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When news of Severus’ victory spread, its immediate effect was to cause an outbreak of civil strife
and factional politics in the cities of all the eastern provinces, not really because of partisanship
for or against one of the warring emperors so much as jealous inter-city rivalry and because of
envy towards and a desire to destroy their compatriots. This continual inter-city struggle and
the desire to ruin a rival who seems to have grown too powerful is a long-standing weakness of
the Greeks and sapped the strength of Greece. But as their organizations grew feebler and were
mutually destructive, they fell easy victims to Macedonian domination and Roman enslavement.
This same disease of jealous envy has been transmitted to the cities that have prospered right
up to the present day. (Hdn. 3.2.7-8)"

Towards the end of the Fifth Century BCE, or at the very beginning of the Fourth, Thu-
cydides of Athens interrupts the third book of his eight-book history for a disquisition
upon stasis, or civic unrest. This analysis is founded on a concrete example: the behav-
iour of the small polity Corcyra (Th. 3.70.1-815). The behaviour is a reaction to the
armed conflict between more powerful entities: the Athenians, the Spartans, and
their respective allies (Th. 3.70.1-2, 70.6, 72.1-3, 75.1-3). Thucydides generalizes upon
stasis as a destructive phenomenon that will continue to appear across the board, al-
beit with local variation, so long (the historian asserts) as “the human situation is un-
changed” (Th. 3.82.2).

Towards the middle of the Third Century CE, Herodian interrupts the third book of
his eight-book history for a disquisition upon stasis, or civic unrest. This analysis is
founded upon concrete examples: the behaviour of cities in Asia — principally Nicome-
dia and Nicaea (Hdn. 3.2.9), but also Laodicea and Tyre (Hdn. 3.3.3).2 The behaviour is a
reaction to the armed conflict between more powerful entities: Septimius Severus and
Pescennius Niger, pretenders alike to the imperial purple of the Roman Empire
(Hdn. 3.2.7, 3.2.9, 3.3.3—4). Herodian generalizes upon stasis as a destructive phenomen-
on, which has been a constant (the historian asserts) in inter-relations between the
Greeks (Hdn. 3.2.7-8).

1 Text and translation based on Whittaker (1969), except with 86vwda(“jealousy”) rather than @Bopd
(“destruction”); see the discussion at n. 24 below. The author is grateful to the editors for several cor-
rections and suggestions of further illustrative material.

2 For a difference in how Herodian handles the individual cases here, see below, 289.
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One or two of the similarities between these passages are, perhaps, fortuitous. A
certain sense of continuity and conscious emulation, however, seems likely.® It may
be accidental that both Thucydides and Herodian wrote eight-book histories, with sta-
sis occupying a position of particular thematic prominence in the third. Other histor-
ians wrote eight-book histories (Procopius being the most famous extant one);* alter-
nate, if apparently less authoritative,® book divisions for Thucydides are attested
from antiquity.® But there are certainly other likely instances where the book number-
ing, at least, devised by a Greek historian writing under the Roman Empire seems to
allude to the book numbering of an admired paradigm and predecessor. Arrian may
have carried emulation of Xenophon to the point of taking on his name;’ certainly,
his Anabasis Alexandri is in seven books, as Xenophon’s Anabasis Cyri was.® Cephalion,
a lost historian of Assyria in the time of Hadrian, elaborated Herodotean allusion to the
extent not merely of writing in literary Ionic, but also of composing his history in nine
books.’® Cassius Dio may (though this is very much a conjecture) have alluded, by writ-
ing the final version of his history in eighty books, to the eighty-book edition of the An-
nales Maximi.*°

Even without the weight of structural parallels elsewhere in Greek imperial histor-
iography, Herodian’s general debt to Thucydides remains difficult to ignore. Herodian’s
claims at the outset of his history concerning the exciting events in the period he pro-
poses to cover in the body of his work consciously evoke (while slyly expanding)'* the
similar assertions that Thucydides makes at the outset of his (Hdn. 1.14, Th. 1.23.3).
Herodian’s vocabulary is saturated with reminiscences of the older historian’s; recent
scholarship has been increasingly receptive to the idea that this may include instances
of studied allusion, rather than simply mechanical reiteration of a lexical model pop-
ular under the Empire."

In this instance, one notes in particular that both historians use compounds of mirn-
tew to express the idea of stasis-related evils besetting multiple polities. Thucydides as-

3 Galimberti (2022) 1 n. 4; Kemezis (2022) 26.

4 The lost Bithynian history of Arrian was also in eight books (Phot. BibL 93 p. 73 a 32 = BNJ 156 F14), as
was the Emperor Claudius’ Greek history of Carthage (Suet. CL 42.2 = FRHist 75 T2).

5 Marcellinus Life of Thucydides 58 notes that the eight-book version was more usual. For Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, the Siege of Plataea and Mytilene were in Book Three (D.H. Th. 9), as they are for us. No
alternative division appears in the extant manuscript tradition. It seems reasonable to assume that for
Herodian, as for us, Thucydides was an eight-book wonder.

6 Pelling (2022a) 14 n. 45. Diodorus knew a nine-book division (D.S. 12.37.2, 1342.5); Marcellinus one of
thirteen (Life of Thucydides 58, but see previous note).

7 Stadter (1967); Leon (2021) 33—34; cf. Bowie (1974) 191 n. 69.

8 On the intertextual relationship between the two Anabases, see now Miltsios (2022) especially 330—
333.

9 Suda s.v. Kephalion « 1449 Adler = BNJ 93 T1.

10 Pitcher (2023) 81.

11 Pitcher (2018) 236; Chrysanthou (2022) 10; Kemezis (2022) 23.

12 Kemezis (2014) 230-233; Mallan (2022) 53.
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serts that many dreadful things fell upon cities through stasis: xai érémreae moAd kal
xodenakara otdaty taic moAeat (Th. 3.82.2); Herodian that ordaig kat Stdpopog yvwun
évémeae talc moAeaty (Hdn. 3.2.7). Indeed, Herodian seems not to be echoing merely a
single sentence of Thucydides here, but condensing vocabulary from across the whole
of the earlier writer’s analysis. Herodian’s use of the adjective §td@opog echoes the vo-
cabulary of Thucydides’ opening contention that a division opened up across the Greek
world between those elements that favoured the Athenians, and those that preferred to
court the Spartans: Sta@op@v 0VGHV EKAGTAXODOTOIG TE TOV SNUWV TPOCTATALS TOUC
ABnvaiovg émdyeoBat kai Toig GAiyolg Tovg Aakedatpovioug (Th. 3.82.1)." yvoun (admit-
tedly a very common and obvious word) is Thucydides’ locution later in his passage for
the attitudes of both cities and private individuals, which he sees as generally being
healthier in conditions of peace, but prone to deteriorating under the press of circum-
stance: &v pgv yap eipnvn kat dyaboic mpdypacty ai te TOAELG Kal ot iSihTal apeivoug
T0G yvwuag €yovat (Th. 3.82.2).

It seems reasonable, then, to see Herodian’s disposition to hold forth upon stasis
as, at least in part, a reaction to the celebrated passage in Thucydides. The later histor-
ian, it might be thought, bears out the bold claim of the earlier. Stasis stayed an evil in
the centuries between them; it never went away.

Yet the emulation here is not, in fact, a simple one. Once we compare the disqui-
sitions on stasis in Thucydides and Herodian, it becomes clear that the two historians
are not analysing the same phenomenon under that name. Herodian has, perhaps con-
sciously, staged a moment of reflexion on stasis which formally (and, to an extent, the-
matically) evokes that of his great predecessor. However, the concept of stasis with
which he is working in his reflective passages has telling differences from its Thucydi-
dean analogue.

Thucydides’ account of stasis has been extensively studied, alike in antiquity and
in the modern world;"* Herodian’s has seen much less attention — and reasonably so.'®
We are now, thankfully, beyond the stage where one must apologize for an interest in
Herodian.'® It will nevertheless be uncontroversial to say that his account of stasis is
sketchier, less influential, and much shorter, than Thucydides’ one. There is nothing
in Herodian’s remarks on stasis that approximates to Thucydides’ meditations on
the corruptions of how language is used (Th. 3.82.4)," or how individual intellect
and prudence are evaluated (Th. 3.82.5), as soon as stasis takes hold.

All the same, Herodian’s passage on stasis turns out, on closer inspection, to be il-
luminating, even more so for its divergence from Thucydides than for its similarity.

13 Compare also the use of 70 Stapopov at Th. 7.55.2, discussed below.

14 Antiquity: D.H. Dem. 1, Th. 29-33. Modern treatments include Edmunds (1975), Macleod (1979), and
Palmer (2017) 410-414.

15 Bekker-Nielsen (2014) 230-233 is an honourable exception. Stasis in Cassius Dio, by contrast, has
seen more recent attention: Lange (2018); Lange and Scott (2020) 4—6; Asirvatham (2020) 302-303.
16 La Porte and Hekster (2022) 88 notes the historian’s recent vogue.

17 Spielberg (2017) 332 notes cases from antiquity where authors do pick up this theme.
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Herodian’s differing use of stasis has its own logic. This logic sheds light upon a num-
ber of topics: the evolution of notions of stasis in Greek prose literature across the cen-
turies; the differing accounts of “Greekness” that obtain throughout a similar period;
and Herodian’s own larger strategy for figuring the relationship between power
units within a larger political system, both in the Greek cities and (more signally) at
Rome.

1 Thucydides and Classical Athenian Conceptions of
stasis

As we have already seen, the accounts of stasis offered by Thucydides and Herodian do
share some key similarities, beyond the formal one of the positions they occupy within
their respective works. Thucydides and Herodian alike bring out the fact that a back-
ground of war can cause stasis to erupt. Thucydides is more explicit about this than
Herodian, with his characterization of war as a Piatog 818dokarog which permits
the expression of tendencies that the more favourable conditions of peacetime tend
to keep under wraps (Th. 3.82.2). All the same, Herodian, too, leaves no doubt about
the connexion he sees between the eruption of stasis amongst the Greek cities in
193 CE and news of the struggle between Septimius Severus and Pescennius Niger:
“Once news of Severus’ victory circulated, stasis immediately fell upon all those people
and contrary opinion upon the cities, not so much from some antipathy or favour to-
wards the warring emperors as from jealousy and strife towards each other and be-
cause of envy towards and a desire to destroy their compatriots”. Herodian’s vision
of stasis, like Thucydides’, makes much of the essential opportunism of those involved
in it.

Even the very beginning of Herodian’s stasis-narrative, however, shows a crucial
difference between his conception of stasis in this passage, and the one that informs
its Thucydidean predecessor. Thucydides’ test-case for stasis is the polity of Corcyra.
Other polities are significant in how the account of the Corcyrean stasis plays out:
the part played by prisoners suborned and released by the Corinthians (Th. 3.70.1),
which Thucydides sees as marking the beginning of the troubles; the refuge offered,
at one point, by an Athenian galley (Th. 3.70.6); the arrival of a Corinthian ship carrying
Spartan envoys (Th. 3.71.2); an attempted settlement by the Athenian general Nicostra-
tus (Th. 3.75.1); a stand-off between Peloponnesian and Athenian ships (Th. 3.77.3);
seven days of carnage which coincide with the presence of Eurymedon of Athens
and his sixty ships (Th. 3.814). Aid (or the expectation of aid) from one side or another
in the greater Peloponnesian War repeatedly plays a key role in emboldening or
strengthening one or another of Corcyra’s internally dissenting factions. This accords
with Thucydides’ opening statements, once he moves from the particular case of stasis
at Corcyra to generalizations about the phenomenon in the greater Greek world. From
the beginning, Thucydides frames the characteristic dissension of stasis in terms of an
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opposition, in the affected polity, between the leaders of the déemos, who characteristi-
cally call upon the Athenians, and the oligoi, who call upon the Spartans (Th. 3.82.1).
Appeal to outside powers is seen as a consistent part of the script of stasis; outside
powers are aware of this, and the Athenians receive a nasty shock in a case where
there is no opportunity for them to exploit 70 Sta@opov in a city to their own advant-
age (Th. 7.55.2)."® For all that, however, Thucydides’ focus, in his account of the troubles
at Corcyra, remains on how elements within the city turn upon each other. Forces from
outside the polis may impinge upon this intra-civic struggle, but their intervention
merely influences the stasis; they are not the players that Thucydides sees as principal-
ly contending with each other. Foreign agents such as Nicostratus and Eurymedon (on
the Athenian side) and Alcidas (on the Spartan) have their role, but the focus is on what
the Corcyreans themselves — largely unnamed, apart from the volunteer proxenos Pei-
thias, who is murdered near the start (Th. 3.70.6) — are doing to each other.

Throughout the text of Thucydides, the usage is consistent: stasis, present or
feared, refers to dissension within a city. Corcyra, to be sure, is where he explores
the phenomenon in the greatest depth. But the intra-civic nature of stasis is a constant
throughout Thucydides’ account of the Peloponnesian War. stasis, whether at Rhegium
(Th. 41.3), Thurii (Th. 7.33.5-6), Acragas (Th. 7.46), Metapontum (Th. 7.57.11),"° or, ulti-
mately, at Athens itself, with the oligarchic revolution near the very end of the text
(Th. 8.78), is focussed upon the destructive actions perpetrated by citizens of a given
polity against each other.*

This usage is essentially in line with that of most texts about stasis written around
Thucydides’ period. These texts, to be sure, do not necessarily embrace Thucydides’ ten-
dency to see contention between the démos and the oligoi as its principal manifesta-
tion. Xenophon, at one point, figures stasis as part and parcel with the struggle be-
tween distinguished citizens for pre-eminence: ot dpetiv dokolvteg oTtactafovaiote
nepl toBonpwTevey év talg moAeot kalogBovodvteg Eautolg ploobov dAAfAovg (X.
Mem. 2.6.20).>" A recent treatment of stasis in the fragments of Old Comedy suggests
that the term might there be more broadly applied to the misbehaviour of politicians,
without overt reference to the quarrelling of power-blocs within the state.”* Herodotus’
Darius, warning about the characteristic flaws of oligarchy in the Debate of the Consti-
tutions, observes that stasis tends to arise when powerful men have private enmities

18 Pelling (2022a) 33.

19 On how the behaviour of the Sicilian Greek cities in this respect mirrors those of the mainland, see
Pelling (2022a) 34.

20 For a register of historical instances of stasis in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BCE, with inscrip-
tional evidence, see Gehrke (1985).

21 Christodoulou (2013) 246; Tamiolaki (2018) 451-453.

22 Christodoulou (2013) 239 [on Cratinus fr. 258, K.-A.], where stasis is seen as a parent of the tyrant
Pericles: “[...] for Cratinus stasis is not only associated with civil conflict or armed conflict between
the rich and the démos. Stasis in the city may be caused by the behaviour of statesmen and, most of
all, by their inability to serve the public interest”.
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(Hdt. 3.82.3). All the same, the focus in these texts remains squarely on the internal dys-
function of a particular polity, and that dysfunction’s ramifications for how life is led
there. Plato’s Athenian stranger, speaking at the beginning of the Laws, addresses this
intra-civic character to stasis directly, when he asks against what sort of threat a city
should ideally be girding itself: “Should it rather organize itself with an eye towards
opposing war from without, or with an eye towards war that from time to time
comes about in the city itself, which is called ‘stasis’?” (mp0g mOAepov aOTHG Gv TOV EEw-
Bev BAETWVY TOV Blov KoopOoT UEAAOY, 1} TTPOG TTOAEUOV TOV €V aUTI] YLyVOUEVOV EKAGTOTE,
i 81 kaAeltal otdolg Pl Lg. 628a-b).”

2 Herodian on inter-civic stasis

Herodian speaks of the 193 CE stasis as motivated oUy 00Tw¢ Tij TPOg TOUG TOAEUOTVTAG
Baoéag amexOela Twvi ij ebvoig WG (AW Kal EpLSL Tf) TPOg AAARAag PBOVY Te Kal kabal-
péoel TV OUoeUAWY “not really because of partisanship for or against one of the war-
ring emperors so much as jealous inter-city rivalry and because of envy towards and a
desire to destroy their compatriots.” There is a textual issue here, since the second pair
of causal datives in the sentence (966vy “envy” and kaBatpéael “destruction”) sit oddly
together. It is likely that one or other of them is corrupt, although no proposed solution
is altogether compelling.**

Whatever the exact wording, we can be sure that the ideas of jealousy and desired
destruction as motives for stasis are both in Herodian’s mind for this passage, since he
uses kaBatpelv Bérovteg and {RAov xal eOGvou in the following sentence (which might
explain the corruption of one or both of the datives at the end of this one). In itself, the
notion that stasis is driven by phthonos is, once again, in line with much older Greek
thinking. We have already seen that Xenophon views those involved in stasis as @8o-
voivteg autoig, “begrudging each other”.*® Democritus asserts that phthonos makes
the beginning of stasis.*

The similarity of vocabulary between Herodian and these much earlier treatments
of stasis risks obscuring a crucial difference: Herodian’s notion of stasis, by contrast
with that of Thucydides and Thucydides’ Athenian more-or-less contemporaries, is fo-

23 Price (2015) 58; see also Lange (2018) 171.

24 Whittaker proposes @Bopd for @86vw, which would make more sense as a pair for kaBaipéael.
Stroth proposes picet for kaBaipéaet, which would make more sense as a pair for ¢06vw; picog is paired
with envy amongst those involved in stasis by Xenophon, at X. Mem. 2.6.20, and is used by Herodian
later to characterize the stasis between Laodicea and Antioch (Hdn. 3.3.3; see below) and also that be-
tween Geta and Caracalla (Hdn. 44.1, on which, again, see below). Lucarini (2005) obelizes xaBaipéceL.
25 This is a case of the reflexive pronoun being used in place of the reciprocal (Goodwin [1879] 996; see
the discussion at Arnold [1848] 1009-1010).

26 @B6vog yap otactlog apynv anepyddetat (Stob. 3.38.53 = Democritus DK 68 B 245; aptly quoted at
Christodoulou [2013] 246 n. 114).
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cussed upon rivalry not within cities, but between them. The narrative that follows
bears this out. We do not hear about the internal tensions of Nicomedia or Nicaea. Citi-
zens of Nicomedia do not imprison or murder other citizens of Nicomedia; the Ni-
caeans do not prosecute each other. Rather, Herodian tells the story of how the two cit-
ies end up on different sides in the war between Septimius Severus and Pescennius
Niger because of mutual animosity. Nicomedia throws in its lot with Septimius Severus
after his success at the Battle of Cyzicus (ueta ta €v KuikwoNikouns8eig uev Zepnpw
npoaoéBevto, Hdn. 3.2.9). Herodian’s vocabulary does not entail the supposition that Nic-
omedia had switched allegiance,”’ although, in historical reality, it is unlikely that Nic-
omedia could have got away down to that point without having made at least a show of
support for Niger, who would have sent his forces through Nicomedia and Nicaea on
their way from Syria to Byzantium.”® The Nicaeans, through their hatred towards
the Nicomedians, t®ormpog Nikoundéag pioel, adopt the other cause, and welcome in
Pescennius Niger’s army. Again, Herodian makes no suggestion at this point that Nicaea
had declared for Niger before Nicomedia declared for Septimius Severus: tavavtia
¢ppovovy, where the imperfect is probably inceptive, suggests that Nicaea started fol-
lowing Niger’s cause after Nicomedia attached itself to Severus, even though (as we
have just seen) the idea that Nicaea could have got away without at least a show of sup-
port for Niger in historical reality before that point is quite unlikely.”® In any event,
Herodian presents the decision as proceeding from animosity between the two polities.

The pattern set out with Nicomedia vs. Nicaea repeats itself with Laodicea vs. Anti-
och and Tyre vs. Berytus (Hdn. 3.3.3). In these cases, Herodian chooses to focus upon
the animosity of one side in the equation. He speaks of the Laodiceans and the Tyrians
making decisions “against” (kata) Antioch and Berytus, respectively, without according
as much narrative agency to the other two cities as he has just done with Nicomedia
and Nicaea. We may speculate that this decision arises because Herodian wishes his
readers to be left with an unmixed vision as to the folly of stasis. Laodicea and Tyre
pay for their opportunism. They are both slapped down for acting as they do, even
though both chose the side (that of Severus) which will ultimately win.** In none of
these cases, however, does Herodian remark upon struggles within the relevant polities.
His vision of stasis is based upon polities as single (and, for this purpose, monolithic)
entities.

27 Pace Bekker-Nielsen (2014) 231 (“If Nicomedia indeed ‘went over’ to Severus ‘immediately after’ the
battle of Cyzicus, they must obviously have been on the side of Niger until then [...]”). mpocéfevto lacks
the necessary implication of changing sides that “went over” suggests. Cf. Tissaphernes’ strategy of keep-
ing the Athenians and Spartans balanced at Th. 8.874, applying this verb to the (rejected) idea of siding
with either.

28 Hdn. 315 and D.C. [Xiph.] 75[74].6.3, as Adam Kemezis points out to me.

29 Bekker-Nielsen (2008) 149. Note, too, that in Book Two, Herodian has claimed that support for Niger
amongst the peoples of Asia was universal (Hdn. 2.8.7).

30 In fact, Severus will ultimately make Antioch subservient to Laodicea (Hdn. 3.6.9), but it does not suit
Herodian’s moralizing implications in the present passage to mention this.
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Herodian is able to see conflict between cities as a species of internal dissension,
and so still meriting the name of stasis, because his sense of what is the most impor-
tant level for thinking about Greeks is different from the one we usually find in Thu-
cydides. Thucydides is, of course, capable of thinking about Greeks qua Greeks. This is
often, but not always, in contradistinction to the Persians; he does so, for example, at
the very beginning of his history, which claims that the Peloponnesian War was the
greatest upheaval to have beset “the Greeks and some part of the barbarians — one
might say over most of mankind” (Th. 1.1.2). “The rest of the Greek world”, 0 &AXo
EAWNVIKOV, is, from the beginning, a “favourite expression”®" of his (Th. 1.1.1, 1.15.3 [of
the Lelantine War], and 4.204 [from Spartan ambassadors after Pylos]). For the
most part, however, the important functional unit in Thucydides is the individual pol-
ity.

Herodian’s different stance is, once again, evident from the opening sentence of his
stasis-narrative: the foolish cities act “because of envy towards and a desire to destroy
their compatriots (homophulon)”.** In themselves, elements of the vocabulary and the
concepts behind it are, again, originally Thucydidean. Thucydides’ very first remarks
on stasis, long before Corcyra becomes a consideration, present two complementary
and contrasting threats that emerge from having good land. stasis is concurrent
with, but in contrast to, being schemed against by allophulon, “those who are of a dif-
ferent kindred”: St yap apetnv yijg ai te Suvapelg Tiol peifoug £yylyvoueval oTaoelg
gveroiovy €€ OV £@BeipovTo, kal dpa VIO AAAPVAWY PdALoV éreBovAevovTo (Th. 1.2.4).
Thucydides does not use the actual word homophuloi here, although he does later in
the history (e.g., Th. 1.1416). All the same, the mirroring of the expressions makes
the implication clear: stasis occurs, implicitly, between homophuloi, whereas external
conspiracies are the work of allophuloi. Certainly, the hint that stasis occurs between
homophuloi is spelt out in other postThucydidean treatments of the theme.*

Herodian’s sense of homophuloi here is different from that implied at the begin-
ning of Thucydides: homophuloi, for Herodian, refers to Greeks as a cultural totality.
The sentences that follow make this clear: stasis is the “ancient woe of Greeks, who in-
cessantly engaging in stasis against each other and wanting to destroy those who are
pre-eminent have worn out Greece”. For Herodian, in this passage, at least, the func-
tional unit for thinking about Greeks is “Greece” (in the extended cultural usage, rather
than simply the inhabitants of the Greek mainland, which was now the Roman prov-
ince of Achaia).®* In this sense, dissension between individual Greek cities can be fig-
ured as the sort of internal division that one might characterise as stass.

31 Hornblower (1991) 6, on Th. 1.1.1.

32 Cf. the use of this term at Aristid. Or. 26.63—64, dissolving the distinction of Roman and non-Roman.
33 E.g, J. B] 4134, with Mader (2000) 73.

34 For a perception of such a distinction earlier in the Empire, cf. Juv. 3.61-65; Umbricius, Juvenal’s
secondary narrator, disapproves of all Greeks, but nevertheless makes a point of observing that it is
only a tiny proportion of the “Greeks” in Rome who actually hail from Achaea (“quamvis quota portio
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Such a sense is foreign to Thucydidean thinking. Thucydides, ceteris paribus, priori-
tizes the individual city as the autonomous unit. Notably, Thucydides has Pericles make
the argument, at the end of book one of his history, that the Greeks of the Peloponne-
sian League are not homophuloi with each other, and that this impairs their ability to
make decisions fast and effectively as a collective (Th. 1.141.6). Of course, Pericles has a
clear rhetorical aim here, to make the Peloponnesians look ineffectual and buoy up
Athens for the coming war, but the point remains that his argument hangs on the prop-
osition that Greeks can be not-homophuloi with other Greeks.

3 Dio of Prusa, Herodian, and the Refiguring of
stasis

This un-Thucydidean mode of figuring stasis — between, rather than within, city-states
— does not originate with Herodian. The most acute students of the passage in which
Herodian discourses thus on civil strife have observed that it is very reminiscent,
and possibly making use, of Dio of Prusa’s Thirty-Eighth Oration.* This speech also
concerns an instance of destructive tension between Nicaea and Nicomedia, whose his-
torical rivalry long preceded, and long survived,*® the events of 193 CE.

Dio, addressing the Nicomedians towards the end of the First or the beginning of
the Second Century CE, urges the city to abstain from unprofitable rivalry with Ni-
caea.*’” Dio frames the issue as a struggle to be top dog amongst the local cities: the jus-
tification he imagines the proponents of strife as giving is simply ‘Yrep npwtelwv ayw-
vigopeba “we contend for the primacy” (D.Chr. 38.24). Dio is at pains to paint this
fixation on primacy as empty. Success (according to Dio) will bring no economic, ter-
ritorial, or moral benefits (D.Chr. 38.22, 39).

For our purposes, the key thing to note in this speech is that Dio talks about the
issue of contention hetween two cities explicitly in the vocabulary of stasis. When
he announces that he is buckling down to consideration of the issue at hand, stasis
is the word he uses: “first of all, men of Nicomedia, let us look at the reasons for
the stasis” (TO uév obv mpoToy, AvSpeg Nikoundelg, Tag aitiag Tiig otdoewg Swpey,
D.Chr. 38.21). References to the disagreement between Nicomedia and Nicaea as a stasis
continue to pepper the speech (e.g., D.Chr. 38.24, 43, 48, 50). True enough, Dio, unlike
Herodian, does hint at the presence of sinister individuals within the polity of Nicome-
dia itself agitating to foment this discontent, whose motives for doing so he ostenta-

faecis Achaei?”), while the rest have effectively brought the Syrian Orontes to the Tiber. See also Béreng-
er (2022) 223, quoting this passage.

35 Above all, Bekker-Nielsen (2014) 232-233. See also Makhlaiuk in this volume, 248.

36 The rivalry was still a going concern in 451 CE, when Nicaea, originally a suffragan bishopric of Nic-
omedia, used preferment under Valentinian and Valens to assert its own status as an ecclesiastical met-
ropolis (Levick [2000] 616, citing Act. Conc. Oec. 111416 -421).

37 Asirvatham (2020) 301.
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tiously declines to discuss (58U ¢ 8¢ aitiag oUk €uov lowg €€eréyyewy, D.Chr. 38.24). But
the fact remains that the entities Dio sees as engaging in stasis against each other are
cities, rather than fellow-citizens; the notion we saw in Xenophon of stasis arising from
individuals contending mept to0 mpwrevelv has been transferred to polities.

Dio’s warning against inter-civic stasis engages in some of the same rhetorical
moves as Herodian’s, although with a more overt demonstration of particularity as re-
gards earlier Greek history. Herodian says rather vaguely that “their affairs” (viz., the
affairs of the earlier Greeks) “having grown weak and old and worn out against each
other became ripe for conquest and slavery by the Macedonians and the Romans”. Dio
fastens more precisely upon the case of the Athenians and the Spartans: “I am told that
this same thing has caused Greek stasis before, and that the Athenians and the Spar-
tans contended for primacy” (xai mpotepov yap 8mote akovw T avTO TodTOo YevéahHal
otaoewg EAANvikii¢ aitioy, kal molepfjoat mepl TOV mpwteiwv ToLg ABnvaioug kal Tovg
AaxeSatpoviovg, D.Chr. 38.24-25).%8

Both Dio and Herodian are drawing upon an established notion of the Succession
of Empires, for a more detailed version of which one has to look elsewhere — such as
the general preface to the Roman History of Appian, whose work we shall later find
useful as a comparator in a different sense. Appian sees what he calls the “hegemony”
of the Greeks as being succeeded in turn by that of the Macedonians and the Romans
(App. Praef 8.29); he subdivides this Greek hegemony into those of the Athenians, the
Spartans, and the Thebans. (The Fourth Century BCE political heyday of Thebes is men-
tioned neither by Dio nor by Herodian. Dio, as we shall see shortly, has an interest in
figuring the Greek politics of this period as a two-horse race, although this does not
stop him from comparing himself to the Theban Epaminondas in another speech.*
The Medism of Thebes during the Persian Wars also contributed, perhaps, to a lasting
unpopularity as an exemplum, and it does not seem to have had the success in lever-
aging its pre-Roman past to become a “museum city” in Imperial times as Athens
and Sparta did,** although its history, unsurprisingly, retains a high profile in the
works of the Chaeronean Plutarch.)*! Dionysius of Halicarnassus follows a similar
schema, with the addition of precise, and rather problematic, lengths for the respective
periods of dominance enjoyed by the three Greek cities (D.H. 1.3.2).

Whereas Dionysius and Appian plot these Greek hegemonies within a longer suc-
cession, with each one yielding place to another, Dio openly recasts the Peloponnesian
War as an incident of stasis between Athens and Sparta. Herodian does not do so quite
as conspicuously. We may note, however, an intertextual echo in his claim that stasis
has continued to beset Greece “even down to the cities prospering in our own day”, &G
T0G KO’ Hudg akpafovoag moAelg (Hdn. 3.2.8). Thucydides, in the opening sentences of

38 Cf. also Aristid. Or: 26.53. For Athens as a negative exemplum elsewhere in Dio’s speeches, see Jazd-
zewska (2015) especially 263—264 (on Athens and Sparta at D. Chr. 34.49-50).

39 D. Chr. 434-6, as Adam Kemezis points out to me.

40 For Sparta and Athens as “museum cities” under the Empire, see Swain (1996) 40, 74-76.

41 E.g., Plu. De gen. and, more humorously, De garr. 22 (= BNJ 70 F213).
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his work, claims that he realized from the outset how worthy of note the Peloponne-
sian War was going to be on the grounds that both sides were prospering as to every
resource: 6Tt AKPACOVTEG T ROAV € AVTOV AUPOTEPOL TAPATKEL{iOTH Taond(Th. 1.1.1).
axpalw, to be sure, is not an especially unusual verb, and Thucydidean vocabulary
in Herodian, despite the clear results we have already seen, does not necessarily always
have a particular allusive force.*” It is still a little tempting to see Herodian as doing
implicitly in this passage what Dio does in his oration: making the contention of the
Athenians and the Spartans (the implied “prospering” states of long ago which are
the counterpart to those “in our own day”) an earlier link in the chain of stasis that
stretches down to the historian’s own present. (Thucydides himself, of course, foresees
the possibility that the dominant cities of his own day may ultimately cease to be so
(Th. 1.10.2), and that it would then be hard to guess that Sparta had been so pre-emi-
nent.)

Herodian’s notion of inter-civic stasis in his disquisition upon it is, then, essentially
un-Thucydidean, but represents an expansion of the notion of “internal discord” to
Greece as a corporate entity in its own right which is already established in other
Greek historiographical (or historiography-adjacent) texts written under the dominion
of Rome. We have seen that this shift has knock-on effects for how Herodian deploys
other items of Thucydidean vocabulary. For Herodian, all Greeks can be considered ho-
mophuloi, in a way that would not have occurred to Thucydides’ Pericles. This urge to
recast Thucydides into a way of thinking that privileges “Greece” and “Greeks” as a
structural unit rather than the autonomous city-state can be discerned beyond Hero-
dian and Dio Chrysostom. One notes, for example, the dismay shown by Dionysius
of Halicarnassus at what he perceives as the cold-bloodedness of Greeks towards
other Greeks shown by Thucydides in the Melian Dialogue: “no Athenian should
have spoken thus to Greeks whom they had liberated from the Persians” (D.H.
Th. 39).** The expansion is, of course, part of a larger tendency in Imperial Greek lit-
erature to figure “Greece” primarily as a cultural unity.

In any event, Herodian, like Dio before him, is living in a world where the failure
of earlier Greeks to match Macedon or Rome, for whatever reason, means that the pos-
sibilities of independent power for individual Greek polities are seriously curtailed. Dio
is forthright is calling attention to this, as he reminds the Nicomedians that their envi-
sioned struggle for “primacy” with the Nicaeans can never be what the contest between
Athens and Sparta was during the Fifth Century BCE:

T 8¢ xetvwv elnov i8N mov kal TpdTEPOV HTL Wi KevOSoEa iy, AN’ Uitép dpyfig dAnBodg aymv: &
un TLvBv Sokelte avTovg UM ThG Tpomopneiag KaAdg aywvieoBal, kabamep év puotnpiw Twi nai-
(ovtag vTep AAAoTplov TTPAYHATOG.

42 On the larger question of where precise verbal intertextuality with Thucydides is (or is not) signifi-
cant in Greek imperial texts, see Pelling (2010) 106.
43 See also Wiater (2018) 58.
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I have already noted perhaps earlier that their deeds [viz., those of the Fifth Century Athenians
and Spartans] were not matters of empty repute, but a contest over authentic dominion — unless
you think that they were contending valiantly over the right to lead a procession, like people sport-
ing in some mystery celebration over something which actually belongs to someone else.
(D.Chr. 38.38-39)*

Herodian presents this truth rather differently from how Dio does,* but the underly-
ing perception of the shift in the true locus of political power is the same. As far as
struggles for true power on the global stage, the apyfig dAnbodc aywv, are concerned,
Thucydides’ favoured unit of attention, the individual Greek city-state, has become,
under the Roman Empire, essentially obsolete.

4 Herodian and the Absence of Thucydidean stasis

If we continue this comparison of Herodian to other Greek imperial historiography,
however, we find that there is a further complication. The idea of stasis as occurring
between polities expands Thucydides’ concept of the phenomenon. All the same, stasis
can usually still refer, in Greek texts written under the Roman Empire, to discord with-
in an individual polity. The idea of inter-civic stasis expands the Thucydidean use of the
concept, but does not replace it.

In the historical works by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, writing under Augustus, and
the Roman History of Appian, written around the middle of the Second Century CE,
stasis as the mot juste for dissension within an individual polity is a usage that is
still alive and kicking. In Dionysius, the most straightforward example of this is prob-
ably his handling, in Book Six of the Roman Antiquities, of the run-up to the first Se-
cession of the Plebs, in the wake of Roman success at the Battle of Lake Regillus: “dis-
cord within the city once again arose for the Romans after they had put an end to the
foreign wars, when the Senate had decreed that the law-courts should sit, and that the
suits which had been put off on account of the war should be decided according to the
laws” (Pwpaiotg 8¢ katavoauévolg Tovg VITaiBpoug TOAEUOUS 1} TOALTIKI) OTAGLS AvOIg
énaviotato Tig uev BovAilc Yneloauévng kabifewv ta Sikaotipla kal Tag aueeBnti-
O€Lg, g SLaoTOV TOAEpOV aveBaAAovTo, kpivesbal kataotovg vopoug, D.H. 6.22.1). In
this passage, the contrast between internal stasis and threats from without which

44 Dio revisits the theme that political power no longer resides with the Greek cities, and once again
presses into service the examples of Sparta and Athens, in an address to the people of Tarsus
(D.Chr. 3448-51). Cassius Dio, too, is notably sceptical in an aside about the emptiness of some mani-
festations of civic self-aggrandisement under the High Empire (D.C. 54.23.8, cited by Millar [1964] 8
with n. 7).

45 Bekker-Nielsen (2014) acutely notes that, while Dio frames inter-civic rivalries in terms of what he
claims to be the Roman perception of them as EAAnvika auaptiuata (“Greek failings/mistakes”,
D.Chr. 38.38); Herodian straightforwardly calls then a mdfog EAAjvwv (a “malady of Greeks”). This
both elides the Roman perspective, and takes some agency from those who are afflicted by them.
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we saw as assumed in Thucydides’s account of early Greek history appears again: once
the wars with others, toUg UnaiBpoug moAéuouvg, are put to bed, the Romans face the
recrudescence of a challenge from within the city itself. In the following book, Diony-
sius explicitly draws on an analogy with the Corcyrean stasis to illustrate his argument
that Roman stasis (at least in the period he is discussing) had a happier outcome, be-
cause of the Roman talent for resolving disagreement with logos (D.H. 7.66.5).*°

Appian’s usage is still more interesting than that of Dionysius. Intra-civic discord is
explicitly the subject for five full books of Appian’s (originally) twenty-four book histo-
ry. This preoccupation is advertised from the start. Appian notes in his general preface
that “the deeds which the Romans committed in stasis and civil war against each other
(which things above all were more fearful to them) have been divided up according to
the leaders of the stasis” (6oa & avtol Pwuaiol Tpog AAA A0S €oTaciaody te Kal emo-
Aéunoav EueUAL, poPepwtepa o@iol TalTa PAALOTA YEVOUEVE, £G TOUG OTPATNYOUS TMV
otdoewv Sujpntal, App. Praef. 14.59).

In some ways, Appian’s outlook aligns with that of Dio Chrysostom and Herodian.
Appian’s general preface plots the transfer of global hegemony from the Greeks (sub-
divided, as we have already seen, into the Athenians, the Spartans, and the Thebans) to
Macedonia and then to Rome. At the conclusion of this passage, Appian seems to assert
that stasis is the only thing that brings down great empires, @ uovwg apyai peydiat
KataAvovtal (App. Praef 1042). The corruptness of the text here is unfortunate,*’” but
Appian seems to be deploying the later, somewhat expanded sense of stasis which
we have detected in other Imperial Greek texts. For Appian, the Successor Kings even-
tually undo Alexander’s legacy not because of issues within their own discrete realms,
but because they insist on vying with each other, a tendency of which Herodian, too, is
critical (Hdn. 6.2.7).*® This stasis between the Successors can still be regarded as hap-
pening “within” an empire so long as the discussion is framed in terms of Alexander’s
original legacy, as Appian does (App. Praef. 10.38). In similar vein, it is hard to see how
such a stasis-driven explanation could apply to Appian’s account of the earlier fall of
the “Greek” hegemony if Appian were not entertaining here an inter-polity model of
stasis like (if more detailed than) the one in Dio and Herodian.*> Greece falls before
Philip of Macedon because the Greek city-states contend with each other, not because
of issues internal to the polity of Thebes, who are, according to the strict succession, the
actual top dogs when power is lost to Macedonia. In any event, stasis is of ongoing the-
matic significance for Appian. A recent reading argues that Appian’s decision to devote
five books of his history to Rome suffering and emerging from stasis makes the point

46 Pelling (2010) 113-114.

47 The text here is uncertain (Viereck et al. [1962] 8). McGing (2019) 19 n. 19 notes: “This is a highly prob-
lematic sentence in the manuscripts, although its general meaning seems to be reasonably clear.”

48 Goukowsky (2020) 192 n. 320 notes similar sentiments at Liv. 459 and D.H. 1.2.3, as well.

49 Interestingly, both Appian (App. Praef. 1042) and Herodian (Hdn. 3.2.8) deploy the unexpected verb
ouvTpiPw to evoke the pointless grinding down of resources which unprofitable stasis entails; this may
be a (very unusual) evocation of the former by the latter.
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that Rome has now defeated the one force that might conceivably have threatened the
continuance of its hegemony.*

Once Appian’s narrative is underway, however, he typically continues the Thucy-
didean usage of having stasis refer to dissension within an individual polity. Such a
conception, to take only the most obvious example, informs the opening sentence of
Appian’s whole narrative of the Roman Civil Wars. “The Senate and the people of
Rome often engaged in stasis against each other, over legislation and the forgiveness
of debts, or over land distribution or high offices (Pwuaiotg 6 8ijpuog xal 1} BovAr moA-
AMKLG €G AAAAOUG Tepl TE VOUWY BETEWS Kal Ype®dV AOKOTiG | Vg Stadatovpévng 1 €v
apyatpeaialg éotaciaoay, App. BC 1.1.1).

Herodian, by contrast to Dionysius and Appian, barely uses stasis in the more Thu-
cydidean sense. Dissension within a polity certainly appears in his history. That polity
is usually Rome; not without justice does a recent study of Severan historiography sub-
title its chapter on Herodian “a dysfunctional Rome”.>* Herodian seems, however, very
reluctant to label contemporary Roman dysfunction as stasis.

Herodian tends to categorize Rome’s internal problems during the period with
which he is concerned as emphulios polemos, “civil war”, instead. This, to be sure, is
a usage we find in Appian, as well. We have already seen that Appian’s opening de-
scription for his Civil War books in the general preface to his work is 6ca & avtol Pw-
uatol TPOG AANAOUG E0TAGIOCAV TE Kal EnoAéunoav EueUALA. For Appian, however, em-
phulios polemos is usually presented as the terminal stage to which particularly violent
and pernicious staseis ultimately progress. In Book One of the Civil Wars, for example,
the use of polemos at a key moment denotes how the contention between Marius and
Sulla represents an escalation from what has been described before: “Thus far the
murders and staseis had still been emphulioi in a piecemeal fashion, katd pépn, but
thereafter the faction leaders engaged each other with great armies, as if they were
at war” (ta8e u&v 81 @ovol kal oTdoelg £TL Roav EueUALOL Katd pépn: ueth 8¢ todto
oTpatoilg peydAolg ol ataciapyol TOAEHOV VOUW OUVETAEKOVTO GAARAOLG, App. BC
1.55.240).%

Herodian’s customary usage, by contrast with Appian’s, jumps straight to emphu-
lios polemos, without any intermediary stage of stasis.>®* When Cleander sets the impe-
rial cavalry upon the Roman people as they gather en masse to demand his death, the
narrator’s comment after the ensuing massacre is that “no one else wanted to report to
Commodus what was being done for fear of Cleander’s power, even though there was a
civil war in progress (6vtog ¢ moAéuov éu@uAiiov)” (Hdn. 1.13.1). In similar vein, Hero-
dian says of Gallicanus’ attempt to mobilize and arm the people of Rome against the

50 Price (2015) 59-60.

51 Kemezis (2014) 227-272.

52 On Appian’s vision of a development from stasis to polemos emphulios, see Lange (2018) 167, who
also has some remarks on the knotty issue of the difference (if any) between the two at 169-171.
53 Herodian does use apostasis at various points (e.g., Hdn. 74.1, 7.12.9), but the sense of this, as in other
Greek usage, is rather different from stasis.
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soldiery that he “began to stir up civil war (¢u@OAov méAepov) and great destruction
for the city” (Hdn. 7.11.6, and cf. the narrator’s closural comment at 7.12.9). The rumour
that Maximinus is dead brings about wide-spread slaughter and the authorial comment
that “Ostensibly in conditions of freedom and the security of peacetime, acts of civil
war (¢pya moAéuov éu@uAiov) took place” (Hdn. 7.7.3).>*

Outside of inter-civic rivalry in the eastern provinces, Herodian’s main example of
using stasis-vocabulary is one applied not to groups within a polity, but to two partic-
ular individuals. These are the warring emperors Geta and Caracalla.’® Herodian de-
scribes the two brothers as “engaging in stasis (otacldfovtag 8¢ ToUG ASEAPOVG)
with regard to every single thing they did” (Hdn. 4.34). The growth of their enmity
brings the authorial comment that “the hatred and the stasis grew” (70 &¢ uicog xat
1| otaolg nbgeto, Hdn. 44.1). The terminology of stasis, in fact, haunts the relations of
the brothers with each other, even before the demise of their father Septimius Severus
(Hdn. 310.3, 313.5).

This deviation from Herodian’s more standard practice is striking. It is tempting to
see this anomaly as part of the historian’s larger strategy of playing up how this one
instance of ruinous kin-strife comes close to tearing the empire apart; familial division
and larger division, whether of the influential men within the polity (Hdn 4.3.2) or of
the royal palace itself (Hdn. 4.1.5), mirror each other. Familial stasis as a concomitant of
civic stasis, after all, is a trope that goes back to Thucydides. One of the horrors of the
stasis in Corcyra is that father killed son (Th. 3.81.5); Appian, too, gathers instances of
how familial bonds are perverted under the stasis of the Triumviral proscriptions
(App. BC 418.70-72).

The studied and anomalous case of Geta and Caracalla aside, the comparative
dearth of stasis vocabulary in Herodian where one might perhaps expect it is accom-
panied, perhaps, by a more subtle quirk of his narrative strategy: a tendency to avoid
or downplay at key points the more conventional tropes of stasis in places where one
might have expected to see them.*® Greek historiography (and Greco-Roman historical
reality) had developed, by the time of Herodian, a repertoire of factors and strategies
which tended to produce or strengthen instances of stasis within a polity. In Herodian,
these classic factors do sometimes appear — but they have a tendency not subsequently
to amount to much. For example, grain-hoarding (or the rumour of such hoarding) so
as to gain an economic or political advantage when dearth ensues is an established fea-
ture in accounts of civil disruption from the Greco-Roman world. Dio Chrysostom, dur-

54 For other instances of polemos emphulios in Herodian — some within the period of his narrative,
some looking back at the struggles of the Republic - compare Hdn. 1.14, 113.3, 3.7.8 (“battles”, rather
than wars), 391, 3.15.3.

55 Chrysanthou (2022) 44 —-45, 98-99. Asirvatham (2020) 307 notes the tendency for stasis vocabulary in
Herodian to cluster around Geta and Caracalla.

56 There is an interesting comparison and contrast here with Cassius Dio, who seems to avoid some
classic civil war tropes, but only in the particular context of 193—197 CE; see Kemezis (2020) especially
170-173.
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ing a speech delivered in his native city of Prusa, has to defend himself against the
charge that he has done so (D.Chr. 46.8—10). Cleander attempts such a strategy in
the first book of Herodian (Hdn. 1.124). Its only result is that everyone except Commo-
dus works out what he is doing (Hdn. 1.12.5).>’ There is a united front of disapprobation.
Even Cleander’s subsequent attempt to quell this censure by use of the imperial caval-
ry, to which we have already alluded, proves successful only in the short term. The cav-
alry swiftly realize the error of their ways, in the wake of Cleander’s almost immediate
bloody demise (Hdn. 1.13.5). In similar vein, a classic trope of disunity within a polity,
from Thucydides downwards, is one faction within a city selling out to a besieging force
at the expense of another; we have already seen how the unexpected absence of this
usually tried and tested strategy catches Thucydides’ Athenians on the hop (Th. 7.55.2,
above). In Herodian, the possibility that such a selling-out might happen preys upon the
mind of Crispinus at the siege of Aquileia; he fears that the populace might open the
gates of the city to the investing troops of Maximinus (Hdn. 8.34). Even here, though,
this possibility is figured in terms of a preference for peace on the part of the people,
rather than of class-struggle against the local elite. In any event, the fears turn out to be
groundless. Aquileia goes on presenting a united civic front.

On the other hand, it would be prudent not to push this observation about the
comparative dearth of conventional stasis tropes in Herodian too far. Some classic
manifestations of stasis, hallowed by Thucydidean usage, do appear in their wonted
colours when the polity of Rome is undergoing upheaval. This happens even when
Herodian is studiously analogizing the situation to emphulios polemos rather than call-
ing it stasis. Chaotic times lead to the murder of creditors by their debtors, as much in
Herodian’s Rome as in Thucydides’ Corcyra (Hdn. 7.7.3; cf. Th. 3.814). Setting light to the
troubled polity in the midst of internal strife is likewise a feature that appears in both
narratives (Th. 3.74.2, Hdn. 7.12.5).

In any event, it is interesting to speculate why the older concept of intra-civic sta-
sis, below a state of what is asserted to be full-on emphulios polemos, sees so little ex-
plicit use in Herodian, when it is still clearly available to other imperial Greek histor-
ians, such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Appian. Part of the answer to this
question lies in the passage from which we started, where Herodian discourses
upon the proneness to stasis (in the inter-civic sense) of the Greek cities. Herodian’s
disposition to figure stasis as a persistent Greek problem carries with it a clear, if un-
spoken corollary. Stasis has not continued to be an issue amongst the Romans.

The issue of temporality is key here. The historians whom we have noted to expa-
tiate upon the topic of stasis at Rome, Appian and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, are both
writers whose extant works on that subject are about the distant past. The Roman An-
tiquities of Dionysius, even when they were complete, did not extend beyond the out-
break of the First Punic War in the Third Century BCE (D.H. 1.8.1). With regard to Ap-
pian, we may note his insistence, at the end of Book Four of his Civil Wars, that the

57 Motta (2022) 176 -177.
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stasis between Octavian and Marcus Antonius was the last that ever afflicted Rome
(App. BC 4138.580). An accident of transmission conceals quite how provocative such
a claim would have been, had Appian’s entire text remained intact. The exact disposi-
tion of the lost books of the Roman History is hard to determine, but the work as a
whole seems to have taken Roman history down to Trajan’s Dacian campaigns and an-
nexation of Arabia Petraea (Phot. Bibl. 57). How Appian would therefore have figured
the two turbulent changes of imperial dynasty in the course of the First Century CE in a
way that did not make them look like an instance of another stasis is an intriguing
question. It may have helped that Book Twenty-Two, “the hundred years”, ended, on
the most likely showing, with the death of Nero, and that Appian may not have handled
the Flavians substantially at all, although he does seem to have included a prophecy
about the ascendancy of Vespasian (App. F. 17).

Herodian takes as his theme more contemporary history. He does not have to cope
with the potential awkwardness that Appian’s comprehensive chronological sweep and
avowed preoccupation with stasis as a unifying theme creates for the earlier historian.
Herodian is able to keep substantial stasis a problem of Rome’s distant past. Where
something that looks like stasis at Rome might be happening in his text, even to the
extent of showing, as with the torching of the city or the murder of the creditors,
some of its characteristic tropes, Herodian tends to reclassify it as polemos emphulios
(without Appian’s tendency to think of that as often a logical development of stasis)
instead.

There is, however, more than verbal legerdemain at play in Herodian’s avoidance
of the category of intra-civic stasis within his work. Herodian’s conceptualization of
how power articulates itself in the Rome of his lifetime, and the historical reality be-
hind that conceptualization, genuinely do not leave much space for some of the classic
manifestations of intra-civic stasis that throng the pages of the earlier historians. In
Thucydides’ Corcyra, the main axis of confrontation to the emergent stasis is rivalry
between the démos (or those purporting to represent it, like the unlucky Peithias)
and the oligoi (Th. 3.82.1). In Dionysius on the early Roman republic, as we have
seen, one possible such axis is between the plebeians and the patricians. Appian’s
Civil Wars embraces several (particularly in Book One), but begins its survey of stasis
at Rome with contention between the people and the senate (in his terms, the demos
and the boule).

In Herodian’s text, by contrast with the interrelations of social units within the
Roman polity that we find mapped out in his predecessors, the dominant theme
tends to be not discord, but unity. In Appian, the démos and boulé are initially present-
ed as fractious towards each other. In Herodian, they more often than not agree — often
in approbation or censure of someone else. Both senate and people are happy to see
Commodus return to Rome (Hdn. 17.3)°® and, likewise, Geta and Caracalla
(Hdn. 4.1.3); senate and people alike approve of Severus Alexander’s opening behaviour

58 Motta (2022) 175 notes the “backdrop of full political consensus” here.
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(Hdn. 6.1.2). Examples of such concord may be multiplied.*® Herodian, to be sure, does
indulge in some traditional vilification of (elements within) the démos. The démos is
supposedly fickle, and easily whipped up to destructiveness and irrationality (7.7.1);
some amongst it envy the rich, and delight in their perdition (7.3.5).°° Neither of
these observations, however, leads to immediate contention with the senate; they
just contribute to the unpopularity of Maximinus. It is only towards the end of Hero-
dian’s narrative, with the people’s disapproval of Maximus and Balbinus, and espousal
of the cause of Gordian, that tension between the people and the senate really becomes
palpable and destructive (Hdn. 7.10.5-6, and cf. 8.8.7); we may perhaps see this as
symptomatic of the gathering darkness at the close of the history, which Whittaker
rightly reads as ending on a gloomy note,** with the succession of the boy emperor Gor-
dian III.

The general accord between senate and people in Herodian often plays out in a
combined hostility to a unit which (for obvious historical reasons) tends not to be pre-
sented as a discrete entity in much earlier historiography: the soldiery (as, for example,
in Gallicanus’ uprising, which we have discussed above).®* For Herodian, the process
which we can see taking place in the course of Appian’s five books of Civil Wars,
where the initial contention between senate and people is ultimately joined by a
third term, the soldiers, whose power and interests at first countervail, and ultimately
usually overcome,®® the others, has now been completed. As with the autonomous
Greek city-state of Thucydides, one traditional figuring of intra-civic stasis in historiog-
raphy, that between the démos and the boule, has had its day by the time of Herodian’s
writing. We may recall that Tacitus, listing all the exciting themes from the history of
the Republic which are no longer available to one who writes imperial history, notes
“plebis et optimatium certamina” amongst them (Tac. Ann. 4.32.2).

For Herodian, then, the shift in the balance of power between different constitu-
encies under the Empire, as opposed to the state that obtained under the Republic,
means that the classic polarities of intra-civic stasis at Rome which we see in Dionysius
of Halicarnassus — above all, the epic and enduring struggles between boulé and démos
— rarely, if ever, have much force. It is tempting to hypothesize that a similar percep-
tion may have underlain Appian’s reluctance to identify civic turbulence under the Em-
pire as stasis, so enabling Appian to claim, as we have seen, that the contention be-

59 E.g., Hdn. 2.6.1-2 (the reception of Pertinax’s murder), 2.14.1 and 3.8.3 (celebration, but trepidation,
at the arrival of Septimius Severus), 5.5.2 (gloom at the death of Macrinus), 7.10.1 (reception of the death
of Gordian I), and 7.12.1 (joint anger against the soldiers).

60 Motta (2022) 190-192; Buongiorno (2022) 214. Elsewhere, the démos shows lack of restraint at
Hdn. 2.2.9, and is criticized for flightiness by Maximinus (who is, however, hardly a reliable witness)
at Hdn. 7.8.6.

61 Whittaker (1970) 310-311 n. 1.

62 Motta (2022) 181: “the contrast between civilians and soldiers, a contrast which appears throughout
Herodian’s entire body of work”.

63 On the comparative power of senate, people, and soldiery in the period covered by Herodian, see
Sidebottom (2022) 159-164.
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tween Marcus Antonius and Augustus was the last instance of stasis that afflicted
Rome. The disappearance of Appian’s later books, especially “The Hundred Years”,
means that this must remain a conjecture. On the other hand, it is perhaps pertinent
that Cassius Dio, who talks a great deal about stasis at Rome in his books about the
history of the Republic,’* seems to fight shy of characterizing the chaos after the fall
of the Julio-Claudians as such in his (admittedly very fragmentary) books on that pe-
riod as an example of it. Dio’s narrator appears to call the state of affairs after the
death of Nero a tarakhé (D.C. 63[63]1.294; cf. also 63[64].15.1a),%° a word for unrest
which Herodian, too, deploys;® both Dio’s Otho and the narrator speak of polemos em-
phulios (D.C. 63[64].131, 64[65].10.4).%7 Stasis, however, seems to be avoided in Dio’s ac-
count of this period. It may be, then (though the evidence is scanty), that Herodian’s
apparent reluctance — except in the memorably bizarre case of the warring brothers
Geta and Caracalla — to characterize civic disturbance at Rome under the Empire as
stasis is not just a strategy for polishing an alleged contrast with the behaviour of con-
temporary Greeks, but also symptomatic of a more general such tendency amongst the
Greek historians of the High Empire.

5 Conclusion

Our study of stasis in Herodian has been illuminating, not just for the passage in Book
Three where he openly discusses his conception of it, but also for other areas of his
history. We have seen that Thucydides’ examination of stasis in Corcyra may, indeed,
have nudged Herodian in the direction of fashioning his own generalizing account of
stasis. However, as in Herodian’s other cases of programmatic Thucydidean intertex-
tuality, what we find is more complex than simple and unthinking emulation. Herodi-
an redeploys Thucydidean vocabulary, and not just from the Corcyra passage (note the
possible glance at Thucydides’ own opening in the use of akmazein), to develop a vision
of stasis, inter- rather than intra-civic, which is at some distance from Thucydides, even
as it proclaims a kinship to that earlier work.

Herodian’s stasis has turned out to be in line with some expansions in the sense of
that term which we find in other historiographical and para-historiographical texts of
the Roman Empire — prompted, at least in part, by historical contingency, which has

64 Lange (2018).

65 Itself a word used by Polybius to characterize the Mercenary War and its attendant problems at
Carthage (e.g., Plb. 399), which Polybius also sees as an instance of stasis (Plb. 1.66.10). See also
Lange (2018) 171.

66 Hdn. 1126, 261, 2.12.2, 444. In Herodian, tarakhe is almost always used to describe disturbance of
the demos alone; it is perhaps symptomatic of the darkness towards the end of the narrative that its last
appearance, at 7.10.1, sees it spreading to the Senate, as well.

67 On polemos emphulios in Dio, see also Lange and Scott (2020) 5 and Asirvatham (2020) 302—303, with
n. 54.
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left the days of autonomous political power for the individual Greek city-state behind.®®
We have also seen, however, that Herodian’s usage reflects the particular interests and
interpretations that inform his unique work, as well as the terminology he has inher-
ited from other imperial authors. By shying away from Thucydides’ earlier sense of sta-
sis, in a way imperial Greek authors such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Appian do
not when talking about the Roman Republic, Herodian cements his own vision of how
power works in the Rome of his lifetime. Contention between senate and people, or the
other axes available to older treatments of intra-civic discord, are not altogether impos-
sible in Herodian; we can see tension building in the history’s grim closing stretch.®
But the settled power of the Emperor and the armies makes such contention a lot
less relevant than it was. The world has changed since the early Republic, and Thucy-
dides’ Corcyra.
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