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C H R I S T O P H E R  M A L L A N   

In Praise of Gallienus?  
Reconsidering a Gallienic Date for the Εἰς βασιλέα 

of Pseudo-Aristides ([Aristid.] Or. 35 K) 

Introduction 

The date and addressee of the oration variously titled εἰς βασιλέα or εἰς τὸν αὐτο-
κράτορα (hereafter Eis Basilea) found in nearly twenty of the Byzantine manuscripts 
of Aelius Aristides has been the subject of sustained debate since the appearance of 
Bruno Keil’s incomplete edition of Aristides in 1898, wherein Keil deemed the speech 
to be spurious.1 Since then, the Eis Basilea has become something of an academic 
Rorschach test, with scholars perceiving in the morass of the orator’s bland prose the 
outlines of different emperors and historical events.2 Nevertheless, by the later 20th 
century three camps had formed concerning the nature of this work and its date of 
composition. Some have argued for it being a school exercise, or even (according to 
a recent paper by Christian Körner) a speculum principis.3 But these suggestions seem 
unlikely on account of the idiosyncratic details found in the speech and its use by 
later authors, which will be discussed later in this paper.4 For the remainder who see 
the work as being a genuine oration, recent opinion is cleft between those who assign 
it to the reign of Philip the Arab and those to the reign of Antoninus Pius.5 Despite 
 
              

1 Keil 1898, xxxi, 253. For the descriptions of the MSS of Aristides, see Keil 1898, vii–
xxxi; Lenz / Behr 1976, ix–xcvii, with the additional observations of Wilson 2009, 254–255 
on Laurentianus Plut. 60.8 (T); and Pérez Martín 2012 on Vaticanus Urbinas gr. 123 (U). For 
a summary of the controversy regarding the authenticity of the Eis Basilea (Or. 35), see in 
brief Behr 1994. The inconsistencies in style and substance of the Eis Basilea with other 
works by Aristides have been noted: Keil 1905, passim; Stertz 1979, 181–184, partially refuted 
by Jones 1981; de Blois 1986, passim; and most convincingly, Behr 1994, 1219–1223.  

2 For a convenient summary of the various positions adopted by scholars since Keil, note 
Körner 2002, 218–227.  

3 Rhetorical Exercise: Barker 1957, 220–225; Stertz 1979; cf. Macmullen 1976, 10–11, 219 
nt. 32 (admitting the possibility of the speech being a rhetorical exercise, but probably belonging 
to the reign of Philip). Speculum principis: Körner 2011. For compelling, and to my mind, 
near conclusive arguments against the Eis Basilea being a rhetorical exercise, see Jones 1997.  

4 This is not to say that later readers of the speech did not use the speech in such ways, 
simply that it is unlikely that it began its life as a rhetorical exercise or speculum principis.  

5 Philip the Arab: Groag 1918; Rostovtzeff 1957, 451, 458; Swift 1966; de Blois 1986; 
Körner 2002; Pernot 2015, Cassella 2016. Antoninus Pius: Jones 1972. Other theories concer-
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the efforts of Christopher Jones to uphold this latter position (and the oration’s Aristi-
dean authorship), most recent publications prefer the assignment of the oration to the 
reign of Philip.  

For reasons we shall discuss in this paper both these positions are not unproblema-
tic, and an alternative remains open. Long ago, Alfred von Domaszewski suggested 
that the oration was composed under Gallienus.6 Although von Domaszewski’s argu-
ments were opposed forcibly by Groag in an influential article published in Wiener 
Studien, Groag’s arguments against a general Gallienic date are less compelling, espe-
cially when examined in the light of what we now know about the reign of Gallie-
nus. Moreover, with the publication of the Vienna Dexippus,7 a reexamination of von 
Domaszewski’s thesis seems timely. Indeed, as I shall suggest, a Gallienic date (albeit 
not the date proposed by von Domaszewski) remains an attractive alternative for the 
genesis of this epideictic opusculum, and the content of the oration is consonant with 
what we now know about Gallienus’ involvement in Greece in the mid-260s.  

This paper comprises four sections. The first section attempts to rebut some of 
the objections which have been levelled against Gallienus being the addressee of the 
oration. Sections two and three consider how the speech fits into what we know of 
the reign of Gallienus. The fourth section considers the question of authorship.  

I. 

Although there has been much historiographical water under the bridge since 
Groag challenged von Domaszewski’s dating of the Eis Basilea, it is appropriate to 
start with Groag as it is the weight of his name which has led many to dismiss von 
Domaszewski’s thesis. As Groag saw it, there were two main flaws in von Doma-
szewski’s argument for a Gallienic date.8 The first was von Domaszewski’s dating 
of the oration to Autumn 260.9 His second objection was less definite, based more 
on the apparent incompatibility of the panegyricist’s praise with what was known of 
Gallienus’ actions as emperor and his quality as a ruler.10 As we shall see, only the 
first of these objections is valid — and then only in Groag’s refutation of the year 
260 as being the date of composition.  

Von Domaszewski was led to date the speech to the Autumn of 260 by two 
(then) accepted facts. As the emperor is addressed in the singular, a date prior to the 
disastrous conclusion of Valerian’s Persian campaign was ruled out. Furthermore, 
Saloninus, the most visible of Gallienus’ sons, was murdered in 260 — thus providing 
              
ning the identity of the emperor in question have gained little traction, e.g. Macrinus: Keil 1905; 
Trajan: Librale 1994.  

6 Von Domaszewski 1906.  
7 For which see, Grusková 2010; Martin / Grusková 2014a; Martin / Grusková 2014b; 

Grusková / Martin 2014; Mallan / Davenport 2015; Grusková / Martin 2015. A full list of publi-
cations arising from the discovery of the Dexippus palimpsest (Cod. Vind. hist. gr. 73) may be 
found on pp. 565–570 of this volume (Anhang III). 

8 Groag 1918, 24–27.  
9 Von Domaszewski 1906, 351–2; contra Groag 1918, 24–26. 
10 Groag 1918; followed by Swift 1966.  
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a neat terminus ante quem for the oration, as the orator seemingly makes reference 
to the emperor’s son in the concluding lines of the speech (35.39).11 As argued by 
Groag, 260 was patently too premature for any proclamation of peace, given the recent 
disasters — not least the capture of the emperor’s father, Valerian. Case closed, or 
so it may appear.  

But von Domaszewski’s argument (and Groag’s rebuttal) rested on an assumption 
of dubious veracity. It is now generally accepted that Saloninus was not Gallienus’ 
only son to survive the 250s, as it seems that there was a third son born to Gallienus 
and Salonina: the shadowy Marinianus, consul ordinarius of 268.12 Little is known 
about this individual, although a familial relationship is suggested strongly by ono-
mastics: Gallienus’ mother was one Egnatia Mariniana.13 Moreover, it has been argued 
persuasively by Grandvallet that Marinianus was in fact being groomed to reinvigo-
rate the repeatedly stymied dynastic aspirations of Valerian and Gallienus, even if he 
was never formally proclaimed Caesar.14 Indeed, that a son survived until the late 260s 
is indicated by a passage in Zonaras, where he notes the death of Gallienus’ brother 
and his son following the emperor’s downfall in 268.15 For our purposes, these de-
tails open up a new range of dates for the oration, to which we shall return later.  

The orator’s claims of peace (35.36) seemed also to have pressed von Domazewski 
into dating the oration to 260, given the revolt of the Gallic pretender Postumus in 
the latter half of 260.16 But we may note that the argument is not entirely compelling 
either. Claims of peace in the Roman world were always relative (if not tenden-
tious), and were conventional in third-century panegyrics. A fragment of a panegyrical 

 
              

11 Von Domaszewski 1906, 356. The passage in question reads (35.39), σὲ δέ, ὦ παῖ 
γενναῖε γενναίων, κατ᾽ ἴχνος εἴη βαίνειν τοῦ πατρός. It is just possible (thus, Librale 1994, 
1276–1278) that the παῖς in question is the emperor himself. But, although the Greek permits 
such a reading, I am less than convinced of this interpretation, as it seems to me that the strong 
δέ implies a change of addressee from that of the preceding lines, where the emperor is ad-
dressed in the vocative (35.38).  

12 PLRE 1.559 s.v. Marinianus 1; BNP s.v. Gallienus (Franke); Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 
214. The eldest son was Valerianus the Younger (Valerian II), who was killed either at the 
end of 257 or the beginning of 258: Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 212–213.  

13 PIR2 E 39.  
14 For Marinianus as the son of Gallienus, see Grandvallet 2006; Goltz / Hartmann 2008, 

228–229; Geiger 2015, 79–80; cf. Mennen 2011, 34 nt. 39, 102 (following PLRE 1.559 s.v. 
Marinianus 1) is agnostic regarding Marinianus’ relationship to Gallienus. We should note that 
Marinianus’ date of birth is not secure, and we cannot assume that it was in 265.   

15 Zonar. 12.26, with Banchich / Lane 2009, 119. Given the violent deaths met by Valerian 
II and Saloninus, it is understandable that Gallienus refrained from elevating the infant to the 
precarious position of Caesar. Alternatively, the fact that Marinianus was not elevated to the 
position of Caesar may suggest that he was not much older than six at the time of his death in 
268; for it seems to have been around that age that imperial sons were raised to the position of 
Caesar. E.g. the sons of Marcus Aurelius, Commodus and M. Annius Verus were about that 
age when they were made caesares in 166.   

16 Cf. von Domaszewski 1906, 349–351. For dates of Postumus’ insurrection, see Kienast / 
Eck / Heil 2017, 234–235.  
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hexameter poem addressed to the prefect of Egypt, M. Aurelius Diogenes, in ca. 285 
makes a similarly dubious assertion about the new golden age heralded by the ac-
cession of Diocletian; despite the facts that Britain was in the hands of Carausius, and 
northern Gaul was terrorized by the peasant Bagaudae.17 In the Eis Basilea we may 
note that the speaker’s comments are generally confined to Greece or the Eastern 
territories of the empire. Indeed, our orator is mostly silent when it comes to the 
condition of the Occidental provinces. Whether this is out of ignorance, or discre-
tion, cannot be known. However, it is worth remembering that from what we can tell, 
there were no major acts of aggression in the west between Gallienus and Postumus 
until at least 265 and that the years 263–265 were relatively peaceful.   

Another potential stumbling-block to opening up the possibility of a Gallienic 
date for the Eis Basilea is the orator’s comment on the emperor’s elevation to the 
purple. It is worth quoting the relevant passage in full (35.5):18 

ἓν μὲν οὖν τοῦτο πρῶτον καὶ μέγιστον ὑπάρχει λέγειν περὶ αὐτοῦ ὅτι καὶ πρότερον 
ἢ καταστῆναι εἰς τὴν ἀρχὴν ἄξιος τῆς βασιλείας ἦν. οἱ μὲν γὰρ δι’ ἑτέρων κτώμενοι 
τὴν ἀρχὴν ἢ παρὰ τῶν πρὸ αὑτῶν παραλαβόντες οἱ μὲν ἰσχὺν ἀντὶ τοῦ δικαίου 
προθέμενοι, οἱ δ’ ὥσπερ τινὸς γένους ἀκολουθίαν καὶ διαδοχὴν σώζοντες οὕτως 
τὴν βασιλείαν ἐκτήσαντο· ὅστις δὲ αὐτὸς μὲν οὔτε παραγγείλας οὔτε δεηθείς, 
δεηθέντων δὲ ἁπάντων αὐτοῦ γενέσθαι, ἔδωκε τοῖς δεηθεῖσιν ἑαυτὸν καὶ παρακα-
λέσασι, πάλαι τούτῳ καὶ δι’ ἀρετὴν τοῦτο τὸ γέρας ὠφείλετο. 

Little is known for certain about the chaotic events of 253 which brought Valerian 
and Gallienus to the imperial office. What we do know may be summarized briefly. 
Valerian was proclaimed emperor by his troops in either Raetia or Noricum in mid-
253. By late September or early October, Valerian returned to Rome in order for his 
position to be recognized by the Senate and People, following the practice of most 
emperors who were proclaimed in the provinces. At this time, or perhaps just prior 
to Valerian’s return to the city, Gallienus appears to have been made Caesar and 
possibly Augustus by senatorial decree.19 Why the narratives of our generally hostile 
 
              

17 P.Oxy. 4352, F 5.ii. 18–31. More generally, note the comments of pseudo-Dionysius 
on the festival speech (Ars Rhet. 1.6 [ed. Usener / Radermacher II p259]): ὁ δέ σοι τοῦ παντὸς 
λόγου κολοφὼν ἐπήχθω τοῦ βασιλέως ἔπαινος, καὶ ὅτι τῷ ὄντι ἀγωνοθέτης πάντων ἀγώνων ὁ 
τὴν εἰρήνην πρυτανεύων. “Let the climax of your speech be praise of the emperor, because he 
who presides over peace is really the organizer of all festivals” (trans. Reynolds / Wilson).  

18 “The following single statement is the first and greatest thing which can be said about 
him, that even before his rule was established he was worthy of the Empire. For some have pos-
sessed their empire through others, or inherited it from their predecessors, the former by putting 
the claims of force before those of justice and the latter preserving, as it were, the sequence 
and succession of some family. In this way they possessed their kingdom. But for such a man 
as this, who neither by his edict nor at his request, but at the request of all men that he rule them, 
he gave himself to those who requested and summoned him, a prize which was long due to 
him” (trans. Behr, adapted slightly). 

19 Aur. Vict. Caes. 32.3: eius filium Gallienum senatus Caesarem creat; Eutr. 9.7: Gallie-
nus quoque Romae a senatu Caesar est appellatus; Festus, Brev. 32: Gallienum senatus impera-
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Latin tradition preserved this particular detail is obscure, but perhaps it was the very 
constitutionality of his elevation that caught the attention of these fourth-century AD 
writers — and their common source, Enmann’s putative Kaisergeschichte. But in 
sentiment, if not in explicit terminology, we may note how consonant these views 
are with that expressed above in the Eis Basilea (35.5).20 If we are right to identify 
the addressee as Gallienus, then the orator’s comments may be seen to boost the 
emperor’s imperial credentials; that is to say, as a man whose authority came from 
the sanction of the Senate and People of Rome, not his relationship to his father.21  

The absence of any reference to the emperor’s parents, and particularly to his 
father, has been taken as being indicative of the emperor’s lowly origins. 22 This view 
is based primarily on a reading of the rhetorical handbook ascribed to Menander 
Rhetor. According to Menander, it was prudent for an orator to avoid reference to an 
emperor’s family if they were not distinguished.23 For Groag and others this is telling. 
Gallienus, after all, was from good senatorial stock — his father Valerian rising to 
the suffect consulship around 238.24 Gallienus’ mother, Egnatia Mariniana, was the 
daughter and sister of senators.25 Here the comments of Menander may be nothing 
more than a red herring and there is no reason to assume that our orator adhered 
strictly to the handbook of Menander.26 Indeed, we need to think in terms of the 
rhetorical strategy displayed by this particular speech. It is the orator’s programme 
to assert that the emperor owed his position to his own virtues and the universal 
recognition of these virtues (35.5). This is unexceptional in panegyric, and the ideal 
may be traced back to the beginning of the Principate.27 Pliny’s treatment of Trajan’s 
accession mirrors just this approach, and taps into the pervasive idea of that the best 
man should be ruler.28 Moreover, if the speech were delivered before Gallienus, it 

              
torem fecisset; Hieron. Chron. (p. 220 [Helm]): Gallienus a senatu Caesar appellatus; Oros. 
7.22.1. Against the authenticity of the claim that Gallienus had been made Caesar prior to 
being made Augustus, note Peachin 1988 and Peachin 1990, 39.  

20 Von Domaszewski 1906, 352.  
21 Cf. Jones 1972, 140, arguing along similar lines that this passage could apply to Anto-

ninus Pius’ position upon the death of his adoptive father, Hadrian.  
22 Groag 1918, 26. 
23 Men. Rhet. 2.370.9–371.3.  
24 Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 205. 
25 Mariniana’s father was (probably) Egnatius Victor (PIR2 E 35), and her brothers L. 

Egnatius Victor Lollianus (PIR2 E 36), urban prefect of 254, and Egnatius Victor Marinianus 
(PIR2 E 37). For the prosopography of the Egnatii, see now Mennen 2011, 100–3. We know 
from an inscription from Sardinia (AE 2004, 673) dating to the early 250s, that Valerian later 
married a second wife, Cornelia Gallonia, following the decease of Mariniana.  

26 If our orator did follow a handbook slavishly, we may wonder why there is no mention 
of the emperor’s patria?  

27 Note Augustus’ claim (RGDA 34.1) to rule per consensum universorum. For the con-
tinuation of this ideology, the comments of the Historia Augusta concerning the universal 
support for Valerian at the time of his elevation (HA Val. 5.1–2) are worth noting. For the 
ideology of rule through consensus in general see Wirszubski 1950, 153–154; Ando 2000, 146–
148; Lobur 2008, 12–36.  

28 Cf. Davenport / Mallan 2014, 638, 644–645.  
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would have been undoubtedly prudent for our panegyricist to omit direct mention of 
Valerian. The clades Valeriana must have been a sensitive issue for Gallienus, and 
our orator may have thought it best to gloss over such ignominious details.  

With these impediments to a Gallienic date removed, it is time to turn to the 
question of the date and possible occasion for the speech.  

II. 

Anodyne and hackneyed it may be, the Eis Basilea nevertheless offers some 
unique details which appear to indicate a specific emperor, and even a specific date. 
The stated occasion for the oration is an unnamed festival (35.1), and the repeated 
vocatives in sections 38 and 39 would suggest that the emperor and his son were 
present (unless these are rhetorical apostrophe).29  

Towards the end of the speech, the orator evokes the image of a religious revival 
in Greece (35.37):30  

νῦν καὶ πανηγύρεις φαιδρότεραι καὶ ἑορταὶ θεοφιλέστεραι· νῦν καὶ τὸ Δήμητρος 
πῦρ λαμπρότερον καὶ ἱερώτερον. 

The latter reference would most likely be a reference to the Eleusinian mysteries — 
the major festival to Demeter in the Greco-Roman world. Such a position was held 
by both Groag and von Domaszewski, as well as subsequent scholars, and remains 
the most logical explanation for these references.31 It would also tell against the ora-
tion being delivered at Rome, which would seemingly rule out Antoninus Pius and 
Philip the Arab.  

Our emperor, it follows, was an initiate of the Eleusinian mysteries. For those 
who wish to see Philip the Arab as the addressee, this passage would supply the sole 
evidence that he was initiated into the mysteries. But we need not make this leap. 
Indeed, there is no evidence that Philip ever ventured to Greece. Only one em-    
peror between Marcus Aurelius and Commodus in 17632 and (presumably) Julian the 

 
              

29 We need not take this literally. It was a standard rhetorical technique to address an 
absent figure (sc. apostrophe): [Cic.] Rhet. ad Her. 4.22. But if the emperor were present, and 
if the oration were delivered in Greece, then it would preclude the sedentary Antoninus Pius, 
who did not leave Italy after his elevation to the purple. It was not uncommon to deliver 
panegyrics to audiences where the emperor was absent, (and here I would like to thank Gavin 
Kelly for bringing these to my attention) see Themistius’ Panegyric to Gratian (Or. 13); 
Nazarius’ panegyric of Constantine from 321 (XII Pan. Lat. 4[10]), and Libanius’ panegyric 
of Constantius II and Constans I (Or. 59). However, I do not believe that we should assume 
that the emperor was not present in the case of the Eis Basilea (pace Pernot 2015, 58). 

30 “Now the national festivals are more charming and the feasts dearer to the gods. Now 
too the flame of Demeter is brighter and more sacred.”  

31 Von Rohden 1894, col. 2301 (who suggested that the addressee was Marcus Aurelius); 
Groag 1918, 21; Swift 1966, 282. Jones’ (1972, 150–151) contention that the speech was deli-
vered at Rome seems incongruous with the repeated references to Demeter.  

32 Von Rohden 1894, col. 2301; Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 132.  
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Apostate (ca. 354)33 was known to have been initiated into the mysteries: Gallienus, 
on his tour of Greece in 264/265.34 The place and time are tantalizing.  

Gallienus’ involvement with Eleusis and Greece went beyond his initiation into 
the mysteries. A well-known, yet teasingly lacunose inscription from Eleusis attests 
to Gallienus apparently funding the garrisoning of the site in 264/265.35 Until re-
cently, this fragmentary inscription was a relatively isolated piece of evidence for 
Gallienus’ actions in Achaea in the 260s. However, thanks to the remarkable discovery 
and publication of a fragment from Dexippus’ Scythica, we now have strong evidence 
for an assault on Achaea, probably in the years 262/263, as Caillan Davenport and I 
have argued elsewhere, or at any rate some time prior to the Herulian invasions of 
267/268.36 According to the text, the ‘Scythians’ (or the people latterly known as 
Goths) planned to target the Hellenic shrines in order to make off with the religious 
paraphernalia housed at those sites.37 It is not known whether the Goths were suc-
cessful in their venture, although a later tradition reported that despite their defeat at 
the hands of the proconsul, Marianus, the Goths returned to the bases on Black Sea 
carrying significant booty.  

If we contextualize the speech in the mid-260s, further comments become more 
intelligible. The orator employs a simile likening the empire, ‘to a ship or a wall which 
has been repaired or fortified’ (35.36). The orator’s subtle shift from the familiar ship 
of state metaphor to that of the wall is intriguing.38 The image of the wall is more 
explicable if we place such a comment in the context of the rebuilding of the walls 
of Athens (and possibly at Eleusis), traditionally dated to the reign of Valerian, but 
now more likely to the sole-reign of Gallienus.39 Less specifically the 250s and the 
260s was the age of the siege. Nicopolis ad Istrum, Thessalonika, Pamphylian Side, 
 
              

33 For Julian’s stay in Athens as a young man, note Amm. Marc. 15.2.8; PLRE Iulianus 29. 
34 HA Gall. 11.3–8 notes Gallienus’ desire to be ‘initiated into all the sacred rites’ (sacris 

omnibus interesse). For this passage being a reference to the Eleusinian mysteries, see Hopfner 
1935, col. 1257; Ando 2012, 173; Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 209.  

35 Thus, Armstrong 1987, 246–251 on AE 1971, 121–124 = I.Eleusis 655; followed by 
Kroll / Walker 1993, 118. Note the orator’s repeated references to the emperor’s generosity 
(φιλανθρωπία) in the opening section (35.1), which would be appropriate if the speech were 
delivered at the Eleusis in this context.  

36 Mallan / Davenport 2015, 215–220. This dating has already gained some acceptance: 
Kulikowski 2016, 169; Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 209; but claims to consensus on this point 
would be premature, note: Lucarini 2016, 42–45 (who opts for a date of 253/254); Potter 
2016, 336, prefers 253 or 259. Martin / Grusková 2014a initially proposed a date of 267/268, but 
have since revised that position, see Grusková / Martin 2014, 38–39 and Grusková / Martin 
2017 (Mommsen-Tagung 2014), 269–270.  

37 Cod. Vind. hist. gr. 73, f. 192v lines 9–12.  
38 The orator uses the ship of state imagery earlier in the oration too (35.14). For the 

image of the “ship of state” in Greco-Roman thought, see Page 1955, 182 nt. 1, who describes 
it (with justification) as “the commonest of commonplaces”; and now, Brock 2013, 53–62.  

39 For the Gallienic date of the ‘Valerian Wall’, see Theocharaki (2011, 131–133), who 
adduces the large quantity of Gallienic coins minted in Athens in the early 260s, followed by 
Mallan / Davenport 2015, 217. For the coins, note Kroll / Walker 1993, 117–118.  
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Marcianopolis, Philippopolis, and other walled poleis were all attacked during those 
fraught years.40 With such events at the forefront of the collective memory, the wall 
was a potent symbol of survival against barbarian incursions.41 Furthermore, the allu-
sion to Themistocles’ defeat of Xerxes (35.33) through the former’s εὐβουλία may 
be, in fact, a double allusion to the defeat of the Goths in (most likely) 262/263, by 
the population of Achaea under the leadership of Marianus, Philostratus, and the 
Boeotian Dexippus.42 Indeed, the references to the invasions of Greece, and the 
subsequent defeat of barbarians during the Persian Wars of the fifth century BC 
(35.25, 33), are somewhat redundant if we place the speech in the reigns of either 
Antoninus Pius or even Philip the Arab, since, with the exception of the raid of the 
Costobocci in 170, Greece had been untouched by barbarian incursions.  

Further rhetorical flourishes are worth considering. Our orator poses a series of 
rhetorical questions (35.37) “Cannot harbors everywhere be in use […] What straits 
are closed?” Rhetorical commonplaces these may be; but it was the orator’s job to 
employ commonplaces that were appropriate to the context of the oration. Again, the 
Gothic invasions of the late 250s and early 260s provide apposite background for these 
comments. The Chronicle of Jerome notes that during the eighth year of Gallienus’ 
reign (sc. 263): Graecia, Macedonia, Pontus, Asia depopulata per Gothos. Quadi et 
Sarmatae Pannonias occupauerunt. More tantalizingly, Zosimus notes repeated attacks 
on the Bosporus and the important Black Sea port of Pityus in the mid- to late-250s.43 
Worse was to follow when Bithynia was invaded, which led to the sacking of several 
important cities including Chalcedon and Nicomedia.44  

The epithet of philhellene (35.20) is far more appropriate for Gallienus than for 
many other third-century contenders. When we bear in mind that Gallienus’ prede-
cessors, who included Philip the Arab, the (senatorial) Pannonian, Trajan Decius, and 
the obscure Aemilianus,45 such a claim might have some justice — at least in the eyes 
of our sophisticated orator. Moreover, for those who wish to see the addressee of the 
Eis Basilea as Antoninus Pius, this passage is a considerable (and I would contend 
near-insurmountable) impediment. Of course, the genre of panegyric allowed for distor-
tion and denigration of the career of a predecessor if it served a rhetorical purpose.46 
 
              

40  For discussion of these attacks, see the contributions of Zecchini and Poulter in this 
volume, pp. 531–539 and 369–388.  

41 A variation of the wall metaphor appears in Menander Rhetor (2.377.15–17). Cf. Brock 
2013, 85 for some rare Archaic and Classical uses of the wall metaphor. Note too Peter Brown’s 
succinct assessment of third-century wall-building programmes: ‘We should not think of these 
walls as mere fortifications hastily thrown up in a panic at the approach of barbarians. Care-
fully designed and massively built, they radiated the message of a calculated intention to survive, 
and to survive with Roman grandeur’ (Brown 2012, 11).  

42 For which, see HA Gall. 6.1 with Mallan / Davenport 2015, 220.  
43 Zos. 1.32. For the range of dates offered, see Paschoud 2000, 155–156.  
44 Zos. 1.34–35.  
45 Eutropius’ witticism concerning Aemilianus is worth quoting (Eutr. 9.6): Aemilianus 

obscurissime natus obscurius imperauit. 
46 Alföldi 1952, 116–117.  
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But, even so, the orator’s claim that the emperor’s predecessors scorned Greek culture 
and let it fall into abeyance is scarcely appropriate for Antoninus Pius, whose prede-
cessor was the great philhellene Hadrian.47 Indeed, it is scarcely possible that the 
emperor who established the Panhellenion and received cult at Athens as ‘Hadrianos 
Panhellenios’, would attract such scorn from an orator speaking within living me-
mory.48 And it was not just Hadrian of the second-century emperors who appreciated 
Hellenic culture. Trajan, we may add, hardly despised Greek culture. Despite Dio’s 
comments that Trajan’s accomplishments in the field of paideia were not great, the 
fact remains that several Greek sophists flourished and were honoured under his reign, 
most notably Dio Chrysostom, Polemo, and Statilius Crito.49  

More to the point, Gallienus could well be described as a philhellene in another 
sense. According to the author of the Gallieni duo, Gallienus desired and obtained 
Athenian citizenship (he was eponymous Archon in 264/265) as well as initiation 
into the various Hellenic cults.50 Gallienus was supposedly a devotee of Plotinus, and 
even (if we accept Porphyry’s testimony) wished to found a new city Platonopolis in 
Campania, governed on utopian lines.51 Thus it was perhaps for Gallienus’ service to 
Greece and the wider Greek world during these turbulent days of the late 250s and 
early 260s that our orator singles him out as being a lover of Greece.  

III. 

Panegyric exists to emphasise and magnify an official message. Its aim is to project 
an ideal rather than convey a strict reality. The oration makes reference to three con-
flicts: those against the Celts/Germans, those against the Persians, and those against 
internal enemies. Therefore, in order to assess the degree to which the message of the 
Eis Basilea is consistent with the reign of Gallienus, we need to examine it against 
contemporary Gallienic material or what we know about the reign.  

The victories over the Germans (sc. Κελτοί)52 and Persians mentioned in the oration 
(35.35) are reflected in the bold pronouncements on the imperial coinage.53 Indeed, 
Gallienus appears to have fought successfully against the Germanic tribes throughout 
 
              

47 Thus, de Blois 1986, 280–281, fn. 6; Behr 1994, 1222–1223.  
48 For the cult of Hadrian Panhellenios, see Spawforth / Walker 1985, 82–83, 94, 98. For 

a convenient summary of Hadrian’s building programme at Athens, see Spawforth / Walker 
1985, 92–94.  

49 For the honours granted by Trajan to Polemo, see Philostr. VS 532. For the honours 
granted to Dio Chrysostom, see Philostr. VS 488. For Crito, see FGrH 200.  

50 HA Gall. 11.3–8; with Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 209.  
51 Porphyry, Vita Plotini 12. Cf. de Blois 1994, 172–173, who subscribes to the historicity 

of the claim.  
52 Groag 1918, 34. As Dr Mitthof reminds me, this reference to the Κελτοί cannot refer 

to the invaders from the lower Danube or northern Black Sea region as the orator would surely 
have called them Scythians (Σκύθαι).  

53 E.g. RIC (Gallienus) nos. 200 GERMAN(ICUS) MAX(IMUS); 307 VICTORIA G M; 
308 VICTORIA GERMANICA. For the (likely) dates of these victory titles, see Kienast / Eck 
/ Heil 2017, 210; Peachin 1990, 80–81.  
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the 250s, where he was frequently based on the Rhine frontier.54 Gallienus’ success, 
however, seems to have been based on a combination of might and diplomatic arts, 
again consonant with the content and tone of the Eis Basilea. Zosimus notes the com-
pletion of a truce, although with which tribes, he does not elaborate.55  

The wars against the Persians following the defeat of Valerian were more pro-
blematic. Our knowledge of these events is hampered by a source tradition which is 
at best threadbare, at worse tendentious. For what it is worth, the chronographic 
tradition preserved in Jerome indicates some sort of peace settlement in 260.56 More 
effectively, Gallienus’ employment of the Palmyrene potentate Septimius Odaenathus 
as his commander in the east (dux orientis) seems to have brought victory for Roman 
arms in the early 260s, and subdued Persian ambitions west of the Tigris.57 Indeed, 
the orator’s forceful comments in section 35 about the pacification of the lands 
beyond the Euphrates and Tigris might well apply to the string of victories from 261 
to 262 which saw Odaenathus recapture Emesa, Nisibis, Carrhae, and Ctesiphon.58 At 
any rate, the minting of (undated) antoniniani proclaiming VICTORIA PART(HICA), 
are clear indications of the official message of victory in the east during Gallienus’ 
reign.59  

 
              

54 Zos. 1.30.3. Our orator notes the extermination of one particular tribe (35.35), but a 
possible lacuna in the manuscripts has resulted in the loss of its name (Keil 1898, 263, ad 
loc.). The Carpi have been proposed as the tribe in question, but this rests on the assumption 
that the speech is addressed to Philip the Arab who is known to have had success against the 
Carpi and celebrated a triumph in 247: Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 191; Groag 1918, 34–35. 
Jones 1972, 148 argues against Keil’s identification of the textual lacuna, and thus we need 
not search in vain for the name of a specific tribe.  

55 The fourth-century Latin tradition maintained that Gallienus took as a concubine the 
daughter of the king of the Marcomanni, a certain Pippa (Aur. Vict. Caes. 33.6; HA Gall. 21.3; 
Epit. de Caes. 33.1). Although the historicity of this cannot be determined with certainty, it is 
possible that the story arose from the terms of the truce settlement, which perhaps involved 
the surrendering of royal or other high-status hostages.  

56 Hieron. Chron. p. 220 [Helm].  
57 Indeed, when the orator says (35.35): πᾶν δὲ ὅσον Εὐφράτου τε καὶ Τίγρητος ἐπέκεινα 

… πεπαίδευται τοὺς κρείττους εἰδέναι (“all the country beyond the Tigris and Euphrates … 
has been taught to recognize their betters”) might be an allusion to the role of Odaenathus as 
Gallienus’ willing vassal.  

58 Zos. 1.39.1–2. For dating of these victories, see Drinkwater 2005, 45. I am not con-
vinced that the language reflects a diplomatic settlement rather than military conquest: pace 
Keil 1905, 386, 405; Jones 1972, 149. The section of the speech in which this occurs (35.35) 
is about the emperor’s martial bravery (ἀνδρεία), which must refer to military rather than purely 
diplomatic achievements.  

59 RIC (Gallienus) nos. 309, 310. These may be dated to 257: Kienast / Eck / Heil 2017, 
210; or 262: Peachin 1990, 81. Papyrological evidence for Gallienus being hailed Persicus 
(i.e. Parthicus) maximus may be dated to 266 (e.g. P.Coll.Youtie 68); but inscriptional evidence 
from Africa suggests an earlier (if unofficial) usage from 262 (ILS 8923 = CIL 8.22765): 
Peachin 1990, 81–82, and 238 no. 222.  
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 Further military action is alluded to in section 32. But here it seems the emperor’s 
actions are against internal enemies. The passage is often overlooked and is worth 
considering. The orator says (35.32):60  

ἡγούμενος δεῖν πρὸς μὲν τοὺς ὁμοίους χρῆσθαι τοῖς ὅπλοις· καλὸν γὰρ τοὺς 
τοιούτους ἀνδρείᾳ νικᾶν· πρὸς δὲ τοὺς βαρβάρους τῷ εὖ βουλεύεσθαι. 

These lines do not fit well with what we know of Philip’s reign (still less that of 
Antoninus) where there had been no attempt at usurpation prior to the revolt of 
Pacatianus in 248 (suppressed by Pacatianus’ own troops), which post-dates the sup-
posed date of the oration. Gallienus, however, was constantly involved in the early 
260s with the suppression of turbulent subordinates and would-be emperors. The 
mutinous Ingenuus and Regalianus were quelled in 260, the two Macriani in 261, 
and the juvenile pretender Quietus and his master Ballista a year later.61 By summer 
262 (if not before, in the Autumn of 261) the ambitions of the rogue Egyptian prefect, 
L. Mussius Aemilianus, were also quashed.62 Achaea too was not spared the upheavals 
of those years; two revolts by proconsuls are recorded, although the details are ob-
scure.63 Yet in all cases, Gallienus was able to succeed through force of arms.   

Finally, we may consider the orator’s praise of the emperor’s εὐβουλία, which 
Groag thought so ill-fitting if applied to Gallienus. The portrayal of the emperor’s mar-
tial ability is one of the more interesting features of the Eis Basilea. The emperor is 
presented as achieving military successes, but achieving these (in the main) through 
good planning (εὐβουλία) (35.34). The sub-text may be that the emperor did not often 
lead armies into battle (and we may note the criticism of those emperors who did), 
but rather preferred to conduct his campaigns remotely.64 Yet the orator’s praise of 
the emperor’s εὐβουλία may simply be to draw a point of contrast with the reckless-
ness of others, and need not be taken to mean that the emperor was without military 
accomplishments.65 The military tact of Gallienus represented a break from some of his 
 
              

60  “… [sc. The emperor] considering it proper to employ arms against enemies of one’s 
own kind (for it is good to defeat such men through martial endeavour) but to employ good 
planning against Barbarians.” 

61 Peachin 1990, 40–41.  
62 For the dating of Aemilianus’ downfall, see Peachin 1990, 42. 
63 The revolt of the proconsul Valens appears to have taken place in 261. Valens was 

deposed by a certain individual named Piso, who was then declared emperor: HA Gall. 2.2–4, 
Trig. Tyr. 19.1; cf. Mallan / Davenport 2015, 219.  

64 Jones (1972, 148) took this as a possible allusion to Trajan — ostensibly the spiritual 
antithesis to the sedentary Antoninus. But surely such a negative assessment is better suited 
not to the campaigns of the Optimus Princeps, which seemed to have retained a certain lustre 
long after his death, but to the failed military ventures of post-Severan emperors? Moreover, 
such special pleading seems out of place in the early to mid-second century where emperors 
tended not to go off on campaigns themselves. 

65 This idea, like so much in the Eis Basilea, is commonplace; but we may note that a 
similar idea underpins the opening section of the “Letter of Decius” in Dexippus’ Scythica 
(FGrH 100 F 26.4).  
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immediate imperial precursors. The immature Gordian III was liquidated in the midst 
of a failing campaign against Parthia. Trajan Decius had pursued the Gothic invaders 
around the Danubian provinces, but met with only limited success before falling in 
battle against the Goths. Perhaps most pertinently of all, Valerian’s ill-conceived cam-
paign beyond the Euphrates served as a warning against imperial adventures in the 
East. In the wake of the repeated failures of the previous two decades, the expecta-
tion that an emperor should personally respond to frontier crises must have seemed 
an impracticable ideal by the 260s. Gallienus’ solution was military reform and the 
reversion to an older style of imperial government by proxy.66  

When the orator comes to praising the emperor’s private virtues, he does so in 
familiar language, but again we may divine traces of Gallienus’ official image. The 
emperor, we are told, scorned pleasures so ‘that he is subject to none of them’ (35.29). 
It was, of course, conventional to praise the emperor’s personal virtues in encomium 
or panegyric — his ἐγκράτεια and σωφροσύνη. Yet we may note how Gallienus’ 
public image-makers played up these virtues. Indeed, Gallienus took the unusual step 
of associating himself with pudicitia on his imperial coinage, perhaps in imitation or 
emulation of Hadrian. At any rate, Gallienus and Trajan Decius are the only emperors 
(at least as far as I am aware) to do so in the third century AD.67  

Earlier sections of the speech yield other clues. In section 6 of the oration, our 
speaker alludes to an unspecified office held in a time of crisis by the current empe-
ror prior to his accession, thus demonstrating that he was capax imperii. This needs 
to be read in light of the comments in section 5. As a mature man in his mid-thirties 
and Senator at the time of his father’s accession, Gallienus was manifestly not a callow 
stripling like the sons of Macrinus, Maximinus Thrax, Philip the Arab, Decius and 
Gallus.68 Those who wish to date the speech to Antoninus’s reign, have taken this 
unspecified office to be the proconsulship of Asia which he held in 135/136. For those 
who see the addressee as Philip, this has been taken to be an allusion to his Praetorian 
Prefecture. Yet, this does not present any problems if we wish to envisage Gallienus as 
the emperor in question. Although we know next to nothing about Gallienus’ senato-
rial career before his accession, we may assume that it followed the standard if un-
spectacular career path of a member of the ordo amplissimus in the mid-third century 
AD.69 Hence, it may be to a hitherto unknown office in the late 240s, or more likely 

 
              

66 For discussion of these high-level military officers (duces and protectores) under Gallie-
nus, see the cogent summary in Mennen 2011, 216–237.  

67 E.g. RIC Gallienus no. 272 (PUDICITIA), one of the more commonly found antoni-
niani from Gallienus’ reign, based on an antoninianus of Salonina; cf. RIC Salonina no. 24. It 
was far more common for imperial women to be associated with pudicitia. For Decius, note 
Manders 2012, 259–263, 267.  

68 Yet, we may note, our emperor was still young enough for the pseudo-Aristides to 
describe him (with perhaps a dash of poetic licence) ‘such a young individual’ (sc. τηλικοῦτος) 
at 35.22. 

69 Gallienus’ first consulship was with his father in 254.  
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to Gallienus’ (putative) brief elevation to Caesar, to which our panegyrist refers 
obliquely in this passage.70 

Gallienus, therefore, the spiritual successor to Hadrian, may be seen as a likely 
addressee of the oration. The question of the identity of the oration’s author is the 
problem to which we now turn.  

IV. 

We know of the names of many third-century AD rhetoricians and sophists, but 
little of their works survives beyond the titles preserved in near-contemporary 
sources, or in the derivative (but often corrupt) compendia of later ages. Any attempt 
to connect the Eis Basilea with a specific author cannot be more than guesswork. 
But it is an exercise worth pursuing nevertheless, if only to highlight the still-active 
rhetorical culture of the age, and the fact that such an oration as the Eis Basilea is not 
out of place at that time.  

Von Domaszewski singled out the sophist and historian Callinicus of Petra as 
being the prime candidate for the authorship of the Eis Basilea.71 Even now the 
suggestion is attractive, perhaps deceptively so. From the scraps of what is known of 
Callinicus’ literary output, it would appear that the imperial courts of the mid-third 
century AD were conducive to Callinicus’ fortunes.72 Although likely to have been 
based in Athens, a ‘Great Imperial Oration’ is attested by Menander Rhetor and the 
Suda, and was probably delivered to Aurelian in the early 270s at an unknown loca-
tion. It was perhaps to that same emperor, or his short-lived predecessor, Claudius 
II, that he delivered his ‘On the Restoration of Rome’. We may catch a glimpse of 
Callinicus’ activities in the East as well. The Suda indicates the writing of a history 
of Alexandria, delivered to “Cleopatra”, who may be identified with the Palmyrene 
queen and consort of Odaenathus, Zenobia.73 Finally, the Suda lists an Address to 
Gallienus (προσφωνητικὸς Γαλιηνῷ).74 As with the Great Imperial Oration we 
cannot be certain where this earlier oration was delivered, but given Gallienus’ 
itinerary during his career, the emperor’s visit to Athens and Eleusis in 265 would 
appear to be the most likely locations and date for this address.  

The Nachleben of the speech may offer other clues to authorship. Traces of the 
Eis Basilea have been found in the works of Themistius. Vanderspoel detected its 
influence on Oration 5, a panegyric to Jovian delivered in 364.75 Moreover, Jones no-
ted verbal traces of the Eis Basilea in Oration 16 of Themistius, delivered in January 

 
              

70 Note the Panegyric of 289 (XII Pan. Lat. 10.(1).3.1 with Nixon / Rogers 1994, 57 nt. 14) 
which refers to Maximian’s elevation in similarly vague terms. Cf. Eutr. 9.20.3.  

71 Von Domaszewski 1906, 356.  
72 PGRSRE no. 549 (Janiszewski).  
73 For the identification of Zenobia as Cleopatra, note HA Trig. Tyr. 30.2, cf. 27.2; HA 

Aur. 27.3; with Bussi 2003.  
74 Suda K 231 (ed. Adler).  
75 Vanderspoel 1995, 9–10.  
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383.76 For Jones, the renown of Aelius Aristides in the fourth century AD made him 
the obvious model to be copied by Themistius.77 But such a position is fragile, and it 
is not as though Aristides was the only model available to Themistius. As Jones 
himself notes, Themistius is on occasion critical of Aristides and his slavish fol-
lowers.78 But when searching for an appropriate model when composing his oration, 
might not Themistius have been drawn to the work of a similarly famous individual 
of the previous century — Callinicus of Petra? Indeed, Themistius’ coeval Libanius 
apparently knew and thought highly of Callinicus.79  

Between the age of Libanius and the age of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, we lose 
sight of Callinicus and his works. But the Suda’s reference to Callinicus yields an 
obvious fact — that Callinicus was sufficiently famous in the later-tenth century to 
warrant inclusion, and that knowledge of Callinicus’ speeches (if not necessarily the 
speeches themselves) was still in circulation.  

If the Eis Basilea is indeed Callinicus’ Address to Gallienus, then we may draw 
some further, albeit tentative conclusions. The close correlation between the layout 
of the oration with Menander Rhetor’s handbook-style outline of the βασιλικὸς 
λόγος has led some to assume that it was the orator of the Eis Basilea who slavishly 
adhered to the handbook. Yet the parallels are not exact, and as we have seen, 
pseudo-Aristides shows signs of an independent mind and idiosyncratic flair. But it 
is not inconceivable that Menander’s outline was based, at least in part, on the Eis 
Basilea itself. Indeed, as we have seen, Menander knew the works of Callinicus, and 
he may have drawn his account from a well-known, contemporary imperial address.  

But Callinicus is by no means our only option, and it would be hasty and ire-
sponsible to nail one’s colours to the mast (as it were) on this point. Athens in the 
mid-third century AD appears to have been a focal-point for such rhetorical activity. 
Groag singled out Nicagoras of Athens, a sacred herald at Eleusis, and who was 
known to have written an embassy speech (πρεσβευτικὸς λόγος) to Philip the Arab 
as the author of the Eis Basilea.80 Yet there are lesser lights known to have been 
active in Greece during the reign of Gallienus, who may have potentially composed 
such a speech.81 The new Vienna fragment of Dexippus’ Scythica identifies a certain 
Athenian Philostratus (who may or may not be the same as the author of the second 
Eikones), a man ‘famed for his rhetorical abilities’.82 Alternatively, there is M.(?) 
Junius (?) Minucianus, the son of Nicagoras, attested in the abovementioned inscription 
of the Letter of Gallienus found at Eleusis (SEG 26 129). Minucianus himself appears 
 
              

76 Jones 1997.  
77 Jones 1997, 152.  
78 Jones 1997, 149.  
79 Lib. Or. 1.11.  
80 Groag 1918, 41–45; cf. Jones 1972, 149, who does not refute Groag’s claim.  
81 E.g. Genethlius of Petra (Suda Γ 132), a rival of Callinicus’, was active in Athens and 

a known author of panegyrics.  
82 Cod. Vind. hist. gr. 73, f. 193r line 4. For the possible identity of this man, see Mallan / 

Davenport 2015, 212–213; cf. Gengler 2016, 184–185.  
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to have had a further connection with Eleusis. His son, the Younger Nicagoras, held 
the position of torch-bearer (δᾳδοῦχος) at Eleusis, which is attested on an inscription 
from the early fourth century AD. Given the hereditary nature of the office, it is likely 
that Minucianus was a δᾳδοῦχος as well.83  

In sum, although it may be tempting to identify Callinicus or one of his named 
coevals as being the mind behind the Eis Basilea, a position of agnosticism is to be 
preferred.  

Conclusion 

It is unlikely that this will be the last word on this curious oration. So long as we 
reject Aelius Aristides as the author of this oration, which surely we must, speculation 
over its origins and authorship will continue. However, positive arguments have been 
adduced in support of identifying the addressee of the speech as Gallienus. The basis 
for this conclusion may be summarized thus: i) there is nothing in the Eis Basilea 
which precludes Gallienus being the addressee; ii) the idiosyncratic details in the 
speech are appropriate for the 250s and 260s; iii) the association with Eleusis and 
the occasion of the Eleusinian mysteries is appropriate for Gallienus — the only 
emperor after Marcus Aurelius we know for certain to have been an initiate, and who 
was known to have some association with the site of Eleusis; iv) the martial imagery 
in the speech points to either the 250s or 260s when Greece was for the first time in 
almost ninety years subjected to attack.  

If the speech were delivered in 264/265 then we may see it as opening a small 
window to the history of life and attitudes in Roman Achaea. It was a time when the 
inhabitants of the province had much to celebrate. The invading Goths had been de-
feated, and the ancient heartland of Hellenic culture had been saved from the barba-
rians just as it had been in the days of Darius and Xerxes. Moreover, their emperor 
took an interest in their plight, and was responsible for the rebuilding of the great 
walls of Athens. Greece and the East were at peace. Of course, hindsight shows that 
such a self-satisfied view was premature. The safety of the Greek world would be 
tested again later in the decade when the Heruli invaded the province and even sacked 
Athens. Again the Greeks and their cities would survive, but the emperor would not. 
Gallienus, who was made Caesar upon his father’s return to Rome fifteen years ear-
lier, would be slain in a military putsch outside Milan, likewise Salonina and Mari-
nianus. Thus, the struggle for mastery of the Roman world resumed.84  

 
              

83 Heath 1996, 67 (OGIS 720f. = SEG 37, 1650).  
84 I would like to thank Mr Nigel Wilson, Dr Fritz Mitthof, Dr Jana Grusková, Dr Gunther 

Martin, Dr Gavin Kelly, Dr Caillan Davenport, Dr Kimberley Czajkowski, and Ms Helen 
Tanner for their feedback on drafts of this paper. Dr Olivier Gengler generously provided 
copies of his recently published and forthcoming studies. Special thanks are due to the orga-
nisers of the Vienna Conference, especially Dr Mitthof and Dr Grusková for their invitation to 
present this paper at their conference, and to Mr Nigel Wilson for kindly offering to present it 
when it became clear that I was not able to attend in person. 
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