN év Tolg
&VaYKXLOTXTOLG EG YE DPHEG axOTOVG EVayXOG Te Kal €€ OTToyuiov,
w @iot ‘Pwpaiot (7.9.10-11).

Has it really come to pass that you are ignorant of the good deeds of Theoderic
and Amalasuntha, or have they been blotted from your minds with the lapse of
time and forgetfulness? No, indeed; neither one of these is true. For it was not in
some small matter, nor toward your ancestors in olden times that their kindness
was displayed, but it was in matters of vital importance, dear Romans, toward
your very selves, recently and in days that are close at hand.

Totila’s words emphasize the way that the deeds of Theoderic are on the cusp of living
memory, what is at stake as it is being translated into cultural memory, and the key role
that forgetting, of one kind or another, can play in this process. Totila then once more
seeks to de-Romanizes the enemy by referring to them as “Greeks™:
XANG TRV Mpatkv €¢ TO OTTAKOOV &GPeTNV | &KOR AXBOVTEC R
Telp pxOOvVTEC OUTW dN Trponoeddal ax0TOTg T MOTOWV TE Kol
ITOAWTAV TIPAYHOTH EYVWTE; Kai{ToL EevaryeloBe pev Dpelg
x0TOVC, OLUAL, ZPLOTK, OTTOLWY dEV OTWV ETUXETE EEVUIOV KL
@Awv émrloTaoBe dn TTOUL... (7.9.12-13)
But was it because you had been informed by hearsay or learned by experience
the righteousness of the Greeks toward their subjects that you decided to abandon
to them as you did the cause of the Goths and the Italians? At any rate, you for
your part have, I think, entertained them royally, but you know full well what sort
of guests and friends you have found them...
Totila uses the Eastern army’s own Greekness against them, as it were, turning the
ancient associations of EEVWV KL @AWV against them, indicating what bad guest-

friends the eastern Romans have been. He then describes the Romans’ recent setbacks,

and deftly turns an appeal to God and justice into an argument for his cause:
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.6A\& Tlow Tva loxupiCopat TAG elg Bpdg &dikiag xdTOLG
HETENOETYV. Ka(TOL TTAOC 00K &V TWV KTOTIWTATWYV dOEELEV €lvaiL
TOV pEv Oeov OTTEP DPMV aBTOUC TivvuoOat, DU&C ¢ TH ToLTWV
EUPINOXWPETY KTTNANKXEOXL KKKV, (7.9.16-17)
...but I confidently maintain that a sort of vengeance has overtaken them [the
emperor’s army| for the wrongs you have suffered at their hands. How then could
it fail to appear a most atrocious act on your part, that you, while God is exacting
vengeance from them on your behalf, should cling fondly to that atrocity of theirs
and be unwillingly to be rid of the ills arising therefrom?
Several factors here contribute to the strength of Totila’s arguments. Procopius has the
Goth use as evidence in his case the same sufferings of the Italians that he himself has
just reported. By having Totila recall once more the memory of the much-admired
Theoderic, Procopius manoeuvers our sympathies in his direction. Indeed, Totila’s very
appeals to memory, denouncing forgetfulness or a willful ignorance of the past, sound
rather like the sentiments of a historian. At the same time, by putting such strongly
worded and argued points in the mouth of one who also refers to the emperor’s army as
“Greeks” and traitorous guests and friends, he begins to put his own authorial weight
behind these slurs. Finally, giving to Totila two strong appeals to memory—the mention
of Theoderic and the traditional concepts of EEVUOV K&l QIAWV --Procopius casts him

as the commander most concerned, not only with the welfare of the present-day Romans,

but with memory, heritage, and thoughtful engagement with the past.

% %k %k ok

As conditions worsen in the city of Rome, Procopius presents an episode between
the Roman populace and the imperial Roman commanders which functions as a breaking

point, narratively and thematically, between the two groups. At a junction of memory
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and forgeting, the imperial commanders choose forgetfulness of their common
Romanitas, and are denied their Roman identity. The suffering of the people of Rome
reaches a new level when a severe famine hits the city.”"® The citizens bear the brunt of it,
as the soldiers garrisoning the city still have some supplies. The Roman populace’s plea
to the imperial officers for humane treatment begins from an appeal to the shared Roman
identity of the two groups, and the officers’ present failure to meet even the barest
minimum of the obligations it lays on them.**® In desperation the people beg the
commanders for mercy in terms which suggest just how bad their current treatment has
been:

npé&e, W oTpaTNYOL, HATE Pwpaiouvc pATE Euyyevelc OHIV vouiTeTe
ELVOL, UATE OHOTPOTIOLC TOTC TAC TTOALTELXC HOETL YeyOovEVaL, UATE
XPXAC OVTHC Kl OTTAG € " OV dpapévoug, €iTa oonBévTacg TH
HAXN, XVOPXTTOdX HOPLEGAWTH DPWV KUTWV KAXTK YE TOV TOD
TTOAEPOUL YeVETODOL VOpOV. Kol XopnyelTe Tolg DpETEPOLG
XIXHOAWTOLS TPO@RV 00 KATX TRV XPElav AUV &TTOXpDO KV,

AN WoTe XTTOCHV dLapkC Exovaav, OTTWC dN Kol NUELG
TTEPLOVTEC XVOLTTOLPYNTWHEV DIV 00K TOUC OIKETHC TOLG
KEKTNHUEVOC DTTNPETELV KELOV. (7.17.5-6)

As for us, generals,321 do not consider us to be either Romans or fellow
countrymen of yours, or even to have assimilated our ways of government to
yours, and do not suppose that in the beginning we received the emperor’s army
into the city willingly, but regard us as enemies from the first and as men who
have taken up arms against you, and later, when defeated in battle, have become
your captive slaves simply in accordance with the customs of war. And do you
furnish sustenance to these your captives, if not in quantities sufficient for our
needs, at least in such measure as to make life possible, that by your so doing we

3% Here and elsewhere (see 7.16.2-5, also 6.20.15), Procopius participtes in another
staple of classical historiography: the suffering of a city under siege.

3207t is notable that Belisarius, the champion of the unity of the Roman cause, is not
present for this episode. The Roman commanders are “Bessas and the officers,” see
below.

321 The strongly classical oTpaxTnyol is perhaps intended to emphasize the
commanders’ Greekness and foreigness.
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too may survive and render you such service in return as it is fitting that slaves
should render their masters.

The Romans’ requests become even darker and more desparate from there:
€l 8& To0TO 00 P&dLOV i} BovAopévolg DUTV, GAN &EIVAL APKC TAC
OMETEPAC DLKALODTE XELPOC, EKEIVO KEPOXVOUVTEC, TO YN TTEPL TKC
TV d00AWYV TToveloOaL TS AV & unde TodTO AUIV
XTTOANENELTITAL, KTTOKTLVWOVOL QUGG GELODTE KAL YN XTTOOTEPAONTE
TEAELTAC OCWPTTOVOC PNdE BavaTouv PBovAoNTE TOD TIAVTWV
NOLOTOL, GANX TTPXEEL YLK HLPLWV ATTIGANKERTE Pwpaioug
dLTKOAWV. (7.17.7-8)
But if you find this difficult or contrary to your wish, then at least consent to
release us from your hands, by which action you will gain this advantage, that you
will not be troubled by the burial of your slaves. And if even this favor is not left
us, deign to put us to death and do not deprive us of an honorable end nor
begrudge us death, which to us is the sweetest of all things, but by a single act
free the Romans from ten thousand troubles.
The people put it to the commanders very starkly: to be treated as fellow countrymen, as
Romans, is so far from likely and, it is implied, so far from the treatment they are
currently receiving, that they do not even ask it, nor anything like it. Instead, they ask
that the commanders treat them as their slaves and either feed them enough to keep them
alive, or allow for them to leave or at least die quickly. The implication is twofold: first,
that they are currently being treated as worse than slaves by the army, and second, that
the commanders have in fact “forgotten,” in the sense of disregarded, the past
circumstances, in which the people of Rome treated the imperial forces as fellow
Romans, recieving them into the city willingly, only to fail to receive like treatment in
return.

Significantly, “Bessas and the officers” (“Roman” is noteably withheld) refuse to

grant any of the Roman representatives’ requests, but send them away with promises of
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reinforcements and provisions soon (7.17.8). Their response does nothing to address or
dispel the people’s characterization of them and their actions. Instead, Procopius follows
this incident with descriptions of the officers and soldiers getting rich by hoarding grain
from the military’s provisions and selling it off to wealthy Romans at extravagant prices,
and soldiers selling oxen captured in sallies against the besiegers (7.17.9-11). The people
of the city, meanwhile, are depicted in their suffering as a particularly Roman kind of
noble. At 7.17.20-22, a Roman father commits suicide because he cannot feed his
children.

Finally, Bessas and the officers relent and allow some of the people to leave,
seemingly only after they have been bribed to do so, and only after the people of the city
have suffered much. Procopius’ phrasing is all-important:

Kol TO Aottrov ol Tod BaoAéwg &pXovTeG AXUPAVOVTEG XPAHATX
ETepa pedRkav Pwpailovg 0olog évOévde Boulopévolg NV
XTTOANXCCETOOL. OALYWV TE XTTONEAELPUPEVWY EVTODOX ol GANOL
KTTAVTEC WXOVTO PEVYOVTEC (UG TTN EKXOTOC dUVATOC £YEYOVEL.
KOl XUTQV OL TTAELOTOL TAC dUVAHEWC KATOHaVOELoNg adTOIC T
ALUD AON TTAéoVTEC R 0O (OVTEC BTTEBOVOV. TTOANOL d€ Kol
KXTOANQOEVTEC TTPOC TAV TTOAEULWYV €V TH 000 dleO&pnoav.
Pwpaiwy pev TH TE BOLAR KaL TA dNUW EKEXWPNKEL €C TODTO 1
TOXN. (7.17.23-25)

From that time on the imperial commanders, upon receiving further money,
released such of the Romans as desired to depart from the city. And only a few
were left in the city; for all the rest made their escape by flight in whatever
manner proved possible for each one. But the most of these, since their strength
had been utterly wasted away by the famine, perished as soon as they had begun
their journey, whether by water or by land. Many too were caught on the road by
the enemy and destroyed. To such a pass had come the fortune of the senate and
people of Rome.

Here we see Procopius decisively deploying the identifier “Roman” to make a clear

thematic statement. At a point where the Roman people’s very existence seems at stake,
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and they seem to have given up on any chance of ebing treated as fellow Romans by the
imperial commanders, Procopius withholds the title “Roman” from the soldiers and
officers in judgment for their very un-Roman behavior toward the Romans of Rome, who
are identified either as simply “Romans” or by the traditional “senate and people of
Rome.” This passage is particularly poignant because it deals not simply with the
suffering of the Roman people, but with death and departure, with endings. As the
fleeing Romans are so weakened by the famine that they perish while fleeing, the
“imperial commanders” are fast approaching a point where the damage they will have
done to Rome and the Romans is irreparable.

We should also note the way in which Procopius plays on the lack of reciprocity
in the imperial commanders’ treatment of the Romans. For the most part, the imperial
army’s many appeals to common Roman identity and heritage (mostly made by
Belisarius, and embedded in the text by Procopius’ many evocations of Roman cultural
memory) made to the Italian and Roman populace were met with willing acquiesence, or
at worst refusal that did not reject the premise of shared Roman heritage. However, the
Roman people’s appeal and the officers’ refusal of it highlights the fact that the soldiers,
so far from treating them as fellow Romans, will not even consent to fufill the obligations

of captors of war-prisoners or owners of slaves.

% %k %k ok

After this episode Procopius relaxes his harsh judgment and occasionally slips

back into his former habits of using “Roman” for either group as appropriate, perhaps out
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of habit or for the sake of convenience, but a telling withholding the identifier is
noticeable on more frequent occasions. Moreover, from this point something has
broken—both in the narrative, between the emperor’s army and the Italians, and in
Procopius’ narration, in his sympathies and outlook. No more do we hear about “fellow
Romans” or imperial concern for Rome for anything other than its current strategic
importance, with the important exception of Belisarius’ letter to Totila, discussed above
in Chapter Three (pp 171-3) and below (this chapter, pp 255-6). Instead, and
increasingly following that letter, it is Totila whom we see showing concern for the city
of Rome, both for its present importance and as an embodiment of Roman cultural
memory.

At 7.18.20-23, a Roman man from Canusium pleads with the emperor’s army for
better treatment.’** Procopius still seems to be disassociating the latter from Roman-ness,
as the envoy, and not the army, is identified as “Roman” by the narrator. However, the
man then offers to hand over the whole territory to “the Romans,” that is, the imperial
forces, if they will only treat the “Italians” well. The implication in the man’s speech is
obviously that they have not been treating the populace of Italy well up to this point, and
the man’s own identification of the group to which he belongs as “Italians” recalls the
Roman citizens’ abnegation of their claim to “Roman” status/identity as they plead to be
treated as slaves or captives at 7.17.5. Moreover, the envoy then promises that the
country will then be “again subject and tributary to the emperor no less truly than they

had been before,” (KATAKOOUC BXTWAEL XDBLE €C POPOU KTTAYWYNV

322 The army’s arrival in Canusium is Procopius’ opportunity to reference Cannae and
Hannibal, see p 122 above.
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¢oopévouc 008év TL HooOV i} TIPOTEPOV NTQAV) (7.18.21) a statement that has
much more of the sound of conquest to it than liberation or re-integration, recalling the
questionable phrasing applied to the conquests of Corsica and Sardinia (4.5.4, 5.5.17-19).
The phrasing underlines how the imperial army are behaving as conquerors, how terms of
any equality are no longer something the people of Italy dare to hope for, and how from
their perspective, these terms of conquest are the only kind of Romanitas open to them.
Even as the envoy forsakes any claim a Romanitas shared with the soldiers, however,
Procopius in his narration grants the appelation to him and denies it to the soldiers.

As Book 7 progresses, the Goths’ fortunes in the wars improve under Totila’s
leadership, but the ravages of the prolonged warfare weigh increasingly heavily on the
Italians. In a pair of back-to-back speeches Totila manipulates the memory of Gothic
rule in Italy to different effect, tailored to his two audiences. In a speech of exhortation
to his own soldiers, he ascribes the imperial Romans’ early successes to divine
punishment for the Goths’ mistreatment of their Italian subjects.

OTL FOTOOL pev TTpOTEPOV TAV GAAWVY KTTAVTWY TTEPL EAXOTTOVOC

TreTTotnpévol To dikatov, ETTpaooov £g Te KANAAOULG Kal TOLG

KXTNKOULCG Pwpailoug Gvoolx €pya, olg dn, WG TO €lKkOC, AYHEVOC O

0€0¢ €T k0TOUC TOTE ELV TOLC TTOAEULOC EOTPATEVTE. (7.21.6)

The Goths in earlier times paid less heed to justice than to any other thing, and

treated each other and their Roman subjects as well in an unholy manner;

wherefore God was then moved to take the field against them on the side of their
enemies.
This is, of course, a departure from the Goths’ usual line regarding Gothic rule in Italy,

restated again just below. How are we to take this re-reinterpretation of the memory of

the Goths’ conduct while masters of Italy? Is this a rare entre-nous insight into what
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(Procopius imagines) the Goths really think about their behavior as rulers of Italy, or
does it simply show that Totila, a skilled leader and orator, can suit his invocation and
interpretation of memory to his immediate rhetorical needs (in this case, to reassure the
Goths that their early losses to the Greeks were not due to lack of martial skill, but divine
intervention, and that, as long as they continue to behave justly in the future, they can
expect continuation of their current successes)?

Totila immediately afterwards has the Roman senators whom he had captured
brought to him and chastises them for their behavior, returning to his usual interpretation
of the recent past, where the Italian Romans wronged the Goths, who had been treating
them well, by inviting in and siding with the invading imperial forces. Both speeches, it
should be noted, are not obviously necessary to the advancement of the plot; rather,
Procopius seems to have found this an opportune moment to examine Totila’s varied
perspectives on memory, causation, and (Roman) identity.

Too0Ta 60 TouTiAag €¢ TOUC MOTOOULC €lTTWV KAl TOUG €K TAC
Pwpaiwyv BOLAAC ELYKOAECKC TIOAG WVELDLOE TE KAl EK&XLOEV, OL
dN TTOAG TTPOC Te Oeudepixov Kl ATaAXPIXOL GyxO&
TTETTOVOOTEC, ETTL TE TAC &PXAC XTTRONC XOTOL £€C XEL KATXOTAVTEC,
Kol TAV T€ TTOALTELXV dLlotkno&uevol, TTAOUTO Te TTEpLBEBANpEVOL
HEYX TL XPAUK, €lTa €¢ FTOTOOLC TOUC €VPYETAC TTOANR
XYVWHOaUVN EXOUEVOL, €C GTTOOTAOLY TE 00 déov ETTL T OQETEPW
TTovnp® (doLev kol Toug Mpaitkoldg TTL TH TTRTpidL ETTy&yoLvTo,
TTPOdOTAL CPWV XOTWV €k TOD aipvidiov yeyevnuévol. (7.21.12)

After Totila had made this speech before the Goths, he likewise called together
the members of the Roman Senate, and reproached them and abused them at
length, saying that, although they had received many benefits from both
Theoderic and Atalaric, in that they themselves had always had always been
appointed to the chief offices throughout the kingdom and had thus administered
the government, and had, furthermore, amassed vast wealth, still they had acted
with such ingratitude towards the Goths, their benefactors, that, regardless of their
obligations, they had planned a revolt to their own harm, and brought in Greeks to
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attack their fatherland, thus turning traitors to themselves on the impulse of the
moment.

Although he begins his speech by accusing the senators of betraying the Goths, Totila
spends more time enumerating the ways in which the Romans’ decision has hurt
themselves; that is, the wrongs “the Greeks” have done to them:

KU XVETTUVOXVETO pEV € TL TTPOC MOTOWYV TTGOOLEV xOTOL KKKOV
TTWTTOTE. AEYELV O€ AVAYKOTeV, €l TL &yaBov oplol TTpOC
lovoTVLavoD BXTAEWC EVUTTRAIVOL, KATOAEYWV EQPEEAC GTTOAVTX,
OTL dN TKC HEV KPXAC XPNPNVTO OXEDOV TL ATTIXROXC, TTPOC dE TOV
KOXAOUUEVWV AOYOBETOV GiKLCOPEVOL AOYLOHOUC EKTIVELY TV
opiolv é¢ FOTOOLC TTETTOALTEVPEVWV AVAYKXOOETEV KOL TW) TTOAEPW
KEKXKWHEVOL (POPOLC TOUC dNpUocioug ovdEV TL EvdeéaTepov 1 év
TR €lpRvn To1¢ MNP aLkolg PEPOLEV: GANG TE TTOAAG EVETIOEL T
AOYW, 000 dEOTTIOTNV dupEVH TOUC dEBOLAWUEVOLC OVELDITELY
€lKOC (7.21.13-14)

Then, after enquiring whether they had ever suffered any personal harm at the
hands of the Goths, he compelled them to state whether any good thing came to
them from the emperor Justinian, reviewing all that had happened in order: first,
they had, he said, been stripped of practically all the offices; second, they had
been maltreated by the logothetes, as they were called, in that they had been
compelled to settle accounts for their treatment of Goths during their official
careers; and third, although they were in dire straits on account of the war, they
were paying the Greeks not a whit less in public taxes than in times of peace.
And he included many other things too in his speech, such things as an angry
master might be expected to say in upbraiding men who have become his slaves.

We might note, first of all, that the details of imperial treatment of the Italians are
something that Totila would not necessarily have known, but Procopius certainly would
have. Totila again calls on the memory of Theoderic, adding in his grandson Atalaric as
well. He reminds the Italians of one of the ways in which the Goths treated them better
than the imperial Romans did, that they let them hold all the important bureaucratic
offices. This is, significantly, not just a way in which the Goths treated them better, but a

way in which the Goths treated them as more Roman than the imperial Romans have
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been. The barbarian Goths are no threat to the Italians’ own identity as Roman, while the
emperor’s army, those “Greeks,” are doing practically all they can to strip them of rights
and privileges of that identity, to say nothing of the basic necessities of life. Totila acts
as a useful mouthpiece, perhaps, for Procopius to express some of his own frustration at
the way the war has gone for the Italian Romans. Finally, the comparison to slaves at the
end of Totila’s speech is rather striking, and a little odd. Perhaps it is meant to spark a
comparison with the Romans’ speech above at 7.17.5-8 to the imperial commanders.
Even while Totila is upbraiding his captives, he is at least affording them the basic
dignities and concern he would his slaves, which is more than the imperial commanders
did when the two groups of “Romans” were in Rome together. The situation with Totilla
casts an interesting interpretive light back on the one in beseiged Rome, as well, as the
Romans of Rome could be said to have been the captives of the imperial Romans no less
truly than they are now Totilla’s captives.

Finally, Totila sends a letter to Justinian urging him to make peace, once again
invoking the memory of Theoderic:

WVTTEP PVNHELX TE KAL TTHPROELYPRTR KEANLOTX EXOpEV

AvooTXOLOV TE Kol OLdEpLoV, Ol BELATIAEVKKOL HEV OV TIOAND

TIPOTEPOV, ELPAVNG OE KAL AYXOWV TIPRYHETWY KTTRVTX

EVETTAROGVTO TOV K&XT  a0OTOUC XpOvov (7.21.23).

These advantages are recalled and exemplified most admirably in the lives of

Anastasius and Theoderic, who ruled as kings not long ago and filled their whole

reigns with peace and prosperity.
Here Totila again subtly manipulates memory of the recent Roman past, putting both

Theoderic and Anastasius not only in a good light but on an equal footing. Rather than

focusing on how Theoderic was sent to Italy at Anastasius’ behest, to rule Italy under the
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emperor’s aegis, he Totilla instead portrays them as colleagues and equals, naming them
together as ones who ruled as kings (0l BeBaaAeOKkal). Totila is certainly portrayed
as skilled in manipulating memory to serve his own rhetorical ends. He is, however, also
able to marshal an impressive array of detailed arguments to his cause. His
interpretations of history are the more thorough and reflect better the reality presented in
the larger narrative: are they not then also the more convincing?

Finally, as we move into Book 8, the nature of Procopius’ narrative changes.
After covering events on the Persian and North African fronts in the intervening years,
Procopius returns to the Gothic War, but the reporting of these tends to be more
perfunctory, with longer geographic and ethnographic digressions, as if Procopius would
rather not focus on events in Italy. What focus there is, especially that is of interest to us,
is often on Totila, as discussed above, or on the city of Rome itself, to which we will turn
momentarily. There is, however, one final passage to consider on the construction and
apportioning of Roman identity and the competing historical memories. On the eve of
one of the final battles of the Wars, the Battle of Taginae, each commander naturally
delivers a speech of exhortation to his troops. Analyzing these speeches along the lines
of de Romily’s Thucydidean approach, and from the additional perspective of the
relationship the speeches bear to the past, reveals the interpretation of these competing
constructions of the past (and contemporary identity) that Procopius guides his readers

towards.>??

323 See above, pp 169-207



253

Narses, notably, gathers “the army” to speak to them, without any “Roman”
identifier. He gives one last rehearsal of the imperial version of recent history,
characterizing the Goths as...

...TOOTWV &N TWV ANOTAV...0l Y doDAoL BaTINEWC TOD pey&AoL TO
€€ XpXAC OVTEC KAl dpaTTETOL Yeyevnuévol TOpavVOV Te xOTOTG
XYEAXTOV TLVX €K TOD CUPWETOD TTPOCTNOXUEVOL ETTLKAOTTWTEPOV
OUTHPKENXL TNV Pwpaiwy &pxNV ETTL KAXLPOD TLVOC LOXLOKV...AANX
TTPOC ToD 00D dLaxppndNV ETTL TTOLVXC TV TTETTOALTEVHEVWIV
XYOMEVOL...OUELC HEV TTOALTELXC EDVOHOUL TTPOKLVOUVEDOVTEC
kaBloTaobe gic EvpPBOANV TAVDE, ol d¢ vewTep(CouaLy ETTL TOIg
vopoLlg CuYoUoXOOVTEC, O TIRPATTEPPELY TL TV DTTXPXOVTWYV €C
d1d6X0LC TIPOTOOKWVTEC TLVKC...TOV Y&pP 00 VOPW Kol XyxOi
TTOATELYX ELVIOTHHEVIWV KTTOAEAELTITKL HEV XPETN TIKOX... (8.30.2-6)

...these robbers, who being originally slaves of the great emperor and then turning
fugitives and setting a tyrant over themselves who was a worthless fellow from
the common rabble, have been able for a certain season to work havoc in the
Roman empire by their thievish actions... being indisputably led on by God to the
punishment earned by their administration of the state... while you for your part
are entering this combat in defense of a lawful government, they are in revolt
against the law and fighting a battle of desperation, not expecting to transmit
anything they hold to any successors... for those who are not organized under law
and good government are bereft of all virtue...
As we have seen, Procopius has been building up a picture of the Italian Romans’
suffering due to the war and the imperial Romans’ mistreatment of them (cf especially
7.17). The Goths’ claims that the people of Italy and Rome were better off under Gothic
rule are increasingly supported by the narrator’s own sentiments, and validated by the
strongly positive cultural memory of the rule of Theoderic. Theoderic’s respect for

Roman laws and institutions is increasingly mirrored in Totilla’s sentiments and

behavior.***

324 See pp 238-42 above
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Narses’ exhortation naturally paints a very different picture, calling the Goths
“robbers” and “originally slaves of the emperor,” a characterization with little basis in
fact. He characterizes Theoderic as a tyrant, an issue which Procopius-as-narrator
addressed specifically at 5.1.26, when he claimed that Theoderic, though a tyrant in
name, behaved like an emperor.**® Narses describes the imperial Romans’ cause as “in
defense of lawful goverment” while the Goths are sure to fall (in part) because they do
not have law and good goverment on their side, but we have seen over the course of the
last books how Theoderic and Totilla are associated with respect for Roman law and just
governace, while the behavior of the imperial army, especially its commanders, has
become more and more excerable.

Totilla, for his part, delivers a speech that he names ““a final exhortation,”
predicting that the coming battle will surely be decisive:

oUTW Y&p AUEC TE KAl BATANEX TlOLATIVIXVOV €KveEvELPLOOGL

TETOXNKE KXL HAXKLS KOL TTEPLNPATOXL DUVAUELC XTTRTNKC, TIOVOLG

TE KoL HAXOKLO KoL Ta)\amwp(mg u‘uut)\n KéTO(g ETTL XpOVOUL

Trauusyeeeg ur]Kog, omapr]l(swou TE Trpog TO(g ToO TTOAEpOUL

AVAYKOXC, (OOTE, AV TA EuuBoM TH vOv TV EVO(VTLQV TrEpLeoopedq,

0VBdUPWC AVATTODLELY TO AOLTTOV EEOVLOLY, NV O AUELC TL

TIPOCTITXIOWHEV €V TROTN TR HA&XN, EATTLC 00depln €lC TO

Avopoxnoea ol AeAelpeTal FOTOOLC... 8.30.9

For so thoroughly have both we and the emperor Justinian become exhauseted

and stripped of all power through being subject to toils and battles and hardships

for an exceedngly long time, and so completely have we found ourselves unable
to meet the demands of the war that, if we shall overcome our opponents in this
present engagement, they will be utterly unable to come back in the future, while

if we meet with any reverse in this battle, no hope will be left the Goths of
renewing the fight...

%3 bp 205-6 above
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Therefore the Goths should fight with all the energy and resources they have left, holding
nothing back (8.30.10-16). Totila concludes his speech by belittling the make-up and
motives of the Roman army: wheras the Goths are fighting for their own land and their
lives, the Roman army is a patch-work of soldiers hired from many nations: Huns,
Lombards, Eruli; and such mercenaries will never value silver over their own lives
(8.30.17-20). In the batle that ensues, the Roman army defeats the Goths, but Totilla’s
predictions are not proven wrong, stictly speaking: the batle was decisive, for the
Romans.**® Furthermore, Totila’s reasoning, resting on the ravages that years of war
have wrought on both peoples and land, are far more in accord with the presentation of
the immdediate past given by Procopius’ narration than Narses’ claims about the
righteousness of the Romans’ cause. The sentiments in Narses’ speech to his troops, by
contrast, are so arrestingly at variance with the picture of Gothic rule in Italy and the
imperial army’s behavior that Procopius has been building that he, Procopius, must be
setting Narses up here as the commander with the poorer understanding and the wrong
interpretation of the larger situation. Though Totila loses the decisive battle, and Narses
seems for the current time to be winning the war, the imperial Romans have failed to

comprehend the larger battlefield of history.**’

326 1t is furthermore implied that the monetary incentives played a large role in motivating
the barbarians of the Roman army (8.31.9), proving Totila partially correct and perhaps
cheapening the Roman victory as well.

327 Importantly, Narses is not depicted as having out-manuvered or beaten Totila; rather,
“Totila was outgeneraled by his own folly,” (810 &1 TouTIA&V TIpOC TAC
&BoULAlKC KaTaoTpaTNYNOAVAL TAC ax0TOD EuvnvéxOn) (8.32.7). Procopius
later provdes two slightly different stories of Totila’s subsequent death having fled some
distance from the battlefield, with the second, less ignoble version being hinted to be true
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Part I'V: Rome and the Romans at the end of the Wars

Thus Procopius’s history evinces an evolving contempt for the imperial Romans
as Romans, and turns rather toward the Romans of Rome, and their city, as the true
bastion of Romanitas in the sixth century. Totila served as an able guard of these for a
season, but after he is killed following the battle of Taginae (8.32.27), no one is left
within the narrative to speak for and protect Rome and its people. Just as the Romans
have been responsible for preserving Rome as an embodiement of cultural memory
through the intervening years, so death and depravation of the Romans signals the
symbolic end of classical Rome along with its physical near-destruction by the end of the
Wars. While Book 8 and the Wars will end with the imperial forces having defeated
Totila and re-taken much of Italy from the Goths, Procopius’ narrative conveys the
impression of a hollow victory, for what kind of Roman victory is it if Rome herself is
destroyed?

We have discussed several times already Belisarius’ letter to Totila at 7.22.7-19,
but we must return to it one final time. His impassioned plea for the preservation of
Rome as the preservation of memory is worth quoting again here:

Pdopn pévToL TTIOAEWV &TTXOWY, doaL 0@ AAlW TuYX&wouaLy

oLOOL, peyloTn Te Kol XELOAOYWTETN WHOAOYNTAL ElVXL. 0D Y& P
XVOPOC EVOC GPeTH €lpyaxoTal 00dE XpOvou BpaxEog DUV HEL €C

(8.32.22-28 and 8.32.33-40, cf 8.32.2) and a eulogy for Totila lamenting the the
capriciousness of Fate.
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TOOOV pEYEDOULC TE KL KAAANOUG KPIKTOL, XAAX BXTINEWV HEV
TIARB0C, Gvdplv 8 GploTwyV cLpHoplaL TTOANKL, XpOVOUL TE URKOG
Kl TTAOUTOU €E0Va(x G UTTEPBOAN TA TE AANX TIAVTX €K TIG’ONG TAHG
YAC K&l TEXVITHG &VvOpWTTOLE AVTRUOX ELVAYXYELY (OXLTQV.
oUTW TE TRV TTOALV TOLXKUTNV, OlXVTTEP OPAG, KATX BpaxXUL
TETKNVXMEVOL, HVNUETX TAC TIGVTWY XPETAC TOLC ETTLYEVNOOHEVOLG
&TTEALTTOV, (OOTE 1N €G TXOTX ETTAPELX ELKOTWG &V &dIKNpX pEYQ €G
ToUC &vBpwTToug TOD TTAVTOC XLVOC DOEELEV ELVAIL- KPALPETTOL
YO TOUG HEV TIPOYEYEVNHEVOULC TNV TAC XPETHC UVAUNV, TOLC dE
UOTEPOV ETTLYEVNTOUEVOUC TV Epywv THV Béav (7.22.9-12).

Now among all the cities under the sun Rome is agreed to be the greatest and
most noteworthy. For it has not been created by the ability of one man, nor has it
attained such greatness and beauty by a power of short duration, but a multitude
of monarchs, many companies of the best men, a great lapse of time, and an
extraordinary abundance of wealth have availed to bring together in that city all
other things that are in the whole world, and skilled workers besides. Thus, little
by little, have they built the city, such as you behold it, thereby leaving to future
generations memorials of the ability of them all, so that insult to these monuments
would properly be considered a great crime against the men of all time; for by
such action the men of former generations are robbed of the memorials of their
ability, and future generations of the sight of their works.

Here, the sense of Rome as “the eternal city” conveys the impression of transcendence,
that the contemporary city’s true importance is as a link in the chain of past, present, and
future. Procopius, through Belisarius, emphasizes that the city was built and maintained
over a long stretch of time, and that its greatness reflects and encompasses “all other
things that are in the whole world,” a classic trope in praise of Rome that takes on new

328

meaning as the city comes under existential threat.” What does it mean to endanger the

328 Aristides, Aelius, and James Henry Oliver. (1953) The ruling power: a study of the
Roman Empire in the second century after Christ through the Roman oration of Aelius
Aristides. Transactions of the American Philosophical Society 43:4. Philadelphia:
American Philosophical Society. For more on the city of Rome as encompassing the
breadth of its empire, geographically as well as chronologically, see: Edwards and Woolf
“Cosmopolis: Rome as World City” in Edwards, C., & Woolf, G. (2003). Rome the
Cosmopolis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1-20; and Larmour, D. H. J., &
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city that encapsulates, as no other does, the spaitial and temporal breadth of the Roman
world?

Additionally, in the words and actions of Procopius’ main characters, we have
observed the devolpment of some of the primary thematic concerns of his history. When
Belisarius, who has been throughout the early and middle parts of the work an important
mouthpiece for Procopius on the importance of Rome and Roman memory, makes his
appeal to Totilla for its preservation, it signals a shift in the narrative. Now it is a Goth,
rather than a Byzantine Roman, who is charged with the protection of the city of Rome
and empowered to preserve the Roman cultural memory that it embodies.

As Rome changes hands several more times in the latter part of Book 7, Procopius
includes a few choice statements that speak to its continued importance, but uncertain
state as a pawn passed back and forth between Romans and Goths. At 7.35.1-3,
Procopius describes how Belisarius has returned to Byzantium, his most recent campaign
in Italy having been so unsuccessful that he never really set foot on Italian soil, only
sailing around from one fortified coastal town to another, unable to make any headway.
Meanwhile “the enemy, having now little to fear, had enslaved Rome and everything
else, practically speaking” (KoL &TT~ 0TOD &d€EOTEPOV TOVC TTIOAEULOVLC
TETOXNKE ‘PWOUNV TE AVOPATTIOdLTOL KO TEANX WG ELTTELV XTTXVTK). Here,
Procopius is rather using Rome’s cultural cachet to make his point; enslaved is perhaps a
bit strong, as Totila is depicted elsewhere as treating Rome’s inhabitants with some

decency.

Spencer, D. (2007). The sites of Rome: Time, space, memory. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. 2-4.
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Indeed, when Totila re-takes Rome at 7.36.29, depopulated though it is by siege
and long warfare, he again does not destroy it, but rather settles both Goths and Romans
there:

Pwpnv 8¢ 00Te KXOeAElY 00TE KTTOALTTELV TO AOLTTOV TOUTIAGG

NOeAev, XAA& MOTOOLC Te KAl Pwpailovg TOLC €k THG TUYKARTOU

BOULARC Kl TOUC GANOLC XTTAVTAC ELVOLKITELY EVvTaDOx Eyvw €€

x(TloG TOLXODE.

As for Rome itself, Totila was unwilling thereafter either to dismantle it or to

abandon it; instead he decided to establish in residence there both Goths and

Romans, not only members of the Senate, but also the others...

Here, Procopius shows Rome’s importance even to a barbarian; Totila is again cast in a
positive light in this passage, making an effort to keep Rome functioning as a city.
Moreover, Totilla’s plan to settle a mix of Goths and Romans in the city casts him as a
latter-day Romulus, creating unity between the Romans and Sabines. This potential
rebirth for the city is aborted when then imperial forces retake the city at 8.33.17. Itis
both a final blow, and a reheasal in minature, of the effect the wars have had on the city:
trying to take back Rome has in fact destroyed it.

As to the ultimate responsibility for the empire’s destruction and loss of its
namesake city, Procopius has already had Belisarius intimate to his emperor that history
would censure Justinian should his inaction lead to the loss of Italy and Rome (5.24.9-10,
see above pp 232-4). A similar condemnation comes directly from Procopius,
immediately before Totilla’s second recapture of Rome. Belisarius returns from his

ineffectual mission (7.35.1-3), and Justinian initially resolves to send another commander

in his place:
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BaotAevg 6¢ “louaTviavog TTeldn BeAtokplov ég BuT&vTLOV
NKOVTK €10&V, APXOVTX TTEUTTELV EOV OTPATW GANOV ETTL FOTOOULC TE
dlevoelto kal TouTiAav. kol €l pev ETTLTEN TXOTNV dN ETTETTOLAKEL
TNV évvolayv, olpaL &v, ‘Pwpng pev €T 0T x0TW olbong,
TEoWOUEVWY d€ ol TV EvTaDOX OTPATLWTOV KAl TOLC €K
BuTavTiou émmiBeBoOnONkoaLy &vapulyvuodol duvapévwy,
TepLEéTeaOal TV EVaVTILwY KOTOV TQ TTIOAEPW. VOV O€ TX HEV
TTPAOTA ALBEPLOV XTTONEEXUEVOC, AVOPX TV €K ‘PLOUNC TTTPLKLWV,
€V TTPOOKELT EKENEVE YEVETODOL, HET OE GOXOALXC ol Towg
ETTLYEVOUEVNC ETEPAC TIVOC THV TIPOOUUINYV KATETTRKUCOE. (7.36.4-6)

As soon as the emperor saw Belisarius returned to Byzantium, he began to make

plans for sending another commander with an army against the Goths and Totila.

And if he had actually carried out this idea, I believe that, with Rome still under

his power, and the soldiers in the city saved for him and enabled to unite with the

relieving force from Byzantium, he would have overcome his opponents in the
war. But in fact, after first selecting Liberius, one of the patricians from Rome,
and ordering him to make himself ready, he later, perhaps because some other
business claimed his attention, lost interest in the matter.
Procopius implicitly criticizes Justinian by trivializing his reasons for not carrying
forward with his plans. It is interesting, also, that a Roman from Rome was set to be the
commander of the relieving force. What is key, however, is how Procopius puts
Justinian’s decision in light of the imminent loss of Rome to the Goths. He makes the
city the lynchpin for success or failure in Italy, for the whole enterprise of re-conquest.

It is in Book 8, as we have long been anticipating, that Procopius’ story of the fate
of Rome and its citizens reaches its tragic peak. The fates of both are, of course,
inextricably intertwined. The people’s Roman identity was bound up in, if not contingent
upon, their residence in and relationship with Rome. What seems to have made these
men so very Roman, in Procopius’ eyes, was their part in the continuing life of the city,

their use of the Latin language and their preservation of the ancient monuments. Their

Roman identity, like that of the imperial Romans, is made uncertain by these troubled
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times. While the bad behavior of the imperial Romans toward the Romans of Italy
problematizes their own identity as Romans, it likewise threatens that of the other group,
as it forces them to abandon the city and its memories.

At 8.22.5-8 comes that passage where Procopius expounds on the Romans’ love
for the city and their devotion to the preservation of its memorials, worth quoting again
here for its continued relevance and the new light shed on it by our discussions of the
surrounding events:

K&{TOL &VOPWTTWV PHEALOTH TTRVTWY WV AHELC TTHEV PINOTIONDEC
‘PwPaTOL TUYXXVOUOLY OVTEC, TIEPLOTEANELY TE T TIATPLAX TTAVTX
Kol dLxowTeabal é€v aTTOLdR €XOLaLy, OTTWG &N PNdevV &pavitnTal
‘Pwpn To0 TTOAXL0D KOOHOU. Ol YE KL TTOADV TLVX
BeBapBapwpévol aldva TAS Te TTOAEWGS dLETWOAVTO 0lkodopinG
KOXL TOV EYKKAANWTTLOPHETWY TX TIAELOTK, 00K OLOV TE RV XpOVwW TE
TOOOUTW TO PUAKOC KAL TW XTTRXHENELTOGL OL° &peTNV TV
TIETTIOLNHEVWV GVTEXELY. ETL pévToL Kol 000 pvnpela Tod yévoug
ENENELTTTO £TL, €V TOTC K&l 1] vaxDg Alvelov, ToD TAC TTOAEWC
olkloToD, Kol €i¢ TOdE KEITAL, OERPX TTAVTEADC KTTLOTOV.
VEWOOLKOV YOXP TTOLNOKHUEVOL €V HEON TR TIOAEL, TTRPX TNV TOD
TiBépLdog OXONV, EvTadO& Te xdTNV KATAOEUEVOL, € EKElVOL
TnpolaoLv (8.22.5-8).

Yet the Romans love their city above all the men we know, and they are eager to
protect all their ancestral treasures and to preserve them, so that nothing of the
ancient glory of Rome may be obliterated. For even though they were for a long
period under barbarian sway, they preserved the buildings of the city and most of
its adornments, such as could through the excellence of their workmanship
withstand so long a lapse of time and such neglect. Furthermore, all such
memorials of the race as were still left are preserved even to this day, and among
them the ship of Aeneas, the founder of the city, an altogether incredible sight.
For they built a ship-house in the middle of the city on the bank of the Tiber, and
depositing in there, they have preserved it from that time.

We might note again the emphasis on the labor that must be put into maintaining the
physical memories that link the present city to the ancient past, as well as Procopius’

admiration that the Romans have been able to maintain these monuments for the “long
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period under barbarian sway up to this day.” What is most important to note here,
though, is the context in which Procopius places these exclamations. Totila has re-
captured Rome once again, and repenting of the burning of the city, he establishes some
senators in the city and charges them to take care of it,
ol 8¢ KaBeaTWTEC €V AIXHOIAWTWV AOYW K&L TTEpLNPNHEVOL
XPAUGTO TTAVTX, PN 8TLTOV Kow®v, &AN 00de TV dla oplot
TTPOGNKOWTWYV dUVATOL QOKV HETHTTOLELTOAL. (8.22.4)
But they, being reduced to the state of war-captives and stripped of all their
money, were not only unable to lay claim to the public funds, but could not even
secure those which belonged to them personally.
Thus the decline of the city is, in Procopius’ picture, due to the incapacitation of the
Roman senators and people to preserve it. Were they able, they would use even their
own resources to do so, but the prolonged warfare (as well as the extortion of the Roman
officers) has stripped them of all resources. Additionally, the phrasing of “reduced to the
state of captives,” recalls in sentiment, if not quite in language, how the Goths had
“enslaved Rome and everything else, practically speaking” at 7.35.3. This implicates the
Goths in responsibility for the Romans’ and Rome’s pitiable state. However, recall that
the barbarians were able to enslave Italy because of Belisarius’ inability to make any
headway in Italy and Justinian’s failure to send another commander with reinforcements
(7.35.1-3, 7.36.4-6). The blame ultimately rests on the imperial forces, and the emperor.
As the war in Italy drags on, Rome continues to be passed back and forth between
the two sides, each eager to have but unable to hold onto the capital. At the same time

those two sides, their resources progressively depleted by the long years of fighting,

become less and less able to defend, or indeed attack, Rome properly. We witnessed this
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difficulty even early on, in the first siege of Rome at 5.18-22, when Belisarius was
strained to defend the various parts of the lengthy circuit walls, the Goths were unable to
encircle the whole thing, and the Romans even could get through the siege to re-supply.
This was the motivation behind Totila’s intended destruction of Rome at 7.22.7,
motivating Belisarius’ letter, since he doubted the Goths could hold the city against the
reinforced imperial army. This becomes even more painfully obvious when imperial
Roman forces again march on Rome at 8.33.17: the Goths have fortified a small portion
of the city near Hadrian’s Tomb, for the city wall of Rome is “so extraordinarily long”
that the Goths cannot defend it all, but neither can the Romans encircle it all.
Accordingly, a small Roman force easily steals over a deserted portion of the city wall,
and though the Goths flee to the fortress, they soon surrender before Narses’ advance
(8.33.26). On the one hand, this may be simply a reflection of the reality of Rome’s great
size, which ties back to its past greatness. Procopius may be trying to convey to a
Constantinopolitan audience how immense in size the city is, and thus how immense in
population it used to be.

On the other hand, we might note that the scale of the conflict, especially in and
around Rome, has gotten smaller and more ineffectual since the start of the war.
Compared to Belisarius facing his (still small, but nearly united) initial invading force
against the whole of the Gothic army, these petty sieges by forces much depleted by long
war and division throughout Italy cannot hold a candle. Unable even to defend the city

they are fighting over; they fall short, not just of the better times at the beginning of the
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war, but of the city itself: its size, its defenses, the long history of its long walls defending
the people and the memories protected within. They are unworthy of it.

This third and final recapture of Rome by the Roman forces inspires a last
commentary on Rome’s fate from Procopius immediately after, at 8.34.1-8. He begins
with a reflection on fate and misfortune:

TOTe dN TOlg AVOPWTIOLG DLAPAVETTATA ETTLOEDELKTX WG XTTATLY,
oloTrep £deL yevéoDaL KAKWCG, Kol T E0TUXAMOXTH doKODVTX Elval
€lC ONEDPOV ETTOKEKPLTOL, KATX VOOV T ATTGANXEXVTEC (OWC TN
TolXOTN 0Npepix EuvdlapeipovTal. Pwpaiwy yop TH T
EUYKANTW BOULAR K&l TA dAMW TNV VikNV TAVOE TTOAND £TL p&ANOV
@O6poL alTiav EuvnvéXONn yevéaBal TPOTIW TOLWOE (8.34.1-2).

At that time it was shown to the world with the greatest clearness that in the case
of all men who have been doomed to suffer ill, even those things which seem to
be blessings turn out for their destruction, and even when they have fared as they
wish they are, it may be, destroyed together with this same prosperity. For this
victory turned out to be for the Roman senate and people a cause of far greater
destruction, in the following manner...

Procopius starts from the rhetorical assumption that the return to “Roman” hands ought to
have been a good thing for the senate and people of Rome, but we have already seen how
this is not necessarily the case. Indeed, while the Roman citizens suffer some misfortune
at the hands of the Goths, as they kill and destroy on their way out of the city, the final
twist of the knife comes as the imperial forces enter the city:
r6TooL pev @edyovTeg Kol THV ITHAIXG ETTILKPATNOLY XTTOYVOVTEC,
0000 TTOoLOVHEVOL TIGPEPYOV, TOUC TTXPATUXOVTAC o@lal ‘Pwpaiovg
OUJEULE dLexpivTo eLdol. ol de B&pBapol ToD Pwpaiwy
oTpaTOD WC TTOAEULOLS EXPAOVTO TIKOLV OLC &V évTOXOLEV €V TH €C
TNV TIOALV €l00dW (8.34.3-4).
The Goths on the one hand, as by their flight they abandoned the dominion of
Italy, made it an incident of their progress to destroy without mercy the Romans

who fell in their way. And the barbarians of the Roman army, on the other hand,
treated as enemies all whom they chanced upon as they entered the city.
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Here at the last, the “Roman” army is reduced to the barbarianism of its individual
soldiers victimizing the people of Rome; acting indeed just as the barbarians of the
Gothic army do. Moreover, the imperial forces are in the end treating their supposed
fellow Romans just as conquered enemies (WC TTOAEULOC), the very thing that
Belisarius, back at the beginning of the war, and for so long, insisted they must not do. It
was the virtuous behavior mandated by Beliasrius, as the archetype of the latter day
Roman general, that made the victories possible, practically speaking, and made the
attainment of the goal of re-union of the empire an attainable goal for one shining
moment. In treating the westerners as fellow Romans, the army were behaving as
Romans themselves, and affecting the goal by their very operation by its strictures. That
moment, however, is now crumbled past recognition, and all that remains is a barbarous
invading army, whose original mission, now lost sight of (by all, Procopius perhaps feels,
but himself) is a hopelessly lost cause.

The war, though, has one last parting blow for Rome: Totila had previously left
some senators in Campagnia, who, when they hear that Rome was again held by “the
emperor’s army’” (note the lack of “Roman” identifier”), try to go to Rome. The Goths
kill them to prevent them going (8.34.5-6). Then, they kill the children of the Senators
whom Totila had been holding hostage:

ETOYXOVE 8E Kol TouTIAag, AVikax Napaf) DTTAVTIGOWY €VOEVDE ReL,

TV €K TIOAEWC EKKOTNG dOKIpPWV Pwpaiwy ToLC TTRIdC &Yelpag

Kol x0TV €6 TPLAKOOTOUG XTTOAEE&MEVOC...kal x0TOLC TouTiAag

HEV TOTE OTTEP TTOTOUOV MM&doV EkéNevOEY lval, Telag 8¢ Taviv
EVTaO0x e0pWV XTTAVTAC EKTELVE (8.34.7-8).
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It happened also that Totila, when he went from there to encounter Narses, had
gathered the children of the notable Romans from each city and selected about
three hundred of them... And at that time Totila merely commanded that they
should be north of the Po River, but now Teias found and killed them all.
This is a thematically powerful end to the story of Rome in Procopius’ work: long the
seat of cultural memory and model for the preservation of the memorials of the ancient
past, now not only are those citizens dead (or fled) who for so long worked so hard
towards the preservation of the heritage of the past, but Rome is robbed of the children
who would have, and now can not, carry those memories and memorials forward into the
future. The Romans’ continued existence is threatened by the elimination of their future
generations.’”’ The two-fold aims of memory and memorialization, to preserve the

memory out of the past and carry it forward into the future, are both utterly undone for

Rome.

Conclusions

Just as Procopius depicts the historical Rome’s function as a locus of cultural
memory (as at 3.2.4, where he describes the house of Sallust, or 8.22.8, the ship of
Aeneas), he extends that function onto a metanarrative level, making the city a symbolic
center for the remembering of the ancient world which pervades his text, as well as a

model for the power of memory. Conversely, even as Rome’s value as, and ability to be,

329 We might wonder as well to what degree Procopius would consider those Romans
who flee to Constantinople or elsewhere continue to be Roman, at least, their own
particular kind of Roman, sundered from the city that made them.
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an embodiment of cultural memory declines precipitously in the historical world the
narrative represents, the city’s role in the text as locus of Roman memory takes on greater
dimensions and urgency. Again, Procopius makes his text function as a continuer of
social memory, picking up where real-world actors and engines have left off, and
demonstrating the role and importance, not only of cultural memory to history, but of
history to cultural memory.

When Belisarius threatens take Naples by force at 5.9.27, his very pleas to its
leaders to surrender so that he will not be forced to use violence against fellow Romans
themselves rest upon the un-Romanitas of his largely barbarian army.**° This
problematization of the Romanitas of the army and the imperial Roman cause adds
further nuance to the memory-dense section between the capture of Naples and the
army’s peacful, triumphant entrance into Rome. The ancient memories with which
Procopius laces these sections function to reaffirm the strentgh of Romanitas, not of the
army particularly, but as a phenomenon that is larger than Belisarius’ forces, larger even
perhaps than the conflict, one which inhabits the Roman landscape and imbues the
narrative’s events and the characters’ actions with meaning, and informs the historian’s
and readers’ interpretation of them.

We have examined in painstaking detail Procopius’ careful handling and evolving
picture of Romanitas in a sixth-century world of shifting identity and contested memory.

We have observed in action Megill’s axiom, “when identity becomes uncertain, memory

330 see above, pp 222, as well as Pazdernik (2000).
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rises in value.”>' There is surely more we can say, though, about the role that memory
plays in the struggle to define and claim contemporary Romanitas, and the way these
unstable identities impact the value and functioning of memory in Procopius’ text.
How, then, does Roman memory function in the struggle to define contemporary
Romanitas, and how is Procopius responding to the tensions in the use and ownership of
Roman memories and identity? He responds, at least in part, by making memory more
cross-cultural: that is, by emphasizing the common memory culture shared between east
and west. He problematizes and undermines a straightforward, imperialistic view of the
eastern Roman right to re-conquor the west based on their Romanitas in favor of an
approach that recognizes both groups as Roman. He acknowledges, and even privileges
the unique claims of the Romans of Italy and Rome to that identity.

Moreover, as we have seen, Procopius responds to the tension between the East
and West, not (primarily) by staking a claim for eastern Roman identity that is at the
expense of western Roman identity, but rather by using the western claims to Romanitas
to question and problematize those of the east. Thus the the tension, the contest(ation)
that really concerns him would seem to be the one taking place within the eastern empire
itself, the tensions in Roman identity arising out of the passage of time and the many
changes between the classical Roman world and Procopius’ own day, as well as the
contestation of Roman memory, and hence identity, from Justinian’s autocratic and
revisionist co-option of ancient memory for his imperial programme. Not least, there is

the paradox of Justinian’s efforts to regain the western empire with the damage to

31 Megill 42
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Romans and Romanitas (on both sides) that those efforts wreak. That Procopius should
be concerned foremost with the memory-and-identity situation back home in
Constantinople is, of course, highly appropriate, as this would have been the context in
which he was composing his history, having been exposed to so much challenging and
complicating evocation of ancient memory during his time with Belisarius and army in

the West.
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Conclusion: History as Memory

We have considered, several times and in several ways, the role of history
generally, and of Procopius’ history specifically, as a continuance and transformation of
cultural memory. History begins in and from social remembering, and Procopius makes
particular effort to make his work a carrier of memory. There are, as we have begun to
explore, two complementary apects to this process, two sides of the same coin.

On the one hand, there is the cultural and social memory depicted in the world of
Procopius’ Wars: memory in history. The preservation of memorials and sites of
memory in the city of Rome Procopius records with admiration and a sense of urgency
about their future. The many battle sites, buildings, bridges, cities, and fortifications (still
standing and ruined) that dot the Roman landscape provide Procopius with poignant
evocations of ancient memory (often Roman, sometimes Hellenistic). His characters
mobilize memory of the ancient and recent past in speeches and letter-writing. In all of
these cases, the depiction of remembering in the Wars is presumably grounded
somewhere in the historical reality of the sixth century, though we cannot of course know
to what degree it is embellished by Procopius for his own ends. We need not suppose
that the dialogue between Belisarius and the Goths at 6.6.14-26 is a word-for-word
transcript of an actual conversation to surmise that the sentiments and controversy that it
articulates must have been prevalent topics at the time, or to understand that the
negotiation of social memory that Procopius articulates for his actors could not have

existed in the vacuum of his historical imagination.



271

On the other hand are the ways in which a work of history may functions as
memory. It serves as a record of the immediate past events of which it tells the story,
certainly, but classical historiography also remembers its own long tradition. The
dialogues, disagreements, imitation and self-styling of works of historiography have all
the hallmarks of the dynamics of social memory, though played out in texts of a single
genre, stretched over hundreds of years. In Procopius’ case, his engagement with his
genre’s modes of remembering (direct and intertextual references, debates on
methodology and aims, etc) not only often highlight the impressiveness of ancient days
but also serve the larger purpose of modeling the usefulness of classical heritage.
Procopius’ history uses the memory of its genre as a model for how to preserve a memory
of the events, the acheivements good and bad, the glory, of one’s own day.

We will, in the course of this conclusion, analyze Procopius’ history as memory
informed by several different strains of memory studies. We will consider Procopius’ use
of memory as manipulation of canon and archive, as the transference from collective to
historical memory, and as a (purposeful) manipulation of the dynamic between Roman

memory and Roman identity.

Part I: Questions and Answers

Having surveyed the many and varied ways in which Procopius engages with the

memory of the ancient world in his history, we are now in a position to (begin to) answer
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some of the questions with which we began, and to be able to draw together
characterizations of Procopius’ historical memory in the Wars. We have seen much of
the function of memory in Procopius’ text, and of what Procopius remembers: both the
broad view of the course of history and in specific historical details. We have observed
and can infer also, what value Procopius seems to see in the memory of the ancient
world.

One of those questions with which we began was how Procopius engaged with
the memory of the ancient past: in what ways does he incorporate it into his text, and to
what uses does he put it? How, in short, does historical memory function in Procopius’
Wars? As we have seen, Procopius uses classical memory to make intertextual points
about his contemporary world (as one did in classical allusive practice). He infuses
historically significant moments in his text with cultural memories which both emphasize
and characterize that historical significance.**> He uses cultural memories of both the
historic and the mythic past to color the long-inhabited landscape through which his
history moves: as ancient, yes, but much more. Procopius explores commonality and
difference in his remembering. The landscape of Italy in particular is intensely
Romanized,** at times in a way which draws attention to the distance of Procopius’
Constantinopolitan readers from their Roman (Italian, Latin-speaking) roots,”** but at
others in a way which seeks to cultivate a sense of the universality of Mediterranean

cultural heritage, and even points to the primacy of Greek cultural heritage and

332 See above Ch 4 pp 181-192 on Belisarius’ re-entry into Rome, of course (5.11-15), but
also Ch 2 pp 72-9 on the plague (2.22-23), or p 125 on Belisarius’ triumph (4.9).

333 Ch 3 pp 120-7

3% Ch 2 pp 97-108, Ch 4 pp 224-6
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influence.’* Procopius also engages with memory when he draws attention to the long
stretch of intervening time when he engages with the historiographical tradition,** or
employs a well-placed explanatory aside to bridge, but also highlight, the long gap
between the classical world and his own.**’

Procopius uses the memories he deploys of the ancient past, in all their forms, to
put forward a particular understanding, not only of the past, but of the long course of time
that includes and connects the classical (and mythic) past with Procopius’ own
contemporary world. The larger history that is the backdrop to Procopius’ History is one
that is long, indeed epic, and it is in spite of this great length of time that Procopius seeks
to make the events and lessons of the classical past relevant to his own day. Procopius
presents his contemporary world as the (potential) heirs of a rich classical tradition,
making his passionate argument that that heirloom is worth taking up. This endangered
state of the memory of the ancient past is itself, [ would argue, also a feature in the shape
of the past that Procopius presents. Returning one final time to E. Zerubavel’s concept of

“time maps,” *>*

we might say that Procopius’ map of Roman history ends with a valley,
or perhaps a precipice, on the brink of which the present teeters. The result depends upon
the outcome of the war, surely, and its effects on the population of Italy, but also on
Procopius’ audience, and their response to Procopius’ presentation of historical memory.

To extend the map metaphor beyond its relationship to the past, but narrow it to one

element of cultural history, we might say that Procopius presents a time map with a

335 Ch 3 pp 146-9, Ch 4 pp 188-190
33 Ch 2 pp 85-90, Ch 3 pp 132-141
37 Ch 2 pp 97-108

338 See above Ch 3 pp 159-161
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turning point, at which his contemporaries can choose to take forward true, accurate and
useful knowledge and sense of what it has meant and means to be Roman (that is to say,
Roman memory), and continue to benefit from the cultural highs that it provides. Or,
they will not, and like the memorials of Rome, this version of Romanitas, sanctioned by
legitimate Roman memory, will drop off the map.

If Procopius’ Eastern Roman readers are invited to own, to repossess, their
classical heritage, it is particularly the Roman elements of that heritage that Procopius
emphasizes with greatest persistence and urgency. We will turn shortly to considering
the interrelated reasons for this perspective, but for now, it is a noticeable feature of the
shape of the ancient past in Procopius’ remembering: the Roman past looms large in the
memory of the Wars.>*®* The Roman past was itself long, and its Republican origins

340 While this and the relative

distant in terms of time, culture, and form of government.
proximity of the imperial period, may have helped it be more well-represented than the
classical Greek past, references to the ancient Roman past are not strongly differentiated
from the pre-Roman past. This is not to say that Procopius was unaware of the
chronology, certainly, and we can look to passages like that on the Palladium or the
history of the Moors for occasions when the relative ages and succession of civilizations

was important, but the language of referring to the ancient Roman and the pre-Roman

past is much the same: phrases such as €k TT)AXLOD, (5.24.4, 7.40.43, many others) or

339 For more on the reasons for the Roman past looming so large in Procopius’
remembering, see above (Ch 2 pp 97-108 Ch 3, pp 120-128), and just below, pp 292-310.
340 Recall Greatrex’s study of references to the Republic in Procopius and Ammianus
(Greatrex 1996), and Jeffreys’ arguments about the disinterest of Byzantine chroniclers in
non-monarchical polities (Jeffreys 1979).
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€v Tolg Gvw XpovoLg (4.9.1, 7.18.19, etc.) serve to convey a great, though often
unspecified, distance back in time in many diverse cases.

Further than this, though, a final feature of the Roman-ness of the past in
Procopius is the way in which the Roman past has, in some sense, subsumed that of the
Greek world, and the wider Mediterranean. As the Roman Empire had long incorporated
so much of the Mediterranean world, so in Procopius’ remembering the long reign of
Roman rule means that the pasts of other Mediterranean cultures are inextricably caught
up in Roman memory. For Greece and the identity of Greek-speakers, the long period of
Roman rule combined with the more recent but still lengthy establishment of the seat of
that power in Constantinople and the east, and finally its more recent sundering from its
western source, all serve to make a Greco-Roman history and identity that blurs the
distinctions between pre-Roman Hellenistic memory, Roman heritage, and Greek-
controlled Roman cultural power. For other peoples, like the Moors or the Franks, this
phenomenon is manifested in the way in which the retelling of their histories is
occasioned by, or ends in, their involvement in Roman history. Finally, this phenomenon
plays out in many important memory-related passages. From the statues in the Forum of
Peace (8.21.10-17), Aeneas and his ship (8.22.8) and the Palladium (5.15.5-14), to the
treasures of the temple of Solomon (5.12.41-42), many, many roads of memory in

Procopius lead to Roman memory.

% %k %k ok
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As we have seen, Procopius engages with Greek and Roman memory in different
ways. Aside from a handful of references to specific persons or events in (mostly
Hellenistic) Greek history, Procopius’ memory of classical Greece is through his
intertextual and stylistic engagement with the historiographical tradition, as well as with
the myths of Odysseus’ and Jason and Medea’s travels. For Roman memory, there are
many references to the imperial preiod, although fewer to the Republic.’*' At the same
time, there seems naturally to be substantially less familiarity (on the part of Procopius
and his contemporary audience) with Latin historiographical and literary traditions.’*
Thus Procopius works with what he has available to him and is able to use in each case,
but in so doing, he also characterizes himself and his readers: as Greek-speakers but
Romans, inheritors of the classical Greek literary and scholarly culture, but bound up in
the history of the Roman Empire and its wide geographical horizons, and obligated to
remember and reconnect with the origins of the institutions that characterized it and made
it great.

How Procopius viewed himself in relationship to his classical predecessors is
another facet, which reflects the whole, of how he understood his contemporary world’s
relationship to its ancient past. One of the fundamental themes we observed from the start
was Procopius’ interest in making use of his classical sources by means of adaptation,

rather than imitation. From using Thucydidean language to characterize Belisarius®** or

1 Above, pp 120-8 and below, pp 283-4.
342 of Greatrex (1996b) 2-4, nn 2, 16.
3 Ch 2, Part I, Sections I & II



277

the plague of 542 CE** to taking up an ancient debate on the division of Europe and
Asia,** Procopius’ intertextual engagement with classical memory gives every
impression of stemming from an interest in participating in the historiographical tradition,
and being accounted among its prominent writers. Now, this is certainly not to say that
Procopius was alone or unique in this desire among ancient history-writers, but it is a
useful aspect of his attitude toward the ancient past, and its relationship with the
contemporary world, to keep in mind as we consider the larger whole. Procopius sought
to use his classical predecessors as models for historical analysis, and in so doing
provided a model of one striking way in which the classical past could be made relevant.
He used references to figures and events of classical history to analyze and communicate
meaning about contemporary events, whether they were intertextual, as with Belisarius’
flirtation with various Thucydidean models of behavior,**® or overt, as the complex
comparison of Justinian to Cyrus and Alexander.>*’ Classical modes of understanding
history, and one’s contemporary world, were something in which Procopius evidently
saw great value.

Certainly, also, the Wars showcases more concrete, practical uses which memory
of the ancient past could be to the world of the sixth century. His explanations of Latin
and other specialized terminology, though they make subtle points about Roman identity,
and are, of course, also a part of an overall Atticizing style, also seem to be in some cases

intended to be genuinely helpful, supplying a word or meaning that was expected to be

344 Ch 2, Part I, Section III

343 Ch 2, Part II, Section II

34 Pazdernik (2000) and (2006), Ch 2 pp 69-71 above
347 See Kaldellis (2007) 260-2, and Ch 3 pp 116-8 above
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unfamiliar. Additionally, the larger point Procopius makes with these asides, about the
regrettable dissociation of familiarity with Latin from Romanitas, carries with it the
suggestion that an increased knowledge of this terminology, and more generally the root
meanings behind words, would serve his audience well in better understanding the world
around them. Indeed, a better knowledge for his readers of the ways of the world and the
functioning of history that is to be gained from such passages as those on the Amazons
(8.3.5-11) or the meaning of “foederatii” (3.11.2-4) must be a primary motivating factor
in their inclusion (at least ostensibly).

There is obvious, practical applicability in the knowledge to be gained from the
past in the episode on the trumpeters’ calls to the army to advance and retreat (6.23.26)
with which we began the present study.”*® On the one hand, this passage highlights the
wisdom and greater knowledge to be found in the study of the classical past. This is an
element that can be found in quite a number of places and forms in the Wars: the
information on revenues in Libya (4.8.25), the skill of construction of the walls of Amida
(1.7.13) and the well of Auximus (6.27.19), the wisdom and nobility of past Roman
leaders (3.3.15). However, not only does the trumpeters episode argue for a level of
learning and skill that was greater in the classical past, but it also provides a model for
how that knowledge can be of real use to contemporary Romans. This ability of
historical memory to be of value to Procopius’ contemporaries, well beyond the general
moral and pedagogical value claimed by classical historiography as a genre, is a

distinctive feature of Procopius’ approach to history-writing.

8 5 1, see also Ch 3 pp 164-7.
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Part II: Remembering and Forgetting in the Sixth Century

The particular goals that Procopius had in remembering—demonstrating the
practical applicability of ancient knowledge, the value of classical historiography, and the
centrality of historical memory to contemporary Romanitas—help us, in fact, to examine
how he remembered: the functioning, the mechanics of memory in Procopius’ text, and
may even suggest something of how Procopius hoped to have his work contribute to the
project of memory in the late antique world. “Preservation” of classical memory is
accurate but vague: Procopius depicts a continuum of memory that is more complex than
a hard line between remembered and forgotten, and advocates for pulling things out of
the twilight of forgetfulness back into the bright light of contemporary consciousness and
circulation. We can consider in this light episodes such as the description of the “ship of
Aeneas” (8.22.8-25) and the trumpeters’ different strains (6.23.23-27), as well as other
elements of Procopius’ style, like his interest in Latin terminology or the lost meanings
behind words and names, and even his choice of the classical historiograhpic form for his
history.

In fact, Procopius’ depiction of the functioning of the process of remembering in a
social context over a long stretch of time has much in common with Aleida Assmann’s

theories on the functioning of active and passive remembering.’* She characterizes these

9 As well as on his goals in remembering, see above, Ch 3, pp 166-7.
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different forms of memory by means of the metaphor of a museum that displays in a
gallery some works that are deemed important, while keeping many others in a
storeroom:
I will refer to the actively circulated memory that keeps the past present as the
canon and the passively stored memory that preserves the past as past as the
archive.>
Assmann explores the functioning of each, arguing that the memories of the canon are
those that a culture keeps alive in the present with continual rehearsal of their cultural
relevance, while
At the other end of the spectrum, there is the storehouse for cultural relics. These
are not unmediated; they have only lost their immediate addressees; they are de-
contextualized and disconnected from their former frames which had authorized
them or determined their meaning. As part of the archive, they are open to new
contexts and lend themselves to new interpretations...>"
Forgetting is a necessary part of this process of remembering, for not only does it clear
the way for new memories to come to the fore, but the slippage of memory from canon to
archive allows memories from the archive to eventually be repurposed in the construction
of new schemes of memory, new formulations of identity. Viewing Procopius’
characterization of the functioning of Roman memory in terms of Assmann’s concepts of
canon and archive helps us appreciate his understanding of his own role: the role of
history in general and his history in particular, in this process.

Applying this schema to Procopius’ writing, we can think of the classical literary

tradition (historiographical and otherwise) as an archive of long-stored knowledge from

30 Assmann, Aleida. “Canon and Archive” Cultural Memory Studies: an
Interdisciplinary Handbook. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008. 97-107.
351 .

ibid.
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which Procopius can draw memories to aid him in his construction of the particular
understanding of the ancient past that his history puts forward. The erudite references to
historiographc debates on the division of Europe and Asia or the Latin derivations of
military and administrative terms; the classical legendarium of the travels of heroes that
pervades a history of a long-Christianized Roman Empire; and the very genre, with all its
techniques and concerns in history-writing; all are pulled from the storehouse of classical
knowledge and learning to be restructured, reformulated into a new version of ancient
memory.

We can, furthermore, see in Procopius’ text any number of cultural artifacts,
material and not, on the point of slipping from the canon of Roman memory into the
archive. These memories are not necessarily in danger of being completely forgotten or
destroyed, but rather are on the point of loosing, or have already lost, their status of
canonicity in the memory of the Romans. Others, like the knowledge of tax rates in
Roman North Africa, have eluded the archive’s safety net, and slipped out of memory
altogether.

We might take for an example Procopius’ treatment of the legend of the
Palladium (5.15.5-14), a cultural memory once so central that it was likely not in danger
of being completely forgotten, certainly not by the inhabitants of Rome whom Procopius
claims to have spoken to about it. While the alternate accounts of the ultimate fate of the
relic serves Procopius’ (Herodotean) stylistic and problematizing ends, the extensive
length and thoroughness of the passage and its prominent placement (just after Belisarius’

first entry into Rome) suggest that Procopius positioned the passage, and handled it the
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way he did, in order to make an argument for the importance of that memory, and its
relationship to the momentous event that had just taken place: to shore up, in short, the
canonical position of the Palladium in Roman cultural memory.

For those instances where Procopius records cultural remembering active in his
own day—the ship of Aeneas and the house of Sallust are two examples we keep finding
reason to return to—his efforts at preservation evoke a sense of danger to those memories
and memorial practices, and his text serves, as we have explored, to transmute those
cultural memories into historical memory. However, to stop there is to consider only
Procopius’ readers of future generations. His contemporary audience are prime targets of
Procopius’ memory agenda as well, for by promoting awareness of these intensely Rome-
centric cultural memories among Constantinopolitan Romans, he increases their chances
not only of surviving the vicissitudes of the war in Italy, but also becoming important in
the cultural remembering of both eastern and western Romans. Procopius’ literary efforts
cannot reconstruct the housing for the ship of Aeneas should it fall into disrepair, but by
preserving and circulating the memory, he can cement a place for it in the living, identity-
constructing canon of Roman memory.

In the case of the episode of the ambushes at Auximus and adapting the memory
of the trumpeters’ calls, we can see Procopius pulling memories out of the “archive” and
endowing them with new meaning and context. Whatever cultural cachet this skill might
once have had (and perhaps it had little or none in particular), it has lost its original
“frame” of reference in the archive of history. In Procopius’ reworking the memory

becomes a symbol for reconnecting with classical Roman skill and wisdom. In a similar
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way, those physical sites of memory like the house of Sallust or the ship of Aeneas, in
their afterlife as historical memories, represent not just the particular figures or events
that they originally commemorated, but constitute a more generalized memorial of the
Roman spirit of responsible curatorship of the past and the importance of ancient cultural
memory to contemporary Romanitas. Procopius, far from being slavishly attached to a
particular, traditional construction of Roman memory and identity, is skilled at drawing
old (and new) memories together to construct a schema of Roman memory that is at once
appropriate to the world of the sixth century and faithfully based in the stable, deep roots

of a centuries-long tradition.

% %k %k ok

We should also here take a step back and consider Procopius’ own forgetting: the
handful of factual mistakes, and the larger array of confusions, inconsistencies, and
omissions which characterize areas of his own text’s memory of the ancient world. In a
few cases, Procopius seems to make outright errors in his historical information, or make
references that indicate confusion or limited familiarity with his sources. He incorrectly
attributes fortification of the Caspian Gates to Alexander the Great (1.10.8-10). He
disregards or ignores the defeat of Varus as a classical precedent for the Romans’ loss of
their standards (7.4.31.32). He identifies the site of the Romans’ and Goths’ decisive
battle as near that of Livy’s Busta Gallorum, wheras, as Dewing observes, Livy placed

the Busta Gallorum in the city of Rome itself.>>* He references Thucydides on the walls

332 See above, pp 122-3.
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of the Piraeus (1.93.5) in a manner quite inappropriate to his description of the Appian
Way (5.14.8-10).%> Individually, these infelicities and others like them could be chalked
up to Procopius’ use of intermediate sources which are themselves confused, or
deliberate error on Procopius’ part to convey some subtle point to knowledgeable
readers,” but both are difficult to trace and even more difficult to prove. Taken
together, moreover, they are very suggestive of the deep divide in time, space, and culture
separating Procopius and the classical world the memory of which he seeks to
(re)construct. When we speak of Procopius’ memory of the ancient past, we need not
assume or imagine that every detail he rememembered was factually, historically correct
(nor does it greatly matter, ultimately, whether the mistake originated in Procopius’
sources or with Procopius himself). Memory is, necessarily, a re-construction of the past,
and if Procopius’ remembering of the ancient Roman past differs from our own in certain
respects, with our greater scholarly resources but even greater distance also, then we
should be concerned not with identifying the “errors” in our author’s memory, but with
analyzing the vision of the past constructed out of so many diverse elements.

Let us recall once again Greatrex’s investigation of historical memory in
Procopius. He compared Procopius’ references to the period of the Roman Republic to
those of Ammianus Marcellinus, and they are much scarcer than those of his fourth-
century predecessor. By considering the knowledge of the period displayed in authors

contemporary with and later than Procopius, he concluded that Procopius must have had

333 See above, pp 188.
3% As Kaldellis suggests is the case with the Homeric bowmen comparison of the
Introduction (1.1.6-16), see above pp 45-9 (Kaldellis (2004) 21-3).
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more information about the Republic available to him than he chose to include, though
likely less than Ammianus had had. Greatrex traces Procopius’ and other sixth-century
historians’ scant references to the Republican past to a divide between classical
historiography and antiquarianism, arguing that the former, in prioritzing the
contemporary world, were only following the spirit of Thucydides and other classical
historians. Greatrex’s general conclusions on this point are compelling, *>> but need to be
pursued further. It is not simply the priority of contemporary events and concerns (or of

history that most resembles the present day*>°

) that motivates and colors Procopius’
presentation of the past, recent and distant, but the text’s presentation (and the narrator-
historians’s self-presentation) of the state of Roman memory and contemporary identity.
In his effort to construct historical memory and present a picture of Romanitas that is
relevant, compelling, and adoptable for the contemporary sixth-century world, it would
be counter-productive for Procopius to overload his narrative with a plethora of
references to a distant and alien past. Rather, he concentrates on aspects of Romanitas
that are more easily approachable to his Greek-speaking, eastern Roman readers: imperial

history, the Latin of the bureacracy and the army, and a mythology that east and west,

Latin-and Greek-speakers, have in common.>’ 1 beleive Procopius understood as well as

333 Though I cannot agree with his further supposition that it was an awareness of the
inferiority of Belisarius’ forces to those at the height of Roman strength that led
Procopius to demure from comparing his general to a Scipio or a Hannibal: Greatrex
(1996b) 1-2, 5.

3% Jeffreys (1979)

337 We might also consider that Procopius chose other means to make such comparisons
as he might have made between Belisarius and Hannibal: rather than an overt textual
comparison (more overt, in any case, than the reference to the battle of Cannae he makes
(7.18.19)), he engages in the more complex web of references and associations with the
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anyone that in order for memory to function, for a “usable past” to be constructed,

forgetting was just as important as remembering.

Part III: Memory and Landscape

In examining the causes for the “world-wide upsurge in memory” of the last few
decades,’*® Pierre Nora theorizes that our self-conscious interest in memory and our own
pasts is due to a break in continuity in the very collective memory on which the
understanding of the past had rested for generations.” Nora, like Megill and others
discussed in the Introduction,’® draws a sharp distinction between memory and history, a
division that drives and underpins contemporary society’s obsession with memory as an

object of study:

past on the sub-textual level, as Pazdernik, Kaldellis, and others have examined (pp 59-95
above.) This intertextual engagement with the ancient past and the historiographical
tradition thus not only adds to his credentials as a historian and make his points about
contemporary politics in a safe and politically savvy manner, but allows him to do so
without detracting from or complicating his surface-level presentation of history.

338 see pp 29-30 above

339 In writing about this phenomenon in France, Nora cites several factors contributing to
this break, including the diminishment of the French peasantry, the collapse of Marxism,
and the end of the de Gaulle era: “Sociologists and historians had been writing about the
end of the peasantry for fifteen years, but its demise suddenly became almost tangible
and as painful as an amputation. It was the end of the prototypical "collective memory"...
The ending of the rural era, soon accompanied by the ending of the mass in Latin, cut the
umbilical cord that still connected France to what Jacques Le Goff has called the long
Middle Ages of France and led to the growing popular success enjoyed ever since by the
Middle Ages and its monuments.” Nora, Pierre. (2002) “Reasons for the Current Upsurge
in Memory.” Transit 22:1-8

360 hp 32-34 above.
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The “acceleration of history” thus brings us face to face with the enormous
distance that separates real memory—the kind of inviolate social memory that
primitive and archaic societites embodied, and whose secret died with them—
from history, which is how modern societies organize a past they are comdemned
to forget because they are driven by change...”®'
In Nora’s scheme what we have been studying as “memory” or “historical memory” in
Procopius would be simply “history,” a self-conscious effort to reconstruct and reconnect
with a past which one is aware of no longer inhabiting:
Memory and history, far from being synonymous are thus in many respects
opposed. Memory is life, always embodied in living societies, and as such in
permanent evolution, subject to the dialectic of remembering and forgetting,
unconscious of the distortions to which it is subject... History, on the other hand,
is the reconstruction, always problematic and incomplete, of what is no longer.
Memory is always a phenomenon of the present, a bond tying us to the eternal
present, history is a representation of the past.’®
Differences in terminology aside, Nora’s evocative descriptions of the contemporary
memory scene, in fact, could be interestingly applied to Procopius’ evocations of sixth-
century Roman memory. In Procopius as well as his contemporaries (see immediately
below), we can discern a sense of discontinuity with the ancient past, which makes the
project of connecting with it all the more urgent (In Nora’s dichotomy, “If the old ideal
was to resrrect the past, the new ideal is to create a representation of it.”**%). Such a
project, though, deserves not only a more in-depth reading of Nora than is possible here,

but would be, I beleive, most fruitful if undertaken with an eye toward analyzing in this

light not only Procopius, but a selection of his contemporaries, as well. Instead, let us

3% Nora, P. (1996) “’General Introduction: Between Memory and History” in P. Nora,
ed, Realms of Memory: Rethinking the French Past. 3 vols. Columbia University Press:
New York (1996-8). 2

302 ibid 3

3% Nora (1996) 12
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turn toward a particular facet of Nora’s thought that sheds interesting light on a strain of
Procopius’ remembering to which we have often returned in the course of this study.
We mentioned above, quite briefly, Nora’s concept of the lieu de mémoire.>*
A central manifestation of Nora’s vision of the break between the “pure” memory of
primitive societies and our own memory adulterated by history is the transition from
milieux de mémoire, environments of memory, to liex de mémoire, sites of memory.
While a society that is not separated from its traditional remembering dwells
unselfconsciously in its environments of memory, “settings in which memory is a real
part of everyday experience,”® by contrast Nora characterizes the modern world as
obsessed with lieux de mémoire, in which we recognize the vestiges of memory and
artificially attempt to fix them as touchstones of an identity we feel threatened or
divorced from:
If the expression lieu de mémoire must have an official definition, it should be
this: a lieu de mémoire is any significant entity, whether material or non-material
in nature, which by dint of human will or the work of time has become a symbolic
element of the memorial heritage of any community...
Nora considers both literal, geographic or structural, sites as well as immaterial concepts,
texts, and even persons, as such /ieux. We will reserve consideration of the latter for the
moment, for this concept is so useful to us in understanding the former in Procopius’
work that it deserves uninterrupted consideration.

The landscape of Procopius’ Wars is littered with lieux de mémoire, from the

house of Sallust and the ship of Aneas, assiduously preserved by the Romans as

364 b 174-6 above
3% ibid 1



289

monuments to their national memory, to the ruins of cities and fortifications so evocative
of the destruction that time and barbarians had wrought on the landscape of the empire.
Some of these are lieux of cultural memory-history, as Nora envisions the phenomenon:
constructed and reified, by the effort of the society, into touchstones of memory. In other
cases, we cannot know only from his text to what exent these places were recognized and
valued by sixth-century Romans, of east or west, more broadly. However, Procopius
invests them, for his text and for us his audience, with symbolic significance, creating
them as sites of his historical memory. We have seen again and again in the course of
this study the importance of physical space to memory in Procopius’ work, and
considering the function of such places in the world of the text’s and the sixth century’s
remembering helps us to undertand their power.

For Procopius, and for the sixth century world he represents in the Wars, the
Romans’ relationship with their past was as troubled and complicated as Nora depicts our
own contemporary one to be. In his treatment of the Latin language, Roman customs,
matters of religion, Procopius operates as conscious of a break in continuity with the past,
and it is by dint of this that he must make his arguments for the continued relevance of
classical memory in despite of this rupture. Procopius reaches out to the touchstones of
lieux de mémoire, seemingly particularly drawn to those that he encountered in Rome, as
well as desirous of creating his own. While the prominence of physical place and objects
in Procopius’ remembering speaks to the importance of the ancient past (to some) in the
sixth century and to Procopius personally, the localizing of memory in particular places

in the landscape is indicative of the transition, in some cases long accomplished, from a
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“living memory” that dwells in the landscape to one that seeks to reconnect with and
revivify that memory in the places where it it is felt the strongest. The crystallization of
such sites, of memorials and monuments as well as rituals like Belisarius’ triumph, as a
means of “getting in touch” with the Romans’ Roman past speak ultimately to the divide
they percieved between it and themselves.

Many of those lieux which Procopius describes indicate a long-past transition
from milieux to sites of memory: he depicts them as curated for generations by the
Romans—espeically the inhabitants of Rome—as cultural memorials. In other cases,
Procopius’s text provides a window into this process as it occurred during the tumultuous
time of the wars of Justinian: the city of Rome, especially, undergoes a transformation.
At the start of the work it is the home of the living community which carries Roman
memory in tradition, language, and preservation of memorials. Although almost certainly
too sophisticated and self-conscious in their remembering to qualify as possessors of
Nora’s “true memory,” they nevertheless in Procopius’ depiction represent a continuity
and lived tradition that is absent by the end of the work. Rome’s physical memorials and
population ravaged by the war, it is at the close of the work bereft of life, but not of
significance. In its continued importance to the actors in the history, as well as its
symbolic significance in the history itself, Procopius makes the city of Rome into a site of
Roman memory. He is, to be certain, niether the first nor the last to do so, but one
participant, and a self-conscious one at that, in a long line of Romans to invest the eternal

city with quintessential significance to Roman memory. Procopius’ treatment of the
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phenomenon, however, is unique for its singular depiction of a crucial step in the city’s
transition from milieu to lieu de mémoire.

More than simply recording this transition, though, in some instances we can say
that Procopius himself participates in it. We discussed above the way in which
Procopius’ descriptions of physical objects and landscapes—what we can now term sites
of memory—works as a kind of memory ekphrasis to transmute the cultural memory of
the community of Romans he depicts into the historical memory of the text.”°® Inasmuch
as elements of the physical landscape such as the Appian Way and the the city of Rome
were still parts of the living landscape as well as carrying cultural cachet to western
Romans, used by sixth-century Italians much as they had been for centuries, they were
still some sense milieux de mémoire. In his efforts to preserve their memory (the memory
of them, and the memory that they represented), Procopius creates and solidifies them as
lieux de mémoire for posterity: for his audience back in Constantiople and forward into
the future, they exist solely as symbols of the memory of Rome.

We can also observe, as something of a side note, how the centrality of
physicality to Procopius’ remembering in the form of the lieux de mémoire impacts
memory in the work more broadly. There is a common thread of decay over time, and
survival in spite of the passage of time: the one triumphing, for a while, over the other.
We can see this model of the effects of the passage of time not only in the physical
embodiements of memory, but in others as well: the survival of knowledge (or not) in

spite of the challenges of time, distance, and power; the tension between factual and

3% above, pp 121-2.
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mythic explanations of names, the survival of cultural practices. The forgetting that
haunts Procopius’ remembering shares much in common, as we saw above, with physical
decay.’®’

As mentioned above, Nora envisions not only physical locations as potential sites
of memory, but also such things as objects and ideas- anything which can be imbued with
memory-related significance, can “become a symbolic element of the memorial heritage”
of a community. In Procopius’ text, physical objects—the classical Greek statues in the
Forum of Peace in Rome , the treasures of Solomon’s Temple looted first by the Romans
and then by the Goths, and, of course, the Palladium—constitute a specialized subset of
lieux de mémoire. Already invested with historical, memorial importance by the
communities that took them from their original setting and installed them in a new one in
an effort to co-opt their symbolic power, they are further reinforced as such by
Procopius’ treatment of them in the narrative, using their stories to weave together
disparate threads of memory: Roman, Greek, Christian, barbarian. They provide an
opportunity for Procopius to connect many layers of memory, from the very ancient
through his present day, and look forward into the future. The world of Procopius’ sixth
century is one of a tumultuous past and uncertain future, particularly where the survival
of ancient memory and the fate of sites of memory are concerned. In such a world lieux
de mémoire which are moveable objects—trophies able to be taken from conquered

lands, endangered relics “rescued” from the destruction which mught befall their

367 See above, pp 149-173.
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immovable locations—are both particularly relevant as a source of continuity and

particularly poingant as a symbol of the embattled, uncertain state of ancient memory.

Part IV: The Instability of Roman Memory and Identity

In this work we have dealt with two complementary ways of talking about
“Roman identity.” On the one hand, in our investigation of Romanitas, we have
considered the character of the Roman memories Procopius reaches for, and how he uses
them. We have observed that in addition to very topical references to battles and
emperors, Procopius is particularly interested in memories of the ancient past evoked by
the landscape of Italy and the city of Rome. On the other hand, we have investigated at
some length how Procopius apportions Roman identity: grants or withholds the identifier
“Roman,” and thus how he constructs different groups’ identities and problematizes the
eastern empire’s identity as not wholly, not completely legitimately, Roman. This
ultimately also addresses the character of Romanitas in Procopius’ text, as it speaks to the
criteria for inclusion among the Romans, or for exclusion from that identity. In
Procopius’ formulation, being Roman has to do with mutual protection and respect for
your fellow Romans and their dignity, with concern for Roman memory and identity in a
broader sense than your own personal memory, identity, and agenda. Being Roman
means carrying Roman memory, and a Roman identity solidly based on that memory,

forward into the future, not actively destroying or subverting it.
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We have investigated in depth, in Chapter Four, Procopius’ response to the
competing claims to Roman identity of the Western, Italian Romans on the one hand, and
the Eastern, imperial Roman forces on the other, a group of which Procopius himself was
of course a part. This tension between East and West, however, was far from the only
source of friction and instability in the articulation of a universal, or even broadly
applicable, Roman identity in the mid-sixth century. We cannot, ultimately, understand
Procopius’ depiction of the past and relationship to memory by considering it in isolation.
Every version of the past is articulated in relation, often in tension, with other, competing
alternatives—past and present.’®® We sketched briefly, all the way back in the
Introduction, the historical context in which Procopius lived and wrote. While there is
limited space here to investigate the broader world of Roman cultural memory in the
sixth century, we can survey in a little more detail a few of the other perspectives on the
Roman past against which Procopius’ own was articulated, and against which it
competed.

Among the wealth of scholarship on classical and Late Antique attitudes toward
the past, we should of course note the centrality of tradition and the past in providing
precedent, a feature of Roman thought obviously still alive and well in the sixth century,

as well as being widely available in the historiogrphic and other classical texts Procopius

3% Consider again Cubitt, 203: “Whatever the perceived nature of the national
community, and however strong its emphasis on its supposedly immutable character,
representations of its past are always forged in tension with possible alternative
conceptions, and are seldom simple replications of the way that past has been evoked
previously.”
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and other men of letters were educated in.** In examining the work of John Lydus (see
below), Michael Maas has wonderfully explicated the tension in the reign of Justinian
over control and articulation of the past, especially the Roman past. He explores the
intellectual environment in which Lydus (and likewise Procopius) wrote, in which the
imperial efforts to prune undesirable pagan elements in “the search for a usable past”
created an artificial dichotomy between pagan and Christian.’”® Justinian and his regime,
furthermore, sought to co-opt the legitimizing function of the past for the imperial office
and use it to characterize the emperor’s program of reform as “restoration.”™ "

Justinian’s own “classicism” has been the subject of much debate: once generally
accepted as the source of the renaissance of classical interest and learning during his
reign, he has evolved in modern scholarly understanding into a religious conservative but
administrative reformer and opportunist who had little interest in the classical past for its
own sake.””? Instead, Tony Honoré has persuasively demonstrated that the classical

references in Justinian’s legislation can be traced to his queastor Tribonian, in office from

529-532, and again from 535 to 542.>” Furthermore, a series of historical prefaces to

3% For more, see for example Croke, B and Emmett, A. (1983) “Historiography in Late
Antiquity: An Overview” in B Croke and A Emmett, eds History and Historiography in
Late Antiquity. Sydney, New York. 1-12.

37 Maas (1991) 38- 52

3" The scholarship that touches on Justinian’s relationship to, and use of, the past is
extensive. For a good introduction with recent bibliography, see Pazdernik, Charles.
(2005) “Justinianic Ideology and the Power of the Past” in in Maas, M. The Cambridge
companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 185-212
372 Honoré, T. (1978). Tribonian. Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press., Maas?

37 Honoré, 26ff. Indeed, Honoré argues that Tribonian himself, while thoroughly
educated in the legal classics and especially indebted to the second-century legal scholar
Gaius for his thought (246-7), looked to the classics of Roman law more as a model and a
source of wisdom rather than any spirit of “slavish imitation,” and had no qualms about
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administrative reform legislation in Justinian’s Novels (undertaken after the completion
of the Corpus Iuris Civilis proper, in 535) presents a particularly bold use of the Roman
pat by the regime.’”* The prefaces utilize a wealth of putative historical data, often quite
incorrect or misrepresented, along with myths and legends, and “there is a striking
emphasis on ancient titles of magistracies, methods of provincial administration, and ties
between Rome and the provinces in the Roman Republic and earlier times.””> Michael
Maas has brilliantly analyzed these curious phenomena, demonstrating that despite the
plethora of historical “facts” they contain, “They do not speak for a classicism
independent of Christianity,™® but rather,
Appeal to precedent... allowed the present to be explained and legitimized in
terms of the past, even if in some cases the past had to be invented... Justinian
exploited this conservative tendency in the reform prefaces for immediate goals,
primarily to mask the growth of his absolutism, cultivate the educated classes, and
disguise the innovative nature of his reforms... The very deliberateness of

providing more or less phony precedent to mask contemporary reforms shows
how volatile the accusation of innovation could be.*”’

disregarding them when necessary, an approach to the heritage of the classical world that
certainly has something in common with Procopius’ own:

“A deeper and more selective study of the classics was likely, he thought, to acquaint the
student and lawyer with the best thinking, the most rational and humane solutions. But
this implies no rigid preference for a classical rather than a modrn answer to legal
problems... Tribonian’s classicism in no way excludes the abandonment of classical
solutions when they are unjust, inconveneint or incombatible with Christian ideals”
(Honor¢ 253-4).

37 Maas, Michael. 1986. "Roman history and Christian ideology in Justinianic reform
legislation". Dumbarton Oaks Papers. 40: 17-32.

37> Maas (1986) 18

37 ibid 18

37" Maas (1986) 28
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Justinian’s approach to the classical and Roman past, then, seems to have been entirely
dictated by, on the one hand, considerations of his own power and reforming policies,
and on the other, an entirely Christian worldview.’”®

While the regime’s emphasis on Justinian as a Christian emperor’® would have
not necessarily been unwelcome to Procopius or any of the authors discussed here, its
concomitant hostility those elements of traditional Greco-Roman culture deemed too
pagan, best epitomized in the closing of the Neoplatonic Academy in 529, surely made
the imperial office’s attempts to co-opt and rewrite Roman memory for its own
propagandistic purposes ring all the more false in the ears of Procopius, Lydus, and
others like them.

Indeed, we need not rely on our imaginations for Procopius’ (and his
contemporaries’) sentiments toward Justinian’s policies, for, while overt criticism of the
regime was of course dangerous, this hardly stopped those ambivalent or hostile toward
the emperor from finding a way to express their dissatisfaction. We have already seen,
above in Chapter Two, some of the ways in which Procopius used intertextual reference
to covertly criticize public figures including Justinian and even Belisarius in the Wars,

and Kaldellis explores in depth many more.”*® Likewise, Maas sees in Lydus’ writings

an implicit criticism of Justinian’s failure to preserve the traditional Roman magistracies

378 For more, see Maas (1986) 29-31.

379 See for example Moorhead, J. (1994) Justinian. London: Longman, 116ff, or
Cameron’s chapter in the CAH: (2000) “Chapter III: Justin and Justinian,” Cameron, A.,
Bury, J. B., Bowman, A. K., eds. The Cambridge Ancient History, XIV: Late Antiquity:
Empire and Successors, Cambridge University Press

380 Kaldellis (2004, 2010a)
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(see just below). Moreover, though, we have the wonderful resource of Procopius’ Secret
History, to give us insight into Procopius’ disaffection with Justinian’s regime.

Procopius’ depiction of the emperor, his court, and his policies is of course a very
hostile one in the Secret History, and his complaints range from regret over budget-cuts
to the imperial postal system (SH 30.2) to, famously, lurid accusations that Justinian is in
fact a demon and roams the imperial palace with his head tucked under his arm (SH
12.14-25). There are, however, several key trends that emerge in Procopius’ portrayal of
Justinian. Procopius rails against Justinian’s persecution of “the Greeks,” that is, pagans,
at SH 11.26-40. There is, moreover, recurring criticism of Justinian’s love of innovation
for its own sake:

Kol QUAGOTELY PEV TV KaBeoTapEVWY 00dev NEloL, &TTAVTX dE
veoxpolv £¢ &el HOEAE, kal, TO EOPTTAV ElTTElY, PEYLOTOG B 0VTOG
NV dLEBoPelC TV €0 KKOETTWTWV. (SH 6.21)

And he took no thought to preserve what was established, but he was always
wishing to make innovations in everything, and, to put all in word, this man was
an arch-destroyer of well-established institutions.

And again,

Q& YOp EUTTpocOev VOPW XTTOppNnOévTa ETOYXKVEV £C TNV TTOALTELOV
eicrﬁye TX TE OVTXX Kol Euvaetcruéva KO WV EéuTrO(VTO( (I)crrrep
ETTL TOUTW KEKouLcruevog TO TAg Bact)\ew(g OXAHa, €’ W KTTOVTX
HETOO\)\O(O'O'OL ) ETEQOV OXAHa. o<pxo<g TE YXP TG uev oucm(g

&V peL, TG O& 00K oUOKG £PLoTN TOIG TIPAYHXOL- TOOG TE VOUOUG
KL TOV OTPATIWTOV TOUG KATHAOYOUC TaOTO TOUTO £TTO(EL, OV
TD dkaiw €lkwy 00dE TW ELHPOPW £C TODTO AYHEVOC, GAN OTTWC
ON GTTOVTX VEWTEPK TE K&XL ’x0OTOD ETTWVLHX €LN. (SH 11.1-2)

For things which previously had been forbidden by law he kept introducing
into the constitution, and tearing down all existing institutions and those
made familiar by custom, as if he had put on the imperial garb on the condition
that he should change all things also into another garb. For instance, he would
depose the existing officials and appoint new ones in control of the State’s
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business; and he treated the laws and the divisions of the army in the same way,
not yielding to the demands of justice nor influenced to this course by any public
advantage, but simply that everything might be new and might bear the
impress of his name.
Procopius repeatedly charges that Justinian is bad specifically because he does not
respect the past, does not take the proper care to preserve its memory and institutions.
Justinian’s disrespect and misuse of Roman memory seem to sit particularly ill with
Procopius. He is, finally, particularly concerned with Justinian’s changes in the legal
realm: he mentions changes to the laws specifically in the passage above, and at SH 9.51
he deplores the way in which the repeal of the law which allowed him to marry Theodora
would pave the way for other patricians to fall into the same trap.”®' As we will discuss
just below, we have reason to suppose that Procopius was in fact reacting to the legal

reforms and the propaganda contained therein in his hostile reaction to Justinian’s legal

reforms.>®?

B &d0OvaTov 8¢ OV &vdpa £¢ &Elwua BOuARC fikovTa ETaipa yuvaikl
EuvolkiTeobat, vopoLg &vwBOev Tolg TTOAXOTATOLG &TTOppNnOEV, ADoal T
TOUC VOHOUC TOV BOXTWAEX VOUW ETEPW AVAYKOXTE KOl TO €vOEévde OiTe
YOUETA TH O£0dwpa ELVWKNTE, K&l TOIG XANOLE GTTOOL BXOLUOV
KOXTECTAONKTO TRV TTPOC THC ETAIPAC EyyONV... (SH 9.51)

But since it was impossible for a man who had attained to senatorial rank to contract
marriage with a courtesan, a thing forbidden from the beginning by the most ancient
laws, he compelled the emperor to amend the laws by a new law, and from then on he
lived with Theodora as his married wife, and he thereby opened the way to betrothal with
courtesans to all other men...

382 bp 300-2 below. See also, though, Procopius’ comments in the Buildings on
Justinian’s legal reforms, which suggest at least an awareness of the necessity for them, if
we must from his other works suspect the sympathy with which he praises them:

TTPOC 8¢ K&l TOUC VOUOUC AGPBWV TW Te TIKUTTIANOETC 00 déov yeyovéval
OKOTELVOUC OVTHC KOXL EVYXEOUEVOUC DLAXPAVAIC TW KT EVAVTLXG
XAAAAOLG (éval, Kol TOD pEv OXAOL OTOUC TRC TeEPOpelag XTTOKXKO&KPXC,
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The chronicle of John Malalas offers a radically different picture of the ancient
past from that presented in Procopius. Malalas, an Antiochene writing in the mid sixth
century, sought to combine several different strains of history into a world chronicle. The
universal history could trace its roots back to the Hellenistic period, but unlike earlier
writers of universal history,*** Malalas made the Judeo-Christian past the framework into
which all other historical narratives were fit.*** Thus, Malalas’ chronicle begins with the
creation of Adam and works several references to ancient eastern sages such as the Indian
astronomer Gandoubarios (I § 7) into Old Testament geneaology, before introducing
Kronos and his son, Picus Zeus, as ancient rulers of a race of giants descended from
Shem, the son of Noah (I § 9).>® The chronicle is organized first by generations in the
Old Testament and legendary period (Books I-V), and thereafter by rulers, from

Assyrian, Persian and Seleucid (Books VI-VIII), to Roman emperors, beginning with

TO 8¢ €¢ GAAAAOULC dLXOOTATELY BELALOTATH KPXTUVOUEVOC dLETWTATO.
(B 1.1.10)

Moreover, finding the laws obscure because they had become far more numerous than
they should be, and in obvious confusion because they disagreed with each other, he
preserved them by cleansing them of the mass of their verbal trickery, and by controlling
their discrepancies with the greatest firmness...

383 As, for example, Polybius, Diodorus Siculus, Dionysus of Halicarnasus. From
another angle, one could consider such works of ecclesiastical history as Eusebius’ world
histories; in this case, what separates Malalas’ work is not only the chronicle format, but
the attempt to fit not only secular, but “pagan” elements into the Judeo-Christian
framework.

384 Croke, B. “Malalas, the Man and his Work” in: Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &, Scott, R.
(1990). Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies,
1-25. 1, Malalas’ preface announces his two-fold intent to combine the Christian history
of the chroniclers such as Eusebius with world history “from Adam to the reign of Zeno
and those who ruled afterward.” (P 5)

385 References are to the translation of Jeffreys et al: John Malalas. Ed. E. Jeffreys, M.
Jeffreys, R. Scott, & B. Croke. The chronicle of John Malalas. (1986). Melbourne:
Australian Association for Byzantine Studies. For the Greek text, see the recent edition
Malalas, J., & In Thurn, H. (2000). loannis Malalae Chronographia. Berlin: De Gruyter.
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Julius Caeasr (Book IX), all the way down to Justinian (Book XVIII).**®**” Along the
way, Malalas includes a great deal of classical legend and Greco-Roman history (the
Trojan War (Book V), the foundation of Rome (Book VII), the rise of Julius Caesar (IX §
1-7), and so on) but often with historical details altered or condensed. Classical myth and
legend is twisted and bent to fit into a Judeo-Christian structure,”® while non-

389

monarchical periods in history are treated lightly,”™ and the narrative of the historical

periods is often centered around the history of Antioch, Malalas’ home city.*”°

Thus, while the chronicle contains a far greater amount of Greco-Roman history,
including events in classical Greece or Republican and early imperial Rome, than does
Procopius’ history, the “facts” and the narrative of the classical past is subordinated into a
uniquely sixth-century worldview, one which prioritizes Christian and local (in this case,
Antiochene) memory in structuring the narrative of its past. Malalas seems to have had

little familiarity with Latin, though through his sources he includes many brief references

to major Latin authors, as when he attributes the fate of Pompeius Magnus to Lucan and

386 Jeffreys, E. (1990b). “Chronological Structures” in Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &, Scott,
R. Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies. 111.-
166

¥7 The chronicle may have originally extended as far as 574, but the primary manuscript
breaks off in 563, just before the death of Justinian. Croke 1-2.

388 Jeffreys, (1990a) 62-66. Malalas’ approach to the Greco-Roman mythological canon
in euhemerizing: he regularly rationalizes divine figures into ancient rulers who were
subsequently deified: i.e., Picus Zeus (I § 9), Dionysios (II § 24), and Poseidon (II § 8).
Malalas’ rationalizing explanation as to why this occurred, the gratitude of subjects for
benefactions and institutions, traces its roots back to Diodorus Siculus, at least (Jeffreys
1990a 62).

3% See Jeffreys (1979)

39 Croke 6-11, Jeffreys, (1990a) 55-59.
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notes the floruit of Livy (IX § 2). Jeffreys analyzes Malalas’ sense of the past in
discussing his treatment of custom and festival:

Malalas would seem to have viewed the past and present as a seamless whole:

though he could envisage civic customs as having had an origin at a specific point

in time, he does not seem to consider either that these customs could subsequently
change in any way or that the community in which they were developed could
have differed radically from the one that he knew. Thus a state of any sort must
be ruled by a BxaLAeOC, an emperor: all rulers in the early books of the
chronicle are referred to in this way with the title used subsequently of the rulers
in Rome and Constantinople.””'
This is, of course, quite different from Procopius’ interest in historical change (for all that
Procopius can also imagine continuity of custom and culture over a long stretch of
time).>”> Features of this worldview like this and the devaluing of Greco-Roman
memory at the expense of Christian and local might well have made devotees of classical
learning feel that the classical past they valued was under threat.

Certainly another sixth-century author who wrote during Justinian’s reign seems
to have felt that the Roman past was in danger of being forgotten. John the Lydian, or
Lydus, was a mid-level bureaucrat in the office of the praetorian prefect in
Constantinople. Lydus authored several treatises in the mid-sixth century®”> on particular
elements of Roman culture: de Mensibus, on the Roman calendar, de Ostentis, on the

interpretation of portents, and de Magistratibus, on the magistracies of the empire,

particularly his own praetorian prefecture. The subjects and style of Lydus’ works speak

1 Jeffreys (1990ba) 62

392 For more on the comparison between Malalas on the one hand and Procopius and
other sixth-century writers on the other, see Scott, R, “Malalas and his Contemporaries”
in Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &, Scott, R. Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian
Association for Byzantine Studies. 67-85, esp. pp 69-72.

393 See Maas (1991) 10 and notes for bibliography on the contested dating and sequence
of the three treatises.
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to the tensions their author felt regarding the control and use of the past in Justinian’s
reign:

At the same time, the treatises are handbooks that collect interesting and useful
data in order to preserve it. Their custodial function carries an edge of political
criticism; it is implied that is a properly run empire such material would not be at
risk. There is also the implication that discontinuity results in disaster. Lydus
posits a society in decline. As a defense of ancient knowledge for its own sake,
Lydus’ writings illuminate one aspect of Justinian’s efforts against “paganism.”**

Maas also notes the centrality of the Roman past for Lydus,*”

the absence of any
Christian material or sentiment, and the perception of history as a cycle of generation and
decay to be found in Lydus’ works, especially de Magistratibus (where he hopes for the
restoration of the praetorian prefecture).”®

Thus at first glance Lydus, with his interest in preserving Roman cultural
memory, would seem to have much more in common with Procopius than did Malalas or
Justinian’s regime. However, Lydus’ pieces, while they seem to be motivated by
contemporary concerns about Justinian’s policies enforcing a rigid distinction between

397

pagan and Christian,” " still tend more toward antiquarianism. Lydus was certainly

reacting to present circumstances in choosing his subject matter, but he seems to have
been motivated primarily out of fear of discontinuity with the ancient Roman past,””®

cataloguing obscure ancient knowledge for the sake of its preservation. The ancient past

is valued de facto, as the past. To return to Assmann’s terms, we might say that Lydus’

3% Maas (1991) 117

3%% This includes a thorough knowledge of, and desire to promote the status of, the Latin
language (Maas (1991) 30ff).

3% Maas (1991) 83ff

37 Maas (1991), esp 1-11

3% Maas (191) 53ff
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handbooks seek to preserve the knowledge he values in the archive, rather than trying to

promote the memories’ return to the canon.*”

% %k %k ok

These many perspectives on the value and use of Roman memory speak on the
one hand to the importance of memory of the ancient past, in one way or another, in
sixth-century Byzantium, and on the other to the instability of Roman memory, and the
instability of Roman identity that that implies. *** We have noted a number of times
Megill’s axiom, “When identity becomes uncertain, memory rises in value,” and its
applicability to Procopius’ time and work. We would do well now to consider a fuller
elaboration of this thought. Here, Megill is discussing the inapplicabilty of Halbwach’s
models of memory to a modern world in which identity is often unstable:

In contrast, the most characteristic feature of the contemporary scene is a lack of
fixity at the level of identity, leading to the project of constructing memory with a
view to constructing identity itself. The appropriate model for understanding such
a context is less Halbwach’s than Benedict Anderson’s. In Anderson’s evocative
phrase, it is a matter of “imagined communities;” we might think of imagined
communities as imagined identities. Of course, every community beyond a very
small group is in some strong sense “imagined.” The more a community is
imagined, the more it finds that “memory” is necessary to it—and so is
“forgetting.” Conversely, the less rooted the community is in extant and well-
functioning practices—that is, the more problematic its identity—the more
constitutive for it is its “remembered” past.”*"’

399 See, however, Maas’ arguments at 116-7 (1991) for Lydus’ perception of some of the
material in de Magistratibus as relevant and useful in the restoration of the office.

490 of Maas (1991) 40-41

401 Megill, Allan. “History, Memory, Identity” in Megill, A., Shepard, S., &
Honenberger, P. (2007). Historical knowledge, historical error: A contemporary guide to
practice. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 41-62.
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The importance of memory (of one kind or another) in these sixth-century texts,
Procopius’ not least, suggests “a lack of fixity at the level of identity,” and their differing
perspectives on how to remember the Roman past offer different interpretations of
Roman identity—what it meant to be Roman—in the sixth century. The many different
“remembered pasts” competing to be constitutive for Roman identity belie an empire
“less rooted... in extant and well-functioning practices,” an issue we can see Procopius
addressing as he seeks to remind his readers of things like Latin word-origins and
meanings, the classical and Roman history of the landscape, and so on.

This instability and negotiation in Roman memory has been recogonized in the
discourse of other Justinianic authors. Maas noted above the “volatility” of the the sixth-
century memory scene where accusations of innovation were concerned;** elsewhere he
characterizes the avoidance of the charges of innovation by “presenting imperial effort as
restorative. This required finding adequate precedent, or, in other words, redefining the
past to fit present needs.”*” Eslewhere, Roger Scott has in fact drawn on the similarity
of topics between Malalas’ information on Justinian’s reign in Book 18 of his chronicle
and Procopius’ accusations in the Secret History to argue that, on the one hand, Malalas
was drawing more or less directly from imperial propaganda. On the other, one of these
sources, Procopius or the propaganda, was almost certainly responding to the other,

though we cannot know which is which.***

492 Maas (1986) 28

% ibid 31

44 Scott, R. (1985) “Malalas, The Secret History, and Justinian’s Propaganda”
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 39, 99-109.
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We should also note that tenuous relationship with the traditions and practices of
its Roman past and problematic identity in the sixth century meant that, of the several
competing versions of the remembered Roman past, the one that could win out over the
others stood to gain a great deal, to become particularly influential by becoming the
dominant memory of the ancient past, and being “the more constitutive” for the Eastern
Roman Empire, going forward. Surely the official memory, conveyed to us in imperial
legislation but presuamably pervasive in Justinian’s Constantinople, had the edge, so to
speak, but educated, invested elites like Procopius and John Lydus certainly weren’t
going down without a fight. Thus the vitriol of the Secret History reflects Procopius’
intense concern for, and historian’s expertise in manipulating, historical memory.

All this throws Procopius’ own portrayal of the past, and especially of the
relationship between ancient past and present, into sharper focus against the context of
the memory-culture of Justinian’s reign. Procopius’ emphasis on the utility and
relevance of the classical past charts a path between two opposing viewpoints, one
devaluing the Greco-Roman past at the expense of the Judeo-Christian, and the other
elevating it primarily for its own sake, because it is traditional.*”> Procopius argues
against both. In the midst of a riot of new and old genres for addressing the place of the
ancient past in the contemporary world, Procopius chose one of the oldest and most
traditional. He makes every effort to craft his work into a paragon of classical
historiography, while at the same time taking pains to report in detail the events of his

own day and addressing contemporary concerns about the nature of power and the effects

495 Recall Procopius’ charting of a similar middle course in the use of Herodotus and
ancient authority in geographic debate (8.6.9-15), pp 85-89 above.
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of war. He demonstrates, in short, the inimitable value of classical historiography for
understanding both the past and the present. Procopius is keen to portray the importance
of the specifically Roman past in the formation of contemporary Roman identity, as with
the periphrases and references to Roman history. He emphasizes (in response, we might
imagine, to the viewpoints represented by both Malalas and Justinian) the importance of
accurate information about the past, and regrets the difficulties that stand in the way of
that enterprise.

We have something of a clearer idea now of the tensions that inhabited and
delimted sixth-century Roman memory, though there is, I am certain, much more to
uncover and explore. We can understand Procopius’ themes in representing memory and
Roman identity in his own work as one writer’s perspective on which tensions were the
most important, most worth contesting, as well as which side he was on. In the pull
between Christian and classically-rooted memory, Procopius is not precisely (usually)
against the former, as he is for the latter. Christianity is not ignored or denied, but it is
viewed through a classicizing lens, using archaic language and imagining narratorial
distance. This is, of course, in stark contrast, and perhaps deliberate opposition, to the
approach of Malalas and Justinian to view the classical past in a Christian context.

The tension between the eastern and western spheres of the Roman world and
Roman memory, which played such a role in our analysis in Chapter Four, is less easy to
contextualize with our quick survey of eastern authors, though if we had time to
investigate memory and Roman identity in writers of the western Roman world we might

find much of interest. We should also remember Justinian’s characterization in legislation
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of the wars in the west as wars of re-conquest and re-incorporation.*®® It is telling that the
east-west tension does not seem to be a major concern for other authors of the period in
Constantinople; it suggests that Procopius’ emphasis on this dichotomy is not only an
argument for one side over the other, but rather an attempt to raise awareness of it as an
issue that deserves addressing. Procopius’ unique position as Belisarius’ aide, well-read
in the classics and well-traveled in the classical lands, would have made him uniquely
sesitive to the problematic nature of imperial identity and involvement in Italy and the
west.

A final tension, less easy to define, drew from and built upon these others. Both
the geographical divide and the cultural and religious distance from the classical past
combined with the considerable temporal distance to heighten the challenge of relating to
the ancient past in the sixth-century. This distance, and the cultural forgetting that it
facilitated, allowed John Malalas to butcher and squeeze Greco-Roman myths into an
alien Christian framework. At the same time John Lydus, motivated by fear of that
distance and forgetting, insisted with his works that the distance should not be allowed to
be operative, that the details of ancient Roman cultural practices were both worthy of
remembering and (in the case of the praetorian prefecture at least) re-implementing in
sixth-century society.

Procopius does not deny the length of time that separates the classical past from
his present day, he does not minimize it in an attempt to disregard or overcome it as an

obstacle to making the past relevant. Rather, he acknowledges the vast sweep of time

46 See above p 214, n 301
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and engages with the challenges it presents; from the survival of accurate knowledge of
the past, to the relevance of such far distant events and practices (we have often returned
to the incident with the trumpet-calls and similar passages, but other features deserve
mention here as well, such as Procopius’ use of modern evidence to address historical
questions, like the historical existence of the Amazons or where to divide the continents).
He recognizes historical change and and he makes his case for the continued relevance of
classical memory in response to and taking into account the historical distance between
that version of the Roman world and his own. He sees continuity in spite of rupture.
However, it is of course not only the writings of other authors that create the
context in which Procopius wrote, but the actions and events of his day. Procopius lauds
efforts to preserve cultural memory even as he fears its ability to survive the upsets of the
present, for the wars of Justinian form not only the subject of the history but a major
feature of the backdrop against which Roman memory and identity are formulated in
Procopius’ history. In addition to informing Procopius’ awareness of the paradoxical
nature of eastern Roman identity operating as it was in the western empire, the wars and
the destruction they bring to Italy color the final books of Procopius’ narrative as he
contemplates the possibilities for survival of Roman cultural memory into the future.
Like its intellectual counterpart, the contestation of Roman identity, the warfare of the
present is more of a threat to ancient cultural memory than the long stretch of intervening
years. The charges for both these developments, of course, Procopius can lay sqaurely at
the feet of Justinian. However enthusiastic Procopius may have been at the start of the

enterprise (and the early books of the Wars certainly give the impression that he was at
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least moderately so), by the close of his history he condemns the destructive power of
wrong, of mis-used, memory. The tragedy of Procopius’ Wars is that one man’s
ultimately wrong-headed view of what it meant to be Roman and how the Roman past

should be used should so threaten what was a truer, more valid Roman identity.

% %k %k ok

This brings us, ultimately, to the crux of what cultural memory adds to the study
of Procopius and the sixth century. It helps us understand how Procopius’ relationship
with the past, including the referencess he does and does not include, even his
classicizing style, is influenced by not only the distance from his classical models, but the
instability in Roman identity created by the historical moment and his position in it. It
highlights the paradox, the memory-related tension of the re-conquest and of Justinian’s
policies. Procopius is working at balancing identities, making room for one that is at once
more (accurately) classically-inspired and acknowledges the distance from the classical
past.

We ourselves perceive Justinian’s empire and its inhabitants as not quite, not
unmixedly, Roman: we perceive a break (or what amounts to one in the accumulation of
so much distance). This has been reflected in the scholarship on this period of Late
Antiquity: even, and even especially, that which treats Procopius as the last great writer
of antiquity. We are convinced by his own protests, by a self-presentation which is part
of a larger and complex stance on the relevance of classical memory to his contemporary

world. Focusing on memory (cultural, social, historical) and utlizing the theories and
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approaches of cultural memroy studies allows us to consider in a nuanced way sixth-
century-Romans’ own perceptions of their ties with the past; to, with, and from memory.
What do they remember and why, how do they percieve historical change and the
passage of time? How do they understand their relationship with their own past: as one of
continuity or one of rupture, and how are these reflected, deliberately and unconsciously,
in their works? The unhelpful answer to the central question is, of course, both: we have
seen in Procopius and in our brief survey of other authors a classical past that was
contested, no longer simple; but still relevant, one that was retreating rapidly into the
background but loomed so large in the rearview mirror of history that it could not be
ignored.

On the other hand, these considerations also highlight what the study of memory
in the sixth century can add to the field of memory studies more broadly. It presents and
opportunity to look at an unparalleled longe dureé of memory: a society with almost as
much history, as much memory, as our own contemporary world, and oftentimes as
complex and troubled a relationship with it. Examining the viccissitudes of cultural and
historical memory in Late Antiquity can help us undertand and put in better perspective
our relationship with our own past, and how unique, or not, our own memory-culture

really is.
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Postscript: What Might Have Been

We spoke, at the beginning of the present undertaking, of the time of Procopius’
writing as a moment of great historic potential, ultimately unfulfilled. The wars of
Justinian offered the powerful possibility, evident in the optimism of the early books of
Procopius’ Wars, of the re-unification of the empire. Had that been the case, there would
have been opportunity, to say nothing of political benefit, to working to re-integrate the
sundered halves of Roman cultural memory. We can see Procopius begin to address this
in his consideration of the competing claims of Romanitas in each half of the divided
empire (among other features). Even at the point where the Wars leaves off, the campaign
was going well for the imperial forces, for all that Procopius himself seems to have
become disillusioned with the war and the damage it had done to Italy, the Romans, and
Rome. Thus, as a final thought, I would like to consider briefly what the cultural and
historical memory situation might have been had Justinian’s wars been less protracted
and had his successors managed to hold on to Italy for more than a few years before
loosing it to another set of barbarians.

The disjunction of cultural memory between the eastern and western Roman
worlds in the sixth century deserves its own book-length study, but we can touch on a
few telling facets in these last pages. We have discussed above, in the course of
examining Procopius’ efforts to counteract them, the way in which Italian-, Latin-, and

Rome-based remembering, such as familiarity with the Latin language and
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terminomogy,*’’ or knowledge of sites of memory and practices of curation in Italy and
Rome, were slipping out of the Eastern canon of Roman memory. The picture, however,
was far from simple, as the eastern empire could make by far the better claim to
upholding the traditions of classical education. The schools of Constantinople and Gaza,
the law school at Berytus, and others, continued not only classical paidea, which of
course included use of many exempla drawn from Roman history, but the study of
Roman law as well. The paradox is beautifully illustrated by an irony pointed out by
Michael Maas in his study of John Lydus. Lydus, in his account of the origins of the
praetorian prefecture, traces the office to a lieutenant of Romulus and the foundation of
Rome. The Italian Roman statesman Cassiodorus, in his Variae (VI1.3), roots the
prefecture not in secular Roman memory, but in the Judeo-Christian past: he gives
Joseph’s service to Pharaoh as its ultimate origin.*”® For Cassiodorus and his audience, it
was the Christian past that was the more relevant, the more compelling. Not for nothing
could the eastern empire make a claim to true Roman heritage. Moreover, these threats
and destablizing forces from both east and west made Procopius’ mission of preservation

and re-integration of Roman memory all the more urgent.

47 Certainly, knowledge of Latin had never been as prevalent in the east as where it was
a native language, and it use was becoming more and more specialized, restricted largely
to the legal profession and the military. An interesting wrinkle, however, is presented by
the fact that the emperors Justin and Justinian were from one of the few Latin-speaking
regions remaining in the eastern empire, and spoke Latin as their first language. See
further Honoré, 25 and notes, on the text of several Novels. What then we are to make
of Procopius’ engagement with this facet of Romanitas is difficult to say. Perhaps he
desired to conceptually “take back™ Latin from the emperor who would use the Latin
language and Roman memory for purposes he found so undesirable.

498 Maas (1991) 83-4
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This brings us to the final “what if”’: what if Justinian’s wars had succeeded in a
feat that was never their original goal, and re-united the two halves of the sundered
empire? The answer, of course, is far from simple, even in the relatively circumscribed
purview of Roman cultural memory, for the separate parts of the empire had been drifting
apart for long years before the arrival of Odoacer or Theoderic, and what it meant to be a
Roman was already significantly different in each. To the extent that some attempt, some
gesture towards re-integration of Roman identity and Roman memory would have been
made, we may be sure that it would have followed the age-old patterns of memory-
construction where power is involved. Geoffrey Cubitt phrases it well when he notes that
reconciliation often occurs by “subjugating the interests and marginalizing the memories
of some who had a stake in the original conflict.”**® It is highly likely that Western
Roman memory: of the wars of the 530s and 540s, of the actions of Theoderic and the
events leading up to the fifth-century separation of east and west, of the city of Rome
itself, as well as those pertaining to the more ancient past; would have been “subjugated”
to a Byzantine schema of remembering. Something of the Roman memory that
Procopius valued and aspired to—something authentic, intrinsically Roman—was
doomed when Belisarius landed on Italian soil, and would have been lost whatever the

outcome of the war.

409 Cubitt 230
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Table 2.1: Selected Herodotean Digressions in the Wars

1.4.14-31 story of Perzoes’ pearl

3.2.1-6 description of Goths and their customs

3.23 discussion of Vandals’ ancestral home, those who stayed behind in Europe

5.9.4-5 a “Hebrew” conducts an oracle with 3 groups of pigs, who represent the
Goths, the Italians, and the emperor’s army

5.12 ethnography and history of Franks

5.20.1-4 an oracle in two boys’ wrestling match

5.24.25-27 | a mosaic of Theoderic predicts Gothic misfortune by falling apart

6.14 ethnography of Eruli (human sacrifice, bestiality)

6.15 further digression on Thule (Scandinavia?): 40 days of sun in summer and
40 days of night in winter (credits eyewitnesses), customs, human sacrifice

6.17.3 miraculous happening: she-goat nurses an infant

6.20.29 two women who killed 17 travelers during a famine

6.25.4 ethnography; Frankish axes

7.1.40s several similar stories about wives and plots and betrayal

7.14 ethnography, religion of Sclaveni and Antae (explicitly not related to
narrative, but something Procopius heard while in Constantinople)

8.5.7-12 logos about how the Cimmerian people used to not cross water, but after a
young hunter following a deer did, now they do

8.14.38 the Persians use elephants in siege of Archaeopolis, a similar case
happened at the siege of Edessa and the Romans countered by suspending a
squealing pig from the walls; speaking of Edessa, a story about a 2-headed
baby that’s a portent that the East will be fought over by 2 sovereigns

8.20.11-41 | lengthy digression about a king, his son, and the Angili princess who is
slighted by them and gathers an army to herself to enforce their original
marriage contract

8.20.42-46 | the island of Britia is divided East-West by a wall, the East side s good, the
West side is deadly, and has snakes

8.20.47-58 | further story which Procopius doubts but will report because it is such a
common tale, that fisherman on the coast are called from their sleep to
ferry the souls of the dead across the channel to Britia

8.24.34-39 | on the occasion of Totilla re-taking Corsica and Sardinia, Procopius uses

this last opportunity to tell about a poisonous plant on Sardinia: you die
laughing, hence “sardonic” laughter; on Corsica are apes like men and
mini-horses the size of sheep
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Table 2.2: Explanatory Asides in the Wars, Roman/Latin Words

1.22.3-4 | Roman ENKEL OE ATpag TO KevTNV&pLOV Now the ‘centenarium’
centernarium/ | £KxTOV, &@ 00 8N kal weighs one hundred pounds,
centum WVOUXTTAL. KEVTOV YOP TK for which reason it is so
EKATOV KaAoDoL ‘Pwpaiol. called; for the Romans call
one hundred ‘centum.’
1.24.11 queastor TpLBouviavog k... Baathel Tribunianus...was counsellor
T&PEdPOC. KOLKIOTWPX TOOTOV to the emperor; this person
koaAoOal ‘Pwpaiol. the Romans call ‘queastor.’
2.1.7 Strata, an area | ZTP&TX Y&p 1 é0Tpwpévn 686G T | for “Strata’ signifies a paved
south of AXTIVWV KOAETTAL WVI. road in the Latin tongue.
Palmyra
2.26.29 | agesta, a ..Thv &yeoTav... (00Tw Y&p TO ...the agesta (for thus the
siege mound TToLo0pEVOV TH AGTIVGY WV Romans used to call in the
gK&AoLV Pwpaiol). Latin tongue the thing they
were making).
2.29.25 clisurae, KAELOOUPOC EAANVICOVTEG TEC The Romans call the roads
narrow passes ToLOTOC 0d0UC Pwpaiot through such passes
KaAoDoLv. ‘clisurae’ when they put
their own word in a Greek
form.
3.1.6 “Septem,” a ZéTTov KaXABDOL TO ékelvn Septem is the name given by
fort ppolplov ol ETTLXWTTLOL, AWV the natives to the fort at that
TWOV ETITX PALVOUEVWV point, since seven hills
evta0a. To Yp o£TrTOoV ETITX TH | appear there; for ‘septem’
ATiVWV @WVH dOVATAL. has the force of ‘seven’ in
the Latin tongue.
3.4.7 domesticus 0 8¢ TV &TTOp pﬂva AoTTopL And he replied that he was a
£ KOWWVOC ELVAL. DOUECTLKOV confidential advisor of
d¢ TolTOV T OWeTépQ YAWaon Aspar; such a person the
koAoOal ‘Pwpaiot. Romans call ‘domesticus’ in
their own tongue.
3.6.10 “Mercurium,” | Eppod 8¢ vewg évtadBu ék Now it so happened that a
a town TaAxLoD ETOyxavev v, &g ov dn | temple of Hermes had been
kol MepkoUplov 6 TOTTOC €KANON. | there from of old, from
oUTW Y&p TOV EpuAv kohodot which fact the place was
‘Pwuaiot. named Mercurium; for the
Romans call Hermes
‘Mercurius.’
3.10.3 praetor 0...£TTapXog, Ov dn TIpaiTwTTX ...the praetorian prefect,
kKaAoDaol ‘Pwpaiol whom the Romans call
‘praetor’
3.11.2-3 | foederati ...(POLBEPATWV... poidepa Y&p TAC | foederati... for the Romans
TIPOC TOUG TTONEUIOVE OTTOVOKC call treaties with their
kaAoDal ‘Pwpaiol enemies ‘foedera.’
3.11.4 domesticus SoAopov, 6¢ TNV BeAlooploiu Solomon, who was acting as
) eTeTpOTIEDE OTpaTNYiOV. a monager for the general
dopéoTikov ToOTOV KOAoDOL Belisarius; such a person the
‘Pwpaiol Romans call ‘domesticus.’
3.16.12 | veredarii, EOMNEOEVTH B8 KOl TV TV €¢ | And they captured also one
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gov’t post TAC BXONLKOG GTTOKploELG Giel of those who are
riders oTeAopévwy, oU¢ N Bepldaploug | occasionally sent to bear the
KaAoDol. royal responses, whom they
call ‘veredarii.’

3.16.1 optio ‘Ig&vvn... OC ol ETTePEAETTO TRHC ...to John, who was in
Trepl THV olkiav dATT&VNG. charge of the expenditures
OTITiwva TodTOoV KOXAoDoL of the general’s household;
‘Pwpaiol such a person the Romans

call ‘optio.’

4328 December pegolvTog HEALOTX TOD ...at about the middle of the
TeEAELTALOV PNVOC, OV AeképBplov | last month, which the
‘Pwpaiotl kaholaol. Romans call ‘December.’

4.104 bandifer, who 0 d¢ £€TepoC... TO anueiov TOod the other... was accustomed
carries a oTpaTtnyod év Talc MapaT&Eealy | to carry the standard of the

s elwbwg pépeLv, OV dN general in battle; such an
general’s . A .
Bavdowodpov kahobot ‘Pwpaiot officer the Romans call
standard ‘bandifer.’

4.12.17 excubitores 0¢ TV £EKOLRLTWPWV NYELTO ...who led the ‘excubitores’
(oUTw Y&p TOLC POAXKAG (for thus the Romans call
‘Pwpaiotl kahodal) their guards)

4.13.33 “Shield “Opocg AoTtidog Tij opeTépa The place is called “Shield

Mountain” YAwoaon kahobat AxTivol TOV Mountian” by the Latins in
XQPOoV. their own tonuge.

4.20.12 optio (2) MECwv NV TG v Tolg OTPATLWTALG | There was a certain Gezon
TeCOC, TOO KATOAGYOU OTITIWV in the army, a foot-soldier,
glg OV adTOC &veyfypaTrTo- oUTW | ‘optio” of the detachment;
YO&p TOV TV 0OVT&EEWV xopnyov | for thus the Romans call the
koAoOal ‘Pwpaiol. paymaster.

4.26.26 | casula ... lUETIOV KUTTEXOUVOC... SOOAW 7 | ...clad in a garment...
IOLWTH TTAVTXTTOOL TIPETTOV- appropriate to a slave or
KoooOAov a0TO TH AcTivwy private person; this garment
@wvi kahodal ‘Pwpuaiol. the Romans call ‘casula’ in

the Latin tongue.

54.1 patrimonium, | -..TOOG &ypoULG &peNETBaL 00devl | ...he had without cause
estates Adyw, Tobg Te GANoug BTTavTag seized their estates, taking
belonging to KoL 00X HKLOT& YE Thv BaoiAelov | notonly all private estates

olkiav adTAV, AV &N TTaxTpLuwvLov | but especially those of the
the royal ‘Pwpaiol KaAelv vevopikaot. royal household, which the
household Romans are accustomed to
call ‘patirmonium.’

5.11.1 Regata, a city | ...£¢ xwTriov EBvveéyvoav ...they gathered at a place
‘Pwpng dydonkovTa Kol two hundred and eighty
dlakoaiovg oTadioug dLéxov, stades from Rome, which
Otrep Pwpaiot kxkhodot Pey&Ta- the Romans call Regata.

5.11.2 Decenovium, pel d& KAL TTOTOUOC, OV And a river also flows by the
a river Agkevvoplov T AaTivwv pwvii place, which the inhabitants

kKohoDowv ol ETTixwpLot

call Decennovium in the
Latin tongue, because it
flows past nineteen
milestones...
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5.14.5 queastor DOIOENLOV TE TIEPPOVTEC... OC dN So they sent Fidelius... a
ATaAopIXw TTRpNdpeve TTpdTEPOV | man who had been an
(kolxioTwpa d¢ TAV &pXNV advisor to Atalaric (such an
TAOTNV KaAo Dot ‘Pwpaior)*10 official is called ‘queastor’
by the Romans).
5.14.15 | December ...6v&Tn ToD TeEAeuTalov, TIPOC 8¢ | [Rome became subject to the
‘Pwpaiwv TTpOoKYOPEVOUEVOL Romans again] on the ninth
AsgkepBpilov pnvocg EvoékaTov ... day of the last month, which
is called ‘December’ by the
Romans, in the eleventh
year [of the reign of
Justinian].
5.20.7 the Senate ol €k BOUAAC NV OLYKANTOV the members of the council
KaAoODol... which they call the Senate
5.22.10 Vivarium, part | ...€TL poipav ToD TTePLBONOW Hv ...to a part of the
of Rome’s ‘Pwpaiot BiB&plov kahodaot. fortifications which the
fortifications Romans call the “Vivarium.’
5.26.3 Portus, harbor TOV ALpéva, ov dn MopTov ...the harbor, which the
‘Pwpaiotl kahodal Romans call ‘Portus.’
5.26.4-9 | Portus, a city MNépTov Te GOTAV TMW ALPEVL ...it is called, like the harbor,
on the harbor | @HWVOHWG kKaxhodatv. Portus.
5.25.18 Penates 9 d¢ “loovog “oUTOT TIPWTOG PEV This Janus was the first of
AV TOV &pxoilwv Be®v ol dn the ancient gods whom the
‘Pwpaiol Y\woon TH o@eTépa Romans call in their own
MévaTeg EKAAOULV. tongue ‘Penates.’
5.25.20 Tria Fati, the LT& Tpla d&TH- BUTW YOP ...the ‘Tria Fata,” for thus the
Moirai ‘Pwpaiol T&g Molpag vevopikaot | Romans are accustomed to
KOAELY. call the Moirai.
6.22.24 | magister ...NéTpw d¢ TV Tod payloTpou ..and giving Peter the office
KOAOULHEVOL KTTPXAV of ‘magister,’ as it is called.
TTXPRTXOUEVOC.
6.23.5 metropolis AUELpog 8¢ aliTn TTIPWTV PEV TRV Auximus is the first of the
év Miknvoig TTONewV €0TLy, v &R | cities of Picenum, the
UNTPOTTOALY KOAELY VEVOp LK OL. metropolis, as the Romans
_ are accustomed to call it.
7.1.28 logothete, the | Hv & ANEEQVOPOC TIC &V Now there was a certain
comptroller of | BuCavTiw Toig dnpoaiolg Alexander in Byzantium
the state EPEOTWG AouLopoig AoyoBETnv who held the office of
TRV TNV TROTNV EAAN(CovTEg comptroller of the state
treasury koAoDoL ‘Pwpaiot. treasury; this official the
Romans call ‘logothete,’
using a Greek name.
7.28.7 “Rock of ...V aTépa pev NéTpa AlpaTog [Two passes], one of which
Blood” T AaTiVwV @wVi KEKAVTAL, has received the name ‘Rock
“Tavula” AcBodAav 8¢ TNV ETEpav KXAELY ol | of Blood’ in the Latin

ETTLXWTTLOL VEVUIKOTLY.

tongue, while the natives are

410 Apparently the function of the queastor as legal advisor, TT&pedpoc,
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accustomed to call the other
Lavula.*"

7.38.5 Candidati, ...&Trel ¢ ToUC KavdidGtoug ... since he served among the
guards in KOAOUHEVOUC TEADV ETUXE. .. ‘Candidi,” as they are
white tunics called..

7.40.43 queastor (2) ...&vdpoO¢ TNV TOO KOAOLHEVOUL [The Romans will not

KoLaloTwpog &pxnv €xovroc. prisoner-trade for a woman]
a man holding the position
of ‘quaestor,’ as it is
called.*"?

8.5.13- | foederati, poLdepdToL ETTLKANBEVTEC: 0UTW ...called ‘foederati;” for so

14 foedera Y&p a0TOUG TOTE AxTivwy pwvi] | the Romans at that time

EkaxGkeoov Pwpaiot... poldep called them in the Latin

Y&p AaTivol TXG €V TTONEpW tongue... for the Latins call

koAobaL Euvlnkag, NTTETT pot év treaties in war ‘foedera’ as |

Tolg EuTTpaBev dedNAWTAL Adyolc: | have explained in the
previous narrative.

8.10.1 magister (2) TV To0 KXAOULpEVOL payloTpou [A Lazi notable held] the

&pxnv office of magister, as it is
called

8.21.10 | Forum of Th¢ &pyop&cg Hv dopov ElpRvng the forum which the Romans
Peace kaAoOot ‘Pwpuaiot: call the Forum of Peace

8.29.4-9 | busta (Busta BouoTOYGAAWPWY KXAOVUUEVOC. ...being called ‘Busta
Gallorum) BodoTo y&p ATivol TX €K TAC Gallorum.” For the Latins

TOP&C kKahoDoL Aelpova. call the remains of a funeral
pyre ‘busta.’

Table 2.3: Explanatory Asides in the Wars: Christian Words and Usages

2.254 Catholicos, a | TOV Te TV XpLoTLaviy tepéa And the priest of the
priest of the KaBoAtkov kahodaot Tfj ‘EANAAvwy | Christians is called

e . WVA... “Catholicos” in the Greek
ChrlSt.lanS n et tongue, [because he presides
Doubios over the whole region.]

1.18.15 Easter £o1rTn 8¢ N NooXohla ETTékeLTO Now the feast of Easter was

NUépa ETTLyEvnooOpEVn TH near and would take place

OoTepTraig, Hv dn géBovTal on the following day; this

to emperors (and their stand-ins, such as Atalaric) was an important one either in the
sixth century generally (cf Dewing v 3 p 143 n 2), or to Procopius personally, as this was
the position he held on Belisarius’ staff.
11t is perhaps noteworthy that the first name is translated from the Latin, while the
second is the name given by the “natives.”
2 This Spinus is introduced immediately before as acting as “personal advisor,”
TT&XpedpPOc, to Totilla. Whether this was the office considered the quaestorship, or that
was an independent position, is not clear.




320

XpLoTiavol TTao @V PEALOTA. ..

feast is reverenced by the
Christians above all others...
[explains fasting
beforehand]

3.6.26 the Hagia £¢ TO Lepov XpLoTod Tod pey&Aou ...in the sanctuary of Christ
Sophia Be0d (Zoplav kaodowv ol the Great God (‘Sophia’ the
BuTa&vTLoL TOV VEWYV, TROTVW dN temple is called by the men
HOALOTO TQ O TTpéety THV of Byzantium who consider
ETTwVLPLiV RyolOpevol) this designation is especially
appropriate to God)
3.10.18 bishops TV 8¢ TLC lepéwv 0oD¢ BN one of those priests whom
ETILOKOTTIOUC KGAODOLY they call ‘bishops’
4.14.7 Easter (2) ...0Te ol XpLoTLavol €opTAV nyov ...when the Christians were
nv on NaoxoaAiov kohodot... celebrating the feast which
they call ‘Easter’...
4.21.21 gospels ... T& XpLOTLOVAV AOYLKX...&TTEP [he would swear by] the
KOAETV EDAYYENLK VEVOULKGTLY. sacred writings of the
Christians, which they are
accustomed to call ‘gospels.’
4.26.17 | monks oL &N &vdpeg oikoDoLV olg T é¢ | There lived men, very exact
TO Oglov &GkplLBAOC HOKNTOL- in their practice of religion,
HOVOXOUC KOAELY TOUG whom we have always been
&vOpwTTOouC KEL VEVOUIKHEV. accustomed to call ‘monks.’
4.26.25 “the sacred fiv TO Belov AouTpov y ...after performing the rite of
bath” = leppoupynoouc, nrrep €(0loTa elTa | the sacred bath, in the usual
baptism TIPOC a’0TOD manner...
5.3.5 “the chief TOV Pwpng &pxiepéa the chief priest of Rome
priest of
Rome” = pope
5.11.20 “priest of the | T TAG TIOAEWG Lepel the priest of the city
city” of Rome
(2)
5.25.13 “chief priest SINBEpLov TOV TAC TIOAEWC Silverius the chief priest of
of the city”(3) | &PXiEpéa the city
7.15.9 Vigilius, BuyiAlog, 6 Tfig ‘Pwpung &pxtepedg | Vigilius, chief priest of
“chief priest Rome
of Rome” (4)
8.25.13 doctrinal oT&oEwC EvTadOa TpoC TV since a civil war had arisen
controversy olknTOpwV YeYEVNUEVNG, WVTTEP among the inhabitants of

oplow avToic ol XpLoTiavol
dLapdxovTaL...

that place concerning those
matters over which the
Christians fight among
themselves...
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Table 2.4: Explanatory Asides in the Wars: Other Words and Usages Explained
1.13.16 | Miranes, a OTPATNYOG 8¢ €lg RTTXOLY But one general held
Persian title gpeLaTnkel, Népong &vnp, command over them all, a
pLpp&vNg pEV TO &Elwpa (00TW Persian, whose title was
yO&p ThV &px\nv kahodot “mirranes” (for thus the
Mepoal)... Persians designate this
office)...
2.12.8 toparch ... Edéoong Tomré&pxng (oUTTw Y&p | [Abgar was] the toparch of
TOUG KOaTx §vOog Baatleic Edessa (for thus the kings of
TNVKAD T EKAANOLV). different nations were called
then).
3.11.16 | dromones, dpdpwvag kahoboL T& TTAolx Such boats are called
fast boats TadTa ol VOV &vOpwTroL: TrAElV ‘dromones’ [i.e., ‘runners’]
YOP KOTX T&XOC dOVaVTAL by those of the present time,
HGALOTQ. for they are able to attain a
great speed.
3.21.2 Delphix, AéNPLKX TOV TOTTOV KaAoDOL This place the Romans call
‘Pwpaiol o0 TH oweTépy YAwaoon, | “Delphix,” not in their own
Lo AKX KOTX TO TTXAXLOV tongue, but using the Greek
palatium= . , N P :
ENANVITovTeg. év MoAaTiw yap word according to the
palace, ancient custom. For in the

T &l ‘Pwpng, EvBax ZuvéRaive
OTIR&DOC TAC BATIAEWC ELVOIL,
Tpitroug &k TTahatol eloTrkel,
£’ 0L &N TXG KOKALKXG ol
BaoAéwg olvoxool éTiBevTo.
AEAPLKO OE TOV TpLTTOd & KOAoDOL
‘Pwpaio, ETTel TIpdTOV €V
AgAoicg yéyove, Kol &1~ a0TOD
£v Te BuTavTiw AéA@ika TodTO
KoAoDOoL TO olknpo, £TTel Kol T
Bao\éwg oikior MoA&TLOV
EAANVITovTeg kaxhoDoL ‘Pwpaiot.
N&ANavVTOC Y&P &vdpOC “EAANVOC
£V TOOTW T Xwpilw olkATKVTOC
PO “IAlov GAWTEWC olkiav TE
AOYou &GElav EvTalba delpapévou,
MoA&TLOV pEV TO olknpa ToOTO
EkXAoLV, ETTEL OE TRV
OTOKPATOPX TTRPOAXBWV &pXAV
ADyouoTog évTadOo KATaADELY TO
TpdTOV EYVW, MaA&Tiov &Tr’
o0T00 KOAoDGOL TO Xwplov oL &v
BROTAEDC KOTOALN.

palace at Rome, where the
dining couches of the
emperor were placed, a
tripod had stood from olden
times, on which the
emperor’s cupbearers used
to place the cups. Now the
Romans call a tripod
“Delphix,” since they were
first made at Delphi, and
from this both in Byzantium
and wherever there is a
king’s dining couch they call
the room “Delphix”; for the
Romans follow the Greek
also in calling the emperor’s
residence “Palatium.” For a
Greek named Pallas lived in
this place before the capture
of Troy and built a
noteworthy house there, and
they called this dwelling
“Palatium”; and when
Augustus received the
imperial power, he decided
to take up his first residence
in that house, and from this
they call the place wherever
the emperor resides
“Palatium.”
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5.1.25 Theoderic AN Kol pNE dLeBiou KAOVUEVOC | ...but was called “rex”
called rex by (oﬁ)\Tw Y& pB chéi)v TobG Nyep éva)g thrOL}llghl;)uL his life (for thus
. KaAElV ol B&pBapol vevopikaatl are the barbarians
barbarians, Prop g accustomed to call their
not emperor leaders)
5.8.5 Naples £Trel 8¢ £¢ Kaptraviav &GpikovTo, But when they reached
TIOAEL évéTuxov émmOahaooiq, Campania, they came upon a
NeaTrOAeL Bvopa, Xwpiov Te city on the sea, Naples by
@OoEL EXUP& Kol FTOTOWYV TTOANQV | name, which was strong not
@poupiv £xouar. only because of the nature of
its site, but also because it
contained a numerous
garrison of Goths.

5.18.6 Belisarius TOOTOV “EANNVEC HEV POALOV, Such a horse the Greeks call
rides a horse | B&pBapol 8¢ B&Aav kaholat. “phalius” and the barbarians
with a white balan.
face

5.21.6 “rams,” the ...KOL UNXOVEC TETOOTTRG ot KpLol | ...and four engines which are
siege engines KO()\OILN)VTO(L. £0TL 8¢ N pnxavn called rams. Now this

TOLXUTH). engine is of the following
sort.

5.21.14 | ballistae BEALOXPLOC DE PNXOVEC UEV EC But Belisarius placed upon

Toug TTOpYouC €TiBeTo G KoxhoDoL | the towers engines which
BaAAloTpac. they call “ballistae.”
[description follows.]
5.21.19 | siege engines: | O@evdovn d¢ avTal elowv Now these resemble slings
“wild asses” | EHPEPELG kal Bvaypotl and are called “wild asses.”
« » | ETTLKOAODVTAL. €V O Talg TTOAXLG
and “wolves” | 5\ ouc FEw emer(BevTo, obc 8 | And outside the gates are
TroLodoL TPOTIW TOLWdE. placed “wolves,” which they
make in the following
manner.

6.13.7 Ancon, arock | 6 8¢ Aykwv oUTOC TIETPQX Tig Now this Ancon is a sort of
pointed like €0TLV €YYWVLOG, G~ OV KAl TAV pointed rock, and indeed it is
an elbow 1:rp09'nyog‘)L0(Y E\L)\I’] (pf TXUTNV: from this c1r.cumstance th.at.

KYKQOVL YO ETTL TTAElOTOV it has taken its name; for it is
EUPEPNC ETTLV. exceedingly like an “elbow.”
6.19.15 colonnade of | ...TW&g & ékéNevoev év T ...and then commanded a
poles OUOAEL THV &TTO TV pEBd WYV few men to move forward
ETTIAYELV OTOXV- OUTW Y&p kaxAelv | the colonnade of poles (for
TAV UNXQVHV Vevopikaot TaOTny. | such is the name by which
this device is customarily
called) where the ground
was level.

8.9.19 Trachae, a @épeTal 08 kol Trpoonyopiov TG | And the place bears a name

city on a PapaYYOg &GElav O XWpog, ETrel worthy of the gorge, for the
ax0TOV EAAnViCovTeg ol Tiide inhabitants call it Trachea,
rugged gorge

avOpwTroL T TpaxEa KOAODOLV.

using a Greek word.
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1.10.8-10 Alexander the OTrep ETTELON O DLA(TTOL When this was observed
Great ANEEavDdPOG KaTeEVONOE, TTOAXG | by Alexander, the son of
TE &V XWPW ETEKTAVOTO TW Philip, he constructed
elpNUEVW KAL PUAGKTAPLOV gates in the aforesaid
KOTEOTAONTO. place and established a
fortress there.
2.2.12-15 | Cyrus and .TodTo Yop kol KOpw &v TLg ...For these accusations
Alexander the gTrevéykoL TG Mepa@v Baohel one might make also
Great KoL ANEEGVOPD) T MaKeDOVL. .. against Cyrus, the king
of the Persians, and
Alexander, the
Macedonian...

2.28.4 Hellenistic rulers | ol 8¢ adTOV Kg(TO()\O(uB(S(VOUO'LV ¢v | And they overtook him
Acaoupiolg, ov dn TTOAlopATX in Assyria, at the place
d00 ZeheUKeLK Te Kl KTnolpdv | where there are two
£0TL, Makeddvwy aOTX towns, Seleucia and
delppéVIV Ol HETX TOV Ctesiphon, built by the
dN{TTTTOL ANEEQVOpOV MEPTRIV Macedonians who after
Te NPEAV Kol TOV TaOTH €0vidV Alexander, the son of

Phillip, ruled over the
Persians and the other
nations there.

8.6.9-12 Herodotus, For text, see Ch 2, pp 85-90

Aeschylus
8.21.10-17 | classical Greek £0TL 8¢ TIg &pXaio TTPO TAOTNG And there is a certain

statues in Rome

dn Thg &pyopdg kprvn, kal Bolg
€Tl Ta0TNG XaAKOD G EOTNKE,
deLdiov, olpat, Tod ABnvaiou A
AvotitrTtou €pyov... oL R kol
deLdiov Epyov ETepov- TodTO Y&P
AEYEL TX €V TAD XYXAPKTL
Yyp&ppoTa. EvToddo kol TO ToD
MOpwvoc BotdLov...

ancient fountain before
this forum, and a bronze
bull stands by it, the
work, I think, of
Pheidias the Athenian or
of Lysippus... Here, for
example, is another
statue which is certainly
the work of Pheidias; for
the inscription one the
statue says this. There
too is the calf of Myron.
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1.19.27-37 | Diocletian (gave ...TtpOTEPOV O 00 TODT Formerly this was not
the lands beyond | £YEVOVEL T& EoxaTa TAG the limit of the Roman
the Nile to the tl?wuo%wv apxAg, 0(2\)\, ETTEKELVK | empire, but it lay
O0oov ETTTX ETéEPpWV ETT(TTpOCOEY beyond there as far as
Nobatae) 680V ApepdIV- HVika 8¢ 6 one would advance in a
‘Pwpaiwv adToKkp&TWP seven days’ journey; but
ALOKANTLOVOC évTaD B the Roman Emperor
YEVOUEVOC... Diocletian came there...
2.12.6-19 King Abgar of 0 8¢ ADyapucg ouTOC Now this Abgar was the
Edessa, EUVE}T({)T?(TO)Q éys\,(éva TGOV cleverest of all men of
Augustus K&T " a0TOV ou\;@)pw}mpv i his time, gnd he was a
KTTAVTWYV, KXL &TT° x0TOD special friend of the
Baoel AbyoloTw é¢ T Emperor Augustus. [the
UGALOTO @(NOC. story follows of how
Abgar, in Rome to sign
a treaty, impressed
Augustus so much that
he wanted to keep him
in Rome, Abgar had to
convince him to let him
go by filling the
hippodrome with
different animals. ]
2.24.2 Hestia To0TO €0TL TO TrOp OTrep ‘EoTiov | This is the fire which the
EK&AOLV Te Kol £0€BovTo v Tolg | Romans worshipped
&vw xpovolg Pwpaiot. under the name of
Hestia in ancient times.
3.1.12-13 | size of the woTe Eoptraon f Pwpoiwy So that the whole
Roman Empire | ETKPATELX KATK YE THY ETTL Roman domain,
in ancient times BaA&aoaon 600V EC ETITH Kol according to the distance
TETOXPEKOVTO KXL TPLAXKOOLWV along the sea at least,
NUepV EOVELTL PHETPOVY, NV TLG, attains a measure of a
dtrep elpnTat, TOV Idviov kOATToV | three hundred and forty-
¢C OKTOKOOTOUG HAALOT seven days’ journey, if,
dukovTa oTadioug ék as has been said, one
ApuodvTog dlatropBuednTat. 1 ferries over the Tonian
Y&p ToD KOATTOL TT&PODOG éG Gulf, which extends
680V AueEpGIV dLAKeL 00X Rooov § | about eight hundred
TEOOXPWY. TOTKOTN HEV A stades from Dryous. For
Pwpaiwyv &pxn KaTé ye TOV the passage across the
TTOAXLOV EYEVETO XPOVOV. gulf amounts to a
journey of not less than
four days. Such, then,
was the size of the
Roman empire in
ancient times.
3.2.24 house of Sallust ol 8¢ T&¢ Te olkixg évéTNrpnGO(v And they set fire to the

ol T TTOANG &yxloTa oAV, év
alc AV Kol N SahovoTiov, TOD

houses which were next
to the gate, among
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‘Pwpaiolg TO TTAAKLOV TRV
loTopiov yp&YavTog, NG df T&
TIAELOTA APIKAXUTS KOL £C EpE
E0TNKE...

which ws also the house
of Sallust, who in
ancient times wrote the
history of the Romans,
and the greater part of
this house has stood

half-burned up to my
time...
3.2.25-26 | Honorius TOTE Aéyouawv év PaBévvn At that time they say
‘Ovwplw TA BAOAEL TOV TIVX that the Emperor
€0VOUXwWV dNAovoTL dpviBokdpov | Honorius in Ravenna
&yyelhaL OTL 8N Pwun &TTOAwAe. | received the message
Kol TOV &vaBoRoavTa @aval from one of the eunuchs,
“Kaltot Evayxog édndokev ék evidenctly a keeper of
XELPOV TV Ep@V.” elvat Y&p ol | poultry, that Rome had
SAekTpLOVE OTTEPpEYEDN, Popnv | perised. And he cried
gvopa- Kol TOV pEv edvodxov out and said, “And yet it
Tuvévta ToD AOYou elTTelv has just eaten from my
PWOMNV TAV TTOALY TTPOC hands.” For he had a
Ahapixou &TToOAwWAévVaL, very large cock, Rome
&veveykOVTa 8¢ TOV BaoWéx by name; and the
OTTONGBELY “ANA” Eywye, eunuch comprehending
ETape, PPNV poL &TTOAWAEVAL &;Sﬁﬁzdcsits;‘?f?i;te
TV Gpvtv wilnv. which had perised at the
hands of Alaric, and the
emperor with a sigh of
relief answered quickly,
“But I, my good fellow,
thought that my fowl
Rome had perished.”
3.54 temple of Jupiter £¢0Anoe 8¢ kol TOV ToD ALOg TOD He plundered also the
Capitolinus KaTmritwAlou véwv kal Tod temple of Jupiter
TEyoug TNV NUioeLav &PEeIAeTO Capitolinus, and tore off
potpawv. half of the roof.
3.6.10 “Mercurium,” a | Eppod O& veg EvTadOo £k . Now it so happened that
town TaAatod EToyxavev v, &g o0 | atemple of Hermes had
dn kal MepkolpLov 6 TéTTOC been there from of old,
EKARON. 00TW Y&p TOV Epunv from which fact the
kaAoDol ‘Pwpaiol. place was named
Mercurium; for the
Romans call Hermes
‘Mercurius.’
3.11.9 Massagetae = WAlyav 8¢ v MaooayéTng ...and Aigan was by
Huns Yévog, obg viv Obvvoug birth of the Massagetae
KoAoDalv. whom they now call
Huns...
3.9.20-29 | Zeno and Gizeric | A0ovTL 8¢ ool T&C oTTovdKC Kol | Gelimer to Justinian:

£ NUEG LOVTL &TTAVTACTOUEY
00N dOVAHLG, HKPTUOMEVOL TOUC
dpKoLG TOLG ZAVWVL
OUWUOTHEVOUC, OL THV

“...and if you break the
treaty and come against
us, we shall oppose you
with all our power,
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Baoelav TTapoAxBwV EXELC.

calling to witness the
oaths which were sworn
by Zeno, from whom
you have recieved the

kingdom you hold.”
321.25 ‘Delphix” Troy’ for text, see Table 2.2
Augustus
4.9 Republican XpOVoC d& U@l EVIKUTOLC And a period of about
triumphs, Titus é&akog(oug napf,pxrj KeL ﬁ>6n ‘éE six hundred years had
and Trajan OTOU é¢ TaDTO TK Yépx 00dELC now passed since
EANADOEL, OTL pn TiTow Te Kol anyone had attained
Tpaiavog, kal oot GANoOL these honors, except,
a0TOoKp&TOPEC OTpaTNYAOOVTEG | indeed, Titus and
¢l TL BaTTBaxpLkOV €Bvoc Trajan, and such other
gviknoav. emperors as had led
armies against some
barbarian nation and had
been victorious.
4.10.4 Dido; Roman XpOvw 8¢ DoTepoV KAl 600l HeTX | [The history of the
conquest of Adodg €K d)owikljg (’xv\éch>n oav | Moors starting with
Carthage QTETTPOG EUY,YEVELQ’ TOUG €V Joshug ckwmg th.e
ALBON wknuévoug &ikovTo... Phoenicians to Libya
gmelTa 8¢ Pwpaiol TvTwy (4.10.13-24)] And in
KoBuTrépTEpOL T TIOEUW later times those who
yevopevol... Kapxndovioug d¢ removed from Phoenicia
kol AM{Buag ToLC GANOLC with Dido came to the
kaTnkdouvg oplaly é¢ pdpov inhabitants of Libya as
ATTXYWYRV ETTOLAORVTO kinsmen... [foundation
of Carthage]...Later on
the Romans gained the
supremacy over all of
them in war... and made
the Carthaginians and
the other Libyans
subject and tributary to
themselves.
5.7.7-8 Sibyllene Oracle T6Te Pwpaiol &vepviobnoav And at that time the
To0 ZIBOAANC ETTOULC, OTTEP Romans recalled the
&dopevov év TM TIplv xpoVW verse of the Sibyl, which
TEPOC ax0TOLG £D0EeV £lvaiL. had been pronounced in
earlier times and seemed
to them a portent
5.11.26 “Senate and the ‘Pwpaiwyv Tolg Te €k BOUAAG Kol | [Vittigis urges] ..the
people of Rome” T® dNpw Senate and the people of
the Romans.. [to be
loyal to the Goths]
5.14.2 cave of the Sibyl | &v TadTn Tf KOpn ol émixdoprot It is in this city of
TO ZIBOAANG detkvhovat Cumae that the

oTRAaLov EvOa dn aOTRAC TO
povTELOV YeYeVAOB KL papLy

inhabitants point out the
cave of the Sibyl, where
they say her oracular
shrine was...
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5.14.6-8 Appian Way, ™V ATrTtioy 600V &pelg év [Belisarius goes to
Appius Claudius &pLoTepd, fv "ATITILOG O Rome via the Latin
‘Pwpaiwv OTTaTog évvakoaiolg Way,]....leaving on the
gviauToig TrpoTepov émoinoé te | left the Appian Way,
Kol ETTOVUHOV EOXEV. which Appius, the
consul of the Romans,
had made nine hundred
years before and to
which he had given his
name.
5.15.13 Constantine (in BuTavTioL 8¢ (aaL TO AYXAU The Byzantines,
Palladium story) | T00T0 KwvoTavtivoy L}am)téa év | however, say that the
TH &yop& | a0TOD ETTWVLHOG emperor Constantine
£0TL KATOPUEOVTH BéTDat. dug up this statue in the
forum which bears his
name and set it there
5.17.11 bridge over TXOTNV d¢ TAV YEépupav Kaloop This bridge was built by
Narnus built by AbyouaTog v Tolg dvw xpovolg | Caesar Augustus in
Augustus edelpaTo, eso\(ua Adyou 1:ro)\)\ou early times, and itisa
aglov: TOV YRP KUPTWHATWY very noteworthy sight,
TIAVTWY OYNAOTATOVETTLL WV for its arches are the
Nueig lopev. highest of any known to
us.
5.22.13 Hadrian’s tomb AdpLavod Tod Pwpaiwy The tomb of the Roman
(x2) XUTOKPATOPOG TRWPOC EEW Emperor Hadrian stands
TOANG ADpnALag EoTuy... outside the Aurelian
Gate...
5.24.28 Sibylline Oracle | Ev pévrtol Pwun TV TvEg [At the start of the
TAXTPLKIWY TX ZIBVAANC AOYLX Gothic siege of Rome]
Tpolpepov, Loxupllouevol TOV In Rome, moreover,
klvduvov Tfj TTONEL &XpL €C TOV some of the patricians
"lodoAov pfAva yeyevAoBot povov. | brought out the Sibylline
Oracles, declaring that
the danger which had
come to the city would
continue only up to the
month of July.
7.18.19 Cannae ToUTOU Kavouaiou Trévte kal Twenty-five stades
glkooL oTadiovg &Tréxouat away from this city of
Ké&vvat, (va 81 Aéyovaot ALBOwv Canusium is Cannae,
oTpaTNYOdvTOC €V TOIC VW where they say the
Xpovolg Avi{BaAOC TO péya Roman in early times
m&0Oo¢ EupPhval Pwpaiolc. suffered their greatest
disaster at the hand of
Hannibal the general of
the Libyans.
7.24.32 Mulvian Bridge vépupov pévTtol plav, f One bridge, however,

MoAwBiov éTTwVLpOG £0TL,
dLapBeipot 00dpR Toxuoav,
el &yxLoTa TAG TTONEWC
ETOYXOVEV ODOX.

which bears the name of
Mulvius, they were
quite unable to destroy,
since it was very close
to the city.
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7.36.17 Hadrian’s Tomb | ouvTtog 6 NadAog, GALoKopéVNG This Paulus, during the
TOTE TG TTOAEWC, EVV iTrTTedoL capture of the city at that
TeTpakooioLg €¢ Te TOV time, rushed with four
AdpLavoDd T&pov &védpape Kal hundred horsemen into
TNV Yépupav £oxe TNV é¢ NéTpou | the Tomb of Hadrian
ToO ToD &TTOGTOAOUL TOV VEWV and seized the bridge
PEpouoav. leading to the church of

the Apostle Peter.

8.2.16 time of Trajan AEYOULOL PEV 0DV WG KOTX TOUG Now they say that in the
Tpaiovod Tod Pwpaiwv time of the Roman
a0TOKPATOPOC XPOVOUC Emperor Trajan...

8.7.9 Anastasius AN XPOVW TIOAND UoTepoV i ...but a long time after
TNV TTOAWV AvaoT&olo¢ BaoLAeDg | the Emperor Anastasius
£delpaTo THOTNV... built this city...

8.21.10-17 | classical Greek for text, see table 3.1

statues taken to
Rome

8.22.8 ship of Aencas ETL pévtol Kol 6oo pvnueia Tod [The Romans have
YEVOUC ENENELTTTO £TL, &V TOLC Kol | preserved many
N vadg Atveiou, ToD TAg TTOAew¢ | memorials to Procopius’
olkLoToD, Kol elg TOdE KelTAL, own day] ...and among
OEBUO TTOVTEAD G KTTLOTOV. them the ship of Aeneas,
VEWOOLKOV YXp TTotno&uevol év | the founder of the city,
péon TH TTOAEL TTap& TAV TOD an altogether incredible
TBépLdoc BxOnv, évTalB& Te sight. For they built a
0TV kaTaBépevol, €€ ékelvou ship-house in the middle
Tnpodov of the city on the bank

of the Tiber, and
depositing in there, they
have preserved it from
that time.

8.29.4-6 Busta Gallorum | tva 8A 1ToTe oTpaTnyodvTX the very place where
Pwpaiwv K&piahov Thw once, they say, Camillus
&AWV OpAov dLapBelpal p&yn | as general of the
VEVIKNKOTK aal. @épel 8¢ kal | Romans defeated in
elg €ue paptOpLov Tob E€pyou battle and destroyed the
ToOTOUL TRV TTpOCNYOpLAV O host of the Gauls. And
X0 poc¢ kol dSLxoWTeL TH UvAUN the place even to my day
TV F&AAwV TO TT&O0C, bears witness to this
BouoTaycAWpwv kohoOpevog. | deed in its name and
BodoTa y&p Activol TX £k TAG preserves the memory of
TTUP&C kKXAoDOL Aslpava. the disaster Which befell
TOMROL Te THSE yeAooL TGV the Gauls, being called
VEKTTQOV EKElVWV TTAPTIANBETG Busta Gallorum, for the
eloiv.... Latins call the remains

of a funeral pyre
“busta.” And there are
great numbers of
mounded tombs of their
bodies in this place

8.33.14 Hadrian’s tomb ...TewxlopoTt Bpaxel OAlynv Tivax | ...he enclosed a small

TR TTOAEWC poipav &l TOV

part of the city with a
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(x3)

AdSpLavOD TTEPLBOALIV TXWOV...

short wall around the
Tomb of Hadrian...

Table 3.3: References to the Mythological Past

1.1.9-1 Homeric For text, see Ch 1 pg 45-50
Bowmen
1.17.11-12 | Orestes and ...00 dn 1O év Tawpolg Thg ...where was the
Iphegenia ApTEépLdOG Lepov Ny, EvBev sanctuary of Artemis
Aéyouaot TNV AYGUEUVOVOG among the Taurians,
“lpuyévelav E0v Te 'OpéaTn Kol from which they say
MUAG&GdN @uyelv TO TG Iphigenia, daughter of
ApTépdog &yoAua wépovoav... | Agamemnon, fled with
Orestes and Pylades,
bearing the statue of
Artemis [a summary of
Iphigenia and Orestes’
adventures follows]
2.17.2 Colchis as land (’X(,OLKOUE'VOLNQ Te a0TOIC éC péonv | And when they arrived
of Jason and KoAxida (ov dn T& Te &pepl in the centre of Colchis
Medea MRAdsLav kol Jlkoova ol TrotnTal | (the place where the
veveviioBaL puBoloyoldaowy)...). tales of the poets say
that the adventure of
Medea and Jason took
place)..
3.9.2 Hoamer nephew | 0V 1 kol AXINMER Bavdilwy ...he it was whom they
of Ilderic is gK&Aouv. called the Achilles of
“Achilles of the the Vandals.
Vandals”
3.13.16 Baths of Achilles | ...£¢ TO dnuodoiov Baroveiov ...[brought] to the public
£0KOULOOG TOV AXIANEW. .. baths of Achilles...
5.7.5 a Cadmean TG Te HEXNG KPATEPKC The battle was
victory for the YEYEVNHEVNG TNV Ko<6u£,(ow viknv | stubbornly contested,
Romans ‘PwpaLoLg VIKROOL EUVETTETE. and the victory was a
Cadmean vistory for the
Romans
5.8.1 Scylla and '..&c PAylov (¥vB«x &1 ol TroinTal | ..to Rhegium (where the
Chaybdis TAV T€ ZKOANQV YEYOVEVXL myths of the poets say
pvBoTrolodot kol X&puBdLo)... Scylla and Charybdis
were)...
5.11.2-4 Circe ng &yxtota 8pog 10 Kipkaidv ...and very near that

£€0TLV, o0 TOV "Oduoota TH Kipkn
EuyyevéoOaL @aaiv, épol pev od
TILOTH AEYOVTEC, ETTEL &V VAOW
“Opnpog T& Tic Kipkng olkia
loxupiCeta elvat

place is Mt. Circaeum,
where they say
Odysseus met Circe,
though the story seems
to me untrustworthy, for
Homer declares that the
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habitation of Circe was
on an island.

5.15.5-14 | The Palladium: For text, see Ch 3 pg 146-9
Diomedes,
Caledonian
Boar, Aeneas,
Odysseus
7.27.17-20 | Scylla &V ApLOTEPE EXWV TOV ZKl')]\O(LOV ...and as he sailed by he
KOAOUOpEVOV XWpov, £’ ou 8N had on his left the place
TV ZKOAAavV ol TTounTal called Scylaeum, at
veyeviioBal paotv, o0x 0TL which the poets say that
TaOTN TN TO ONpLwdeg YOvatov, | Scylla once lived, not
WoTTEP EKETVOL AéYOLOTLV... because there really
existed there the woman
in the form of a beast, as
they say...
8.2.2 Amazons ...00 dn TO TV ApaCovwv ...where they say the
oTpoTOTIEdOV YeyevijoBal army of the Amazons
@aoLv. originated.
8.2.12 Apsyrtus, Jason evtadBa y&p paoLv ol For in that place the
and Medea grTLxwptot €€ EmBouAfg natives say that
Mndeiog Te kol Ikoovog TOV Apsyrtus was removed
"AgupTov €€ dvOpwTTWVY from the world by the
&poviodfivarl, kol dL” o0TO TV | plot of Medea and
érwvupiov TO xwplov AaBelv... Jason, and that from this
circumstance the place
received its name...
8.2.15 Colchians TAOTN MEV Y&P KAL TO dépog ELV | For on this hypothesis it
T Mndelg cuARoGC laowy 00k | would appear that after
ETTL THV EANGO o KOl TX TTATPLX Jason in company with
0N puywv @aivolto, &AN’ Medea had captured the
EuTTaALy €Tl d&olv Te ToTapol | fleece, he actually did
Kol ToUG évdoThTw BapB&poug. | not flee toward Hellas
and his own land, but
backward to the Phasis
River and the Barbarians
in the most remote
interior.
8.2.30-31 Golden Fleece, KoT& TOTNV 8¢ TTOL TAV It was somewhere in this
Jason and the AXTLKAG polpav KTTEKELTO, part of Lazica, as the
WOoTTEP Ol ETTLXWPLOL AéYOUTTL, inhabitants say, that the
Argonauts g S o famous fleece was

KoL TO dépag EkELVO, OUTIEP
gveka ol TronTal TRV Apyw
&troTeTopvedoBaL
HuBoloyodot... o0 Y&p &v,
olpot, AaBwv Tov AlATHV T&owv
£vOEvde GTINANGOOETO E0V T
Mndeig T& dépac Exwy, €l pn T&
Te BaoiAeLa kKl T&X GAAX TOV
KoAxwv oikioe Tod xwpilov
dLelpyeTo PXOLOL TTOTAUD, VK

placed for safekeeping,
that fleece on account of
which, as the poets tell
the tale, the Argo was
fashioned... For I think
that Jason would not
have eluded Acetes and
got away from there
with that fleece in




331

on TO dépag ekelvo kelobat
EuvéBavev...

company with Medea,
unless both the palace
and the other dwellings
of the Colchians had
been separated by the
Phasis River from the
place in which that
fleece was lying...

8.3.5-11 Amazons EvOEVdE pev TG ApaCovag And they say that the
wppfobal paoty, &upl d TO Amazons really
Oeplokouvpov Kol TTOTHUOV TOV originated here and
OgppwdovTa afterwards established
gvoTpaToTIEdEHOXROOAL, NTTEP their camp near
poL EvayXog €lpnTaL... Themiscryra on the
Thermodon River, as I
have stated above...
8.5.23 Iphegenia ...lvax dn kal TG ApTéULdOC TOV ...and this is the place
VEWV YEYOVEVOL OOV, OUTTEP where they say the
TToTE | TOD AYXHEUVOVOC Temple of Artemis was,
lpLyévela TrpoloTh. over which
Agamemnon’s daughter
Iphigeneia once
presided.
8.6.22-24 | Charybdis AN kol TALyyoL E€amTivaiwg But there are also
evtadOo ouxvol &TT’ oUdEULEC numerous whirlpools
AUV @OLVOpEVNC aLTIOG TG which appear there
vag dLaxpOvToL. Kol dLk suddenly from no cause
To0TO ol TrownTal Aéyouvot Tipo¢ | apparent to us ad
TAY XapOBdewc popelobot T& destroy ships. Itis on
TTAOTX account of this that the
poets say that the boats
are gulped down by
Charybdis...
8.11.35 Medea’s oil ...koll @oppGKou OTrep MAdoL pév | ...and [with] the
v&@Oav koholalv, “EAANVeC d& substance which the
Mndeiog EraLov... Persians call “Naphtha”
and the Greeks
“Medea’s oil”...
8.14.49 Aecetes, Colchis ETEPOL OE (PO OL TIOALV TE But others say that the

yeyovéval év Tolg &vw xpovolg
TO XWwpLov kol Koltotov
KoAeloBoL- EvBev Te TOV AlATNV
wppfiodat, kal &1T° a0TOD TOUC
TIONTAG aOTOV Te KotTaiéo Kol
vyAv THV KoAxido Kottatda
KOAELY.

place was a city in
ancient times and was
called Coetaeon; and
that Aeetes was born
there, and as a result of
this the poets both called
him a Coetaean and
applied the same name
to the land of Colchis.




332

Bibliography

Ancient Sources:

Aristides, Aelius, and James Henry Oliver. The ruling power: a study of the
Roman Empire in the second century after Christ through the Roman oration of
Aelius Aristides. (1953) Transactions of the American Philosophical Society 43:4.
Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society.

Herodotus, & Rosén, H. B. (1987). Herodoti Historiae. Leipzig: Teubner.

Herodotus, Strassler, R. B., & Purvis, A. L. (2007). The Landmark Herodotus:
The histories. New York: Pantheon Books.

Malalas, J., & In Thurn, H. (2000). /oannis Malalae Chronographia. Berlin: De
Gruyter.

John Malalas. Ed. E. Jeffreys, M. Jeffreys, R. Scott, & B. Croke. The chronicle of
John Malalas. (1986). Melbourne: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies.

Justinian. /nstitutes. trans. P. Birks and G. MacLeod. In Justinian’s Institutes
(1987). Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Lydus, J. L., & Carney, T. F. John the Lydian: On the magistracies of the Roman
constitution : De Magistratibus ; edited and translated by T.F. Carney. (1971)
Kansas: Coronado Press.

Procopius of Caesarea . Ed. W. Dindorf and C. Maltret. Procopius. In: Corpus
scriptorum historiae Byzantinae. (1833) Bonnae: E. Weber.

------ Ed. J. Haury. Procopii Caesariensis Opera omnia. (1905) Lipsiae: In
aedibus B.G. Teubneri.

------- Trans. H. B. Dewing. Procopius, with an English translation. 7 vols. (1914-
40) Loeb Classical Library: London and Cambridge.



333

------- Ed. J. Haury and G. Wirth. Procopius Caesariensis Opera omnia. In:
Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana. (2001) Monachii:
K.G. Saur.

Thucydides, & Hude, K. (1910). Thucydidis Historiae. Lipsiae: B.G. Teubner.
Thucydides, Strassler, R. B., & Crawley, R. (1996). The landmark Thucydides: A

comprehensive guide to the Peloponnesian War. New York: Free Press.

Secondary Sources:

Adshead, K. (1990) “Procopius’ Poliorcetica: Continuities and Discontinuities” in
Clarke, G. W. Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW,
Australia: Australian National University Press. 93-115.

Alcock, S. E., Cherry, J. F., & Elsner, J. (2001). Pausanias: Travel and memory
in Roman Greece. New York: Oxford University Press.

Allen, P. (1979) “The ‘Justinianic’ plague.” Byzantion 48: 5-20.

Assmann, Aleida. “Canon and Archive” Cultural Memory Studies: an
Interdisciplinary Handbook. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008. 97-107

Assmann, Jan (1995) “Collective Memory and Cultural Identity” New German
Critique 65: 125-133

Assmann, J. (1997). Moses the Egyptian: The memory of Egypt in western
monotheism. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Barnes, T. D. (1990) in Clarke, G. W. Reading the past in late antiquity.
Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National University Press. 59-92

Bjornlie, M. S. (2012). Politics and tradition between Rome, Ravenna and
Constantinople: A study of Cassiodorus and the Variae 527-554. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.



334

Blackman, D and Rankov, B. (1014) Shipsheds of the Ancient Mediterranean.
Cambridge University Press.

Blockley, R.C. (1972) “Dexippus and Priscus and the Thucydidean Account of
the Siege of Platea.” Phoenix 26: 18-27.

Bommas, M. (2011). Cultural memory and identity in ancient societies. London:
Continuum.

Bérm, Henning (2007). Prokop und die Perser : Untersuchungen zu den rémisch-
sasanidischen Kontakten in der ausgehenden Spétantike. Stuttgart: Franz

Steiner Verlag.

Braun, H. (1885) Procopius Caesariensis quatenus imitatus sit Thucydidem.
Diss.Erlangen.

------------ (1894) Die Nachahmung Herodts durch Prokop. Beilage zum
Jahresbericht1893/94 des K. Altes Gymnasium zu Nurnberg. Nuremburg.

Browning, R. (1987). Justinian and Theodora. Rev. ed. New York, N.Y.: Thames
and Hudson.

Burke, Peter (1989) “ History as Social Memory” in Butler, T. Memory: History,
culture, and the mind. Oxford, UK: B. Blackwell. 97-110

Bury, J. B. (1967). A history of the later Roman empire : from Arcadius to Irene
(395 A.D. to 800 A.D.). Chicago: Argonaut Inc.

Cameron, Alan and Averil Cameron (1964) “Christianity and tradition in the
historiography of the late empire.” Classical Quarterly 14: 316-28.

Cameron, Averil. 1965. "Procopius and the Church of St. Sophia". The Harvard
Theological Review. 58 (1): 161-163.

Cameron, Averil M. 1966. "The "Scepticism" of Procopius". Historia: Zeitschrift
Fur Alte Geschichte. 15 (4): 466-482.

------------ (1970) Agathias. Oxford: Clarendon.



335

Cameron, Averil (1981) Continuity and Change in sixth century Byzantium.
Variorum: Collected Studies Series CS143. London.

------------ (1985) Procopius and the sixth century. The transformation of the
classical heritage 10. Berkley.

------------ (2000) “Chapter IllI: Justin and Justinian,” Cameron, A., Bury, J. B.,
Bowman, A. K., eds. The Cambridge Ancient History, XIV: Late Antiquity: Empire
and Successors, Cambridge University Press.

Carrié, J.-M., Duval, N., Roueché, C., & Association pour l'antiquité tardive
(Lyons, France). (2001). De eedificiis: Le texte de Procope et les réalites.
Turnhout: Brepols.

Cesa, M (1982) “Etnografia e geografia nella visione storica di Procopio di
Cesarea.” SCO 32: 189-215

Clarke, G. W. (1990). Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW,
Australia: Australian National University Press.

Confino, Alon (1997). “Collective Memory and Cultural History: Problems of
Method” American Historical Review 102(5): 1386-1403

Conte, G. B. (1986). The Rhetoric of Imitation: Genre and Poetic Memory in Virgil
and Other Latin Poets, ed. C. Segal. Ithaca.

Cooper, Kate and Julia Hillner, eds. (2007) Religion, Dynasty and Patronage in
Early Christian Rome, 300-900. Cambridge.

Croke, B. (1983) “The Origins of the Christian World Chronicle” in B Croke and A
Emmett, eds History and Historiography in Late Antiquity. Sydney, New York.
116-31.

Croke, B. (1990). “Malalas, the Man and his Work” in: Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &,
Scott, R. Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine
Studies, 1-25.



336

Croke, B and Emmett, A. (1983) “Historiography in Late Antiquity: An Overview”
in B Croke and A Emmett, eds History and Historiography in Late Antiquity.
Sydney, New York. 1-12.

Cubitt, G. (2007). History and memory. Manchester: Manchester University
Press.

Dahn, F. (1865) Prokopius von Césarea. Berlin.

Downey, G. (1958) “The Christian Schools of Palestine: a chapter in literary
history,” Harvard Review Bulletin 12, 297ff.

Edmunds, L. (2001). Intertextuality and the reading of Roman poetry. Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Edwards, C., & Woolf, G. (2003). Rome the cosmopolis. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Edwards and Woolf “Cosmopolis: Rome as World City” in Edwards, C., & Woolf,
G. (2003). Rome the cosmopolis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1-20.

Erskine, A. (2001). Troy between Greece and Rome: Local tradition and imperial
power. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Evans, J. A. S. (1969) “The dates of the Anecdota and the De Aedificiis of
Procopius,” Classical Philology 64, 29-30.

Evans, J. A. S. (1972) Procopius. Twayne’s World Author Series 170: Greece,
New York.

Fentress, J., & Wickham, C. (1992). Social memory. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Gibbon, E. (1900). The decline and fall of the Roman empire. New ed. New York:
P. Fenelon Collier.

Greatrex, G. (1994) “The dates of Procopius’ works” Byzantine and Modern
Greek Studies 18. 101-114.



337

Greatrex, G. (1996a) “Stephanus, the Father of Procopius of Caesarea?”
Medieval Prosopography 17: 125-145.

Greatrex, G. (1996b) “The Classical Past in the Classicizing Historians,” in L.
Hardwick and S. Ireland (eds) The Reception of Texts and Images, 2 Vols.,
Milton Keynes, The Open University, and at
http://www.open.ac.uk/Arts/CC9O6/greatrex.htm (accessed 1/18/2014)

Gray, P. T. R. (2005) “The Legacy of Chalcedon: Chistological Problems and
their Significance” in Maas, M. (2005). The Cambridge Companion to the Age of
Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 215-238.

Gross, D. (2005) Lost Time: On Remembering and Forgetting in Late Modern
Culture. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press.

Halbwachs, M. (1925). Les Cadres sociaux de la mémoire, par Maurice
Halbwachs. Paris: F. Alcan.

Halbwachs, M. (1941). La topographie légendaire des Evangiles en Terre Sainte:
Etude de mémoire collective. Paris: Presses universitaires de France.

Halbwachs, M. (1980). The collective memory. New York: Harper & Row.

Halbwachs, M., & Coser, L. A. (1992). On collective memory. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Haury, J. (1896) Zur Beurteilung des Geschichtscheiberss Procopius von
Casarea. Proramm des K. Wilhelms-Gymnasiums in Muchen. Munich.

Hinds, S. (1998) Allusion and intertext: Dynamics of appropriation in Roman
poetry. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Honoré, T. (1978) Tribonian. Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press
Horden, Peregrine. (2005) “Mediterranean Plague in the Age of Justinian” in

Maas, M. The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. 134-160



338

Howard-Johnson, J. (2000) “The Education and Expertise of Procopius” Carrié€,
J.-M., Duval, N., Roueché, C., & Association pour I'antiquité tardive (Lyons,
France). (2000). De eedificiis: Le texte de Procope et les réalités. Turnhout:
Brepols, 19-30

Humfress, C. (2005) “Law and Legal Practice in the Age of Justinian,” The
Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge. 161-184

Jeffreys, E. (1979) “The Attitudes of Byzantine Chroniclers towards Ancient
History” Byzantion 49. 199-238.

Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &, Scott, R. (1990). Studies in John Malalas. Sydney:
Australian Association for Byzantine Studies.

Jeffreys, E. (1990a) “Malalas’ Worldview” in Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &, Scott, R.
Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies.
55-66.

Jeffreys, E. (1990b) “Chronological Structures” in Jeffreys, E., Croke, B. &, Scott,
R. Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine
Studies. 111-166.

Jeffreys, E. (1990c) “Malalas’ Use of the Past” in Clarke, G. W. Reading the past
in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National University
Press. 121-146

Jones, A. H. M. (1964). The later Roman Empire, 284-602: a social, economic
and administrative survey. Oxford: B. Blackwell.

Kaldellis, A. (2004) Procopius of Caearea: tyranny, history and philosophy at the
end of antiquity. University of Pennsylvania Press: Philadelphia.

Kaldellis, A. “The Literature of Plague and the Anxieties of Piety in Sixth-Century
Byzantium,® in F. Mormando and T. Worcester, eds., Piety and Plague: From
Byzantium to the Baroque (Kirksville, MO: Truman State University Press, 2007)
1-22.



339

Kaldellis, A. (2009). The date and structure of Prokopios' « Secret History » and
his projected work on church history. Greek, Roman And Byzantine Studies,
49(4)4), 585-616.

Kaldellis, A. (2010a) “Procopius’ Persian War. a thematic and literary analysis” In
Macrides, R. J. History as literature in Byzantium: Papers from the Fortieth
Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, University of Birmingham, April 2007.
Surrey, England: Ashgate. 253-273.

Kaldellis, A. (2010b). The secret history: With related texts. Indianapolis: Hackett
Pub. Co.

Kelly, C. (2004). Ruling the later Roman Empire. Cambridge, Mass: Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press.

Larmour, D. H. J., & Spencer, D. (2007). The sites of Rome: Time, space,
memory. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lee, A.D. (2005) The Empire at War . In Maas, M., ed. The Cambridge
companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.113-
133.

Lieberich, H. 1900. Studien zu den Proomien in der griechschen und
byzantinischen Geschichtsreibung, 2. Teil. Die byzantinischen
Geschichtsschreiber und Chronisten. Programm de K. Realgymnasiums
Muchen. Munich.

Littman, R. J. (2009). The plague of Athens: epidemiology and paleopathology.
The Mount Sinai Journal of Medicine, New York, 76, 5, 456-67.

Littmann, R.J. and M.L. Littman 1973, “The Athenian plague: smallpox,”
Transactions of the American Philological Association 100. 261-75.

Lyne, R. O. A. M (1994), “Verqils’ Aeneid. subversion by intertextuality” Greece
& Rome: 41:187-204.

Maas, Michael. 1986. "Roman history and Christian ideology in Justinianic reform
legislation". Dumbarton Oaks Papers. 40: 17-32.



340

Maas, M. (1991). John Lydus and the Roman past: Antiquarianism and politics in
the age of Justinian. London: Routledge.

Maas, M. (2005). The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Maas, Michael. (2005) “Roman Questions, Byzantine Answers: Contours of the
Age of Justinian” in Maas, M. The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 3-27

Marasco, G. (2003). Greek and Roman historiography in late antiquity: Fourth to
sixth century A.D. Leiden: Brill.

Mason, H. J. (1974). Greek terms for Roman institutions: A lexicon and analysis.
Toronto: Hakkert.

Megill, Allan. (2007) “History, Memory, Identity” in Meqill, A., Shepard, S., &
Honenberger, P. Historical knowledge, historical error: A contemporary guide to
practice. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 41-62.

Moffat, Ann (1990). “A Record of Public Buildings and Monuments.” In Jeffreys,
E., Croke, B. &, Scott, R. (1990). Studies in John Malalas. Sydney: Australian
Association for Byzantine Studies. 87-109.

Momigliano, A. (1945) “Review: Les Origines de la Légende Troyenne de Rome
(281-31) by Jacques Perret.” The Journal of Roman Studies, Vol. 35, Parts 1 and
2 99-104.

Moorhead, J. (1983) “The West and the Roman Past from Theoderic to
Charlemagne” in B Croke and A Emmett, eds, History and Historians in Late
Antiquity. Sydney. 155-169.

Moorhead, J. (1994) Justinian. London: Longman.
Moravcsik, G. (1966) “Klassizismus in der byzantinischen

Geschichtsschreibung.” In P. Wirth, ed., Polychronion: Festschrift Franz Délger
zum 75. Geburtstag. Heidelberg: C. Winter. v. 1, 366-377.



341

Nixon, C. E. V. (1990) “The Use of the Past in the Gallic Panegyrists” in Clarke,
G. W. Reading the past in late antiquity. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia:
Australian National University Press. 1-36.

Nora, Pierre. (1996-8) Realms of Memory: Rethinking the French Past. Columbia
University Press: New York.

Nora, Pierre. (2002) “Reasons for the Current Upsurge in Memory.” Transit 22:1-
8.

Olick, Jeffrey K. (1999) "Collective Memory: The Two Cultures". Sociological
Theory. 17 (3): 333-348.

Olick, Jeffrey K., and Joyce Robbins. (1998) "Social Memory Studies: From
"Collective Memory" to the Historical Sociology of Mnemonic Practices". Annual
Review of Sociology. 24: 105-140.

Olick, J.K. (ed.). (2003). States of Memory: Continuities, Conflicts and
Transformations in National Retrospection. Durham.

Olick, J. K., Vinitzky-Seroussi, V., & Levy, D. (2011). The Collective Memory
Reader. New York: Oxford University Press.

Pazdernik, C. (2000) “Procopius and Thucydides on the Labors of War:
Belisarius and Brasidas in the Field.” Transactions of the American Philological
Association 130: 149-87.

Pazdernik, Charles. (2006) "Xenophon's Hellenica in Procopius' Wars:
Pharnabazus and Belisarius". Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies. 46 (2): 175.

Pazdernik, Charles. (2005) “Justinianic ldeology and the Power of the Past” in in
Maas, M. The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. 185-212

Perret, J. (1942). Les origines de la Iégende troyenne de Rome (281-31). Paris:
Société d'édition "Les Belles lettres".



342

Popular Memory Group (1998) “Popular Memory: Theory, Politics, Method,” Oral
History Reader. Robert Perks and Alistair Thomson, eds. New York: Routledge.
43-53.

Rohrbacher, D. (2002). The historians of late antiquity. London: Routledge.

de Romilly, Jacqueline. (1956) Histoire et raison chez Thucydide. Paris: Les
Belles lettres.

Rubin, B. (1954). Prokopios von Kaisareia. Stuttgart: A. Druckenmdiiller.

Schudson, Michael. (1989) “The Past in the Present versus the Present in the
Past.” Communication 11:105-13.

Scott, R. (1981) “The Classical Tradition in Byzantine Historiography” In M.
Mullett and R. Scott, Byzantium and the Classical Tradition, Birmingham: Center
for Byzantine Studies, University of Birmingham. 61-73.

Scott, R. (1985) “Malalas, The Secret History, and Justinian’s Propaganda”
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 39, 99-109.

Scott, R. (1990) “Malalas’ View of the Classical Past” In Reading the past in late
antiquity. ed. G. W. Clarke. Rushcutters Bay, NSW, Australia: Australian National
University Press. 147-164.

Scott, R. (2012). Byzantine chronicles and the sixth century. Farnham: Ashgate.

Smith, R. (2006) “The Construction of the Past in the Roman Empire” in D. S.
Potter, ed, A Companion to the Roman Empire. Malden, MA: Blackwell. 411-438.

Sophocles, E. A. (1870). Greek lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine periods:
(from B.C. 146 to A.D. 1100). Boston: Little, Brown and Co.

Soyter, G. (1939) “Prokop als Geschichtsschreiber des Vandalen- u.
Gotenkrieges,” Neue Jahrb. f. Antike u. deutsche Bildung Il 106.

Soyter, G. (1951) “Die Glaubwudigkeit des Geschichtsschreibers Prokopios von
Kaisarea.” ByzZ 44: 541-45.



343

Stein, E., & Palanque, J. (1949). Histoire du Bas-Empire. Paris: Desclée de
Brouwer.

Teuffel, W.S. (1871) Studien und Charakteristiken, Leipzig, 191-236.

Tucci, P. L. (1997) “Dov’ erano il tempio di Nettuno e la nave di Enea” Bulletino
della Commissione Archeologia Comunale di Roma 98. 15-42.

Vavfinek, V. (1985). From late antiquity to early Byzantium: Proceedings of the
Byzantinological Symposium in the 16th International Eirene Conference. Praha:
Academia.

Veh, O. (1952-3). Die Geschichtsschreibung und Weltauffassung des Prokop von
Caesarea. Bayreuth: Gymnasium Bayreuth.

Wagner, D. (2014) “Yersinia pestis and the Plague of Justinian 541-543 AD: a
genomic analysis” The Lancet Infectious Diseases. 28 January 2014
DOI: 10.1016/S1473-3099(13)70323-2

Weinrich, H. Lethe: The Art and Critique of Forgetting. lthaca: Cornell University
Press, 2004.

Whitby, M. (1995) “Recruitment in Byzantine Armies from Justinian to Heraclius
(ca. 565-615) In The Byzantine and Early Islamic Near East. Vol. 3, States,
Resources, and Armies, ed. Averil Cameron, Princeton. 61-124.

Whitby, Mary. (2000a), "Procopius’ Buildings Book I: A Panegyrical Perspective”
Late Antiquity. 8. 45-57.

Whitby, M. (2000b) “The Army, c. 420-602.” Cambridge Ancient History, vol. 14,
ed. Averil Cameron, Bryan Ward-Perkins, and Michael Whitby. Cambridge. 288-
314.

Zerubavel, E. (2003). Time maps: Collective memory and the social shape of the
past. Chicago, lll: University of Chicago Press.



344

Zerubavel, Y. (1995). Recovered roots: Collective memory and the making of
Israeli national tradition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



