Classical Quarterly 62.2 846-858 (2012) Printed in Great Britain 846
doi: 10.1017/S0009838812000353

LIAISONS DANGEREUSES: PROCOPIUS, LYSIAS
AND APOLLODORUS*

1. INTRODUCTORY NOTES

In his discussion of chapter 9 of the Secret History, Gibbon writes: Theodora’s
‘murmurs, her pleasures, and her arts must be veiled in the obscurity of a learned
language’. This elaborate formulation, that perhaps reveals more than it hides, is
suggestive not only of the (porno)graphic contents of Procopius’ narrative, but also
of Gibbon’s readiness to accept its reliability.! Recent scholarship, however, has
done much to elucidate the nature and the purposes of Procopius’ Secret History. It
is now widely accepted, that while this work amalgamates various literary features,
its main purpose is polemical.> The Secret History is a ferocious attack directed
against Justinian and his general Belisarius that relies heavily on character assas-
sination, focussing on the wives of these two men, namely Theodora and Antonina.’
Procopius’ text is therefore marked by the use of misogynistic stereotypes that
enable him to construct his invective.*

My aim in this paper is to show that Procopius’ adumbration of Theodora and
Antonina relies heavily on two famous forensic speeches, namely Lysias’ much
admired On the killing of Eratosthenes and Apollodorus’ Against Neaera, a speech
that includes the most sinister forensic diabolé against a woman in the Attic orators.
Given the existing difficulties in determining the extent to which Procopius distorts
factual reality to serve the purposes of slander, I suggest that a comparison of some

“I would like to thank warmly Dr Marina Detoraki, Professor Konstantinos Kapparis and
Professor Ruth Webb for their comments on an earlier draft of this paper and Dr Ross Cowan
for proofreading it. I am also grateful to the anonymous reader of the journal for his/her sug-
gestions. I must express my regret that A. Kaldellis, The Secret History with Related Texts
(Indiana, 2010) appeared after the submission of this paper.

! See the relevant comments of A. Cameron, Procopius and the Sixth Century (London 1985),
48 on Gibbon’s formulation: ‘At the same time he [Gibbon] took the trouble to inform the reader
with relish of Alemanni’s bowdlerisation of the notorious chapter nine on the sexual habits of
Theodora, and to note with mock solemnity that “a learned prelate, now deceased, was fond
of quoting this passage in conversation”. Thereby he set the tone of all subsequent reactions’.

2 See especially Cameron (n. 1), ch. 4, including a summary of views put forward by previ-
ous scholars.

3 For a good overview of Procopius’ treatment of Theodora and Antonina, see Cameron (n. 1),
ch. 4.

4 E. Fisher, ‘Theodora and Antonina in the Historia Arcana: history and/or fiction?’, in J.
Peradotto and J. R. Sullivan (edd.), Women in the Ancient World: The Arethusa Papers (Albany,
NY, 1984), 287-314 shows sufficiently how Procopius’ emphasis on specific traits of Theodora’s
and Antonina’s behaviour that deviate from the social norms regulating the conduct of women
underpins his slander of their husbands. For a recent discussion of sexual conduct and the rheto-
ric of invective, see J.W. Knust, Abandoned to Lust: Sexual Slander and Ancient Christianity
(New York, 2006), especially ch. 1; see also N. Worman, Abusive Mouths in Classical Athens
(Cambridge, 2008), ch. 5.
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relevant passages from the narrative of the Secret History with these two forensic
speeches can enhance our understanding of the nature and indeed the rhetoric of
the ‘biographies’ of Theodora and Antonina; at the same time it offers a criterion
against which we can test the reliability of Procopius’ evidence.

2. ANTONINA, BELISARIUS AND LYSIAS

Lysias’ On the killing of Eratosthenes (Lys. 1) is a fascinating speech including an
extremely vivid narrative.®> The speaker, a certain Euphiletus, was brought to the
court for killing Eratosthenes, whom he caught, according to his own account, in
flagrante delicto with his wife. Despite the fact that the law made it possible for
husbands to kill adulterers if they caught them ‘in the act’, it seems that this was
an extreme form of punishment. This perhaps explains in part why Eratosthenes’
family decided to press charges against Euphiletus, thereby making it necessary
for him to hire an expert speechwriter of Lysias’ calibre.®

One of the most eye-catching features of the speech is the characterization of
the defendant who, in the course of the narrative, presents himself as a naive,
almost stupid husband.” Euphiletus fails to grasp the full meaning of his wife’s
strange behaviour after the birth of their child and thus belatedly realizes that he
was being cuckolded in his own house. The narrative is marked by the extensive
use of direct speech® and temporal expressions that divide it into independent
units. This clear signposting of the events narrated by Euphiletus enhances his
characterization significantly, because it reveals his inability to cotton on to his
wife’s infidelity.

As we shall see in the discussion of individual passages, Procopius not only
inserts in his text verbatim quotations from Lysias’ speech, but also fashions his nar-
rative about the extramarital relations of Antonina by exploiting Euphiletus’ story.
But before we move on, it is necessary to outline briefly some pivotal differences
that distinguish Procopius’ narrative from his model. Firstly, in Lysias’ time there
was no word to describe an ‘adulteress’.’ Secondly, unlike Procopius who has every
reason to highlight Antonina’s promiscuity and moral baseness, Lysias’ narrative
predictably plays down the role of Euphiletus’ wife. For if he adumbrated the ethos

> On the narrative of the speech, see M. Edwards, ‘Lysias’, in 1. de Jong, R. Niinlist and
A. Bowie (edd.), Narrators, Narratees and Narratives in Ancient Greek Literature (Leiden and
Boston, 2004), 333-6; S.C. Todd, 4 Commentary on Lysias: Speeches 1-11 (Oxford, 2007) offers
an excellent commentary on the speech, including an Introduction that discusses sufficiently the
rhetorical qualities of Euphiletus’ story.

© 1t is also clear from the speech that Euphiletus must convince the jurors that he did not
set Eratosthenes a trap, thereby dragging him into his house in order to kill him. On this issue,
see Todd (n. 5), 43-6.

7 On the éthopoiia of Lysias’ speech under review, see S. Usher, ‘Individual characterization
in Lysias’, Eranos 63 (1965), 99-119.

8 On Lysias’ use of direct speech, V. Bers, Speech in Speech: Studies in Incorporated Oratio
Recta in Attic Drama and Oratory (London, 1997), 182—4.

° The existence of this lexical gap reflects dominant male presumptions concerning women’s
responsibility and independence; in this connection, it is also important to note that the penalties
prescribed by law for male wrongdoers were more severe than those for women (on moicheia
as ‘seduction’, E.M. Harris, ‘Did the Athenians regard seduction as a more serious crime than
rape?’, CO 40 (1990), 370-7). For a convenient outline of the legal issues concerning adultery,
see Todd (n. 5), 47-9.
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of his wife in the way that Procopius presents that of Antonina, he would impart
suspicion concerning the legitimacy of his own child and consequently jeopardize
its civic status when it came of age.

Procopius embarks on his account of Antonina with specific unfavourable refer-
ences to her early life. The treatment of this topic presents obvious similarities
with his account of Theodora’s early career as an actress which I discuss later in
connection with Apollodorus’ story about Neaera. In the subsequent chapters of
his narrative, Procopius recounts some details regarding Antonina’s liaison with
Theodosius, a young man from Thrace. Antonina, Procopius says, lusted for this
handsome man and because of her uncontrollable passion frequently had intercourse
with him even in the presence of slaves.! At some point though, Belisarius caught
the couple in the act. I cite the relevant passage and then proceed to discuss its
similarities with Euphiletus’ narrative in Lysias 1:

, .
kal mote 6 Beladpios ém adTodwpw v mpalw Aafwv év Kapxnddve éénmdrnro mpos
TS yuvaikds ékaw ye elvar 6 wev yap dudw & dwpatiw rkarayelw edpaw Euewiver,
1 8¢ olTte dmodelldoaca olTe ratadvoauévy TG épyw TolTw, “Evraifa’, by,
‘Tav Aadlpwr Td TyuWTATO 0DV T veavia kpiovoa HAOov, s wiy és PaciAéa
ékmvota yémral. 1 uév odv TadTa okymTouévny eimev, 6 O¢ dvameisbivar 8éfas
s o , A ;T , e L T
adrike, kaimep T7d Oecodociw éxdedlvuévov Tov {pdvra opadv Tov dudl Ta aldoia Tds
s , / y Ly ) et T
avafvpldas Euvvdéovra. épwti yap Tis dvbpdmov dvaykacbels éBovdlerd of T TV

olkelwr dpbadudy 0éav ws riora arnbilechar. (Lys. 1.18-20)

And on one occasion Belisarius caught them in the very act in Carthage, yet he will-
ingly allowed himself to be deceived by his wife. For though he found them both in
an underground chamber and was transported with rage, she, without either playing the
coward or attempting to conceal the deed, remarked ‘I came down here in order to hide
with the aid of the boy the most valuable of our booty, so that it may not get to the
knowledge of the Emperor’. Now she said this as a mere pretext, but he, appearing to
be satisfied, dropped the matter, though he could see that the belt which supported the
drawers of Theodosius, covering his private parts, had been loosened. For under compul-
sion of love for the woman, he would have it that the testimony of his own eyes was
absolutely untrustworthy."

This passage contributes significantly to Belisarius’ presentation as an extremely
uxorious husband, who is easily manipulated by his knavish wife. Antonina takes
the young Theodosius to a basement room in order to have sex with him. When
Belisarius finds them, he first gets angry, but subsequently proves unable to act.
On the contrary, he is too easily appeased by his wife’s (perhaps premeditated)
excuse, in underhandedly seeking to convince him that she went to the basement
with Theodosius in order to hide the most valuable items of her husbands’ booty

10°Cf. 1.17-18 and see discussion below (§ 3).

' For the passages from the Secret History 1 have used the Loeb translation. All the translated
passages from Lysias 1 are from Todd (n. 5); for the passages from Against Neaera 1 have used
C. Carey, Apollodoros, Against Neaira (Warminster, 1992).
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and thus protect the interests of their family."> Belisarius swallowed the bait and
withdrew, even though Theodosius’ belt was hanging loose in front of his genitals.!

This passage eloquently displays Belisarius’ gullibility, while Procopius nota-
bly underscores his characterization through the repetition of verbs of vision that
emphasize Belisarius’ blindness to events that he sees with his own eyes. At the
same time, these verbs offer readers the opportunity to catch a voyeuristic glimpse
of Antonina’s embraces with a much younger man and in this way Procopius
enhances his attempt to prejudice them against her.!* Belisarius’ inability to trans-
form his initial emotion of anger into action highlights the effectiveness of his
wife’s manipulative behaviour and his state of unbridled amorousness.

The characterization of Belisarius in this context presents striking similari-
ties with Euphiletus’ characterization in the narrative of Lysias’ On the killing of
Eratosthenes. As we saw earlier, in that speech Euphiletus is presented as a naive
husband who fails to interpret appropriately some clear indications showing that his
wife was meeting Eratosthenes in his own house. This characterization is achieved
through the carefully selected pieces of information that Lysias puts into Euphiletus’
mouth and the frequent use of verbs denoting his state of mind. The following
passage from Lysias’ speech exhibits significant similarities with the description of
Antonina’s secret sexual encounter with Theodosius that we saw earlier:

3 \ \ A \ < 4 ° 3 4 \ \ / 3 7’ 3 y 7’ 7
émedn b€ v mpos Nuépav, Nrev éxelvm kal Ty Ovpav dvéwlev. épouévov 6€ pov Ti
al Bbpar vikTwp podoiev, épacke Tov Noyvov dmooBeabivar Tov mapd TG madiw, eita
éx TV yerdvwr évdipacbhar. éoidmwy éyw kal TadTa ovTws éxew nyoduny. édofe €
» ~ ~ ~ ~ >
wot, & avdpes, 10 mpbowmov éfuvbidobal, 700 Adedpoi TelvedTos ovmw Tpidkovl
<Y o > b g SOl s T ) sy y
Nuépas opws & 008 olTws obdev elmawv mepl Tob mpdymartos ey dxduny éw
ST, (Lys. 1.14-15)

When it was getting towards morning, she came and unlocked the door. I asked her why
the doors had made a noise during the night; and she explained that the baby’s night light
had gone out, and so she had had it relit at our neighbours’. 1 was silent, and believed
that this was the case. But it struck me, gentlemen, that she had put make-up on her face,
even though her brother had not yet been dead for thirty days. Even so, I did not make
any comment about the matter, but went out and left the house in silence.

This passage indicates that when Procopius was composing the narrative about
Antonina he had Lysias’ speech in mind." Like Belisarius, Euphiletus has a clear
indication that his wife is playing games behind his back, but he is totally unable
to invest with meaning what he sees. When he wakes up after a night that he
spends locked in the upper floor of his house and his wife releases him, he is

21t is noteworthy that the antithesis visible/invisible in this scene attributes to Antonina’s
words ironic overtones that produce humour: Antonina asks Theodosius to help her hide
Belisarius’ booty from Justinian; but what she does is to hide the manifest signs of her sexual
activity with Theodosius. In addition, the present context almost invites us to read the phrase
‘the most valuable items of the booty’ (7dv Aagvpwv Td TiwidTara) metaphorically and thus
adds further significance to the disparagement with which Procopius treats Belisarius’ credulity.

3 On anaxyrides in Procopius, see A. Brzostowska, ‘Le mot anaxyrides chez Procope de
Césarée et dans la tradition lettéraire grecque et romaine’, Eos 68 (1980), 251-65.

4 On this see Cameron (n. 1), 71 with note 32.

51t is perhaps a truism to mention that Procopius is a highly classicizing author and there-
fore his texts can be viewed as palimpsests that carry traces imprinted on them by centuries
of rhetorical education. On Procopius’ style and dependence on classical tradition, see Cameron
(n. 1), ch. 3.
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able to discern that she has make-up on her face, even though she did not spend
the night with him and despite the fact that the family was going through a period
of bereavement after the death of the speaker’s brother. Furthermore, Euphiletus is
too ready to swallow his wife’s silly explanation concerning the squeaking of the
doors during the night: all he does is go out in silence.

Although it seems to me clear that Procopius models Belisarius’ persona on
Lysias’ Euphiletus, it is important to stress here that the characterization of the
two men is not identical in every respect. For although both men are presented as
gullible husbands who fall prey to the manipulations of their wives, there still exist
important differences in the ways that these two authors sketch the personalities
of Belisarius and Euphiletus. For, unlike Belisarius, who lets himself be convinced
by Antonina’s excuse on account of his passion for her, Lysias does not present
Euphiletus as an uxorious husband and indeed nowhere in the speech is he shown
to reveal marks of affection towards his wife. By contrast, at the beginning of his
narrative (6) he clearly states that when his wife moved into his house, he ‘kept
watch on her as far as was possible’. It was only after the birth of his child, that
he started to trust her. The inclusion of this detail aims to neutralize any possible
suspicions concerning the legitimacy of his child and offers Lysias the opportunity
to stress the credulity of Euphiletus, who believes that his wife was the best of
women and an excellent housekeeper (7). He thus implicitly appeals to stereotypi-
cal beliefs about women’s craftiness, which he expects that the audience of male
judges will also endorse.

In the subsequent lines of Procopius’ story, we learn that Belisarius came to
realize the nature of his wife’s relationship with Theodosius when a female slave,
Macedonia, approached him in Syracuse, after his victorious campaign in Sicily. The
forensic overtones of this scene are clearly enhanced by the detail that Macedonia
was accompanied by two slaves of the bedchamber who, Procopius implies, were
able to produce first-hand testimony concerning their mistress’s sexual life. When
Macedonia met Belisarius, she bound him with severe oaths that he would never
betray her to his wife, and then proceeded to reveal the whole truth about his
wife’s affair with Theodosius. The relevant passage runs as follows:

Loy , ) o . ) o ¢y , .
T7s 06 paxloolvys del mpoiovons és kakov ddartov of pév dAlor feduevor Ta
mparTépeva & cwwmh elyov, dovAny 8¢ Tis Maredovia Gvowa év Zvparkoioais, fvika
Ziwkellas éxpdtnoe Belwodpios, Sprots Sewortdrois Tov Seomdtyy karalaBoioa, i
mote avtny T kexkTuévn katampofjoeclar, Tov mdvTa adT® Adyov é&éfveye, dvo
maddpia mpos paptvplav Tapacyouévy, ols On TA Aupl TOV KoT@VA VTNpPETEWV
) S .

émpueles . (Procop. Hist. Arc. 1.21)

Now this wantonness kept growing worse and worse until it had become an unspeakable
scandal, and though people in general, observing what was going on, kept silence about
it, yet a certain slave girl named Macedonia, approaching Belisarius in Syracuse, when
he had conquered Sicily, and binding her master by the most dread oaths that he would
never betray her to her mistress, told him the whole story, adducing as witnesses two
lads who were charged with the service of the bedchamber.

Apart from the individual verbal similarities of this passage with Lysias’ speech
that I cite below, Procopius seems to construct his story about Macedonia’s revela-
tion of the truth to Belisarius on the basis of Euphiletus’ story. In Lysias’ speech,
it is an unnamed slave, whose mistress had had a liaison with Eratosthenes, that
approaches Euphiletus and informs him about the identity of his wife’s lover
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(15-16). As she says, her own mistress was let down by Eratosthenes who was a
professional adulterer and thus has been neglecting her for a long period of time.
She then urges Euphiletus to interrogate under the threat of torture the slave girl
who accompanied him to the agora and who, as is clear from the narrative, served
as a go-between in her mistress’s extramarital relationship. Furthermore, the passage
from Procopius that I cited above, along with the passages that I cite here, also
incorporates specific formulations that occur in Lysias’ speech:

(a) Macedonia’s plea for secrecy parallels Euphiletus’ austere words when he even-
tually takes hold of the slave girl (émws Tolvuv TavTa wundels avlpdmwy
meboeTat, 21);

(b) The phrase év owwns elyov parallels its double use by Lysias at 14-15 (in both
cases it is used to describe Euphiletus’ reaction to his wife’s silly excuses);
(c) When later in the narrative Belisarius asks Photius, Theodora’s son, to help him
tackle Theodosius, Procopius has Photius say: dmnperiioew ueév dpoldyer és
dmavta, dediévar 8 pn T AdBor évBévde kawov. These words are also taken
from Euphiletus’ interrogation of the slave girl (e karetmoioav dmavra TdAn0y
undév malbeiv kardv, 18; miotw map éuod AaPoioa undév meloecbor rkardv,

20; avd WpoAdyer TadTa moujoew, 21).

Finally, it is particularly notable that throughout his narrative concerning Antonina’s
adulterous relationship with Theodosius Procopius employs direct speech and tem-
poral phrases, both of which are distinctive characteristics of Euphiletus’ story.'®

3. THEODORA, JUSTINIAN AND APOLLODORUS

Apollodorus’ famous speech Against Neaera is a vehement attack against a retired
courtesan. At the time of the speech, Neaera, who started her career at Corinth,
was living in Athens with Stephanus, a minor political figure of the fourth century
B.c. Although the prosecution was formally initiated by Theomnestus, a relative
of Apollodorus, the trial itself was the product of the ongoing political disputes
between Apollodorus with Stephanus. In order to serve his own political pur-
poses, Apollodorus accused Neaera of fraudulently living together with Stephanus in
Athens as if they were a married couple, thereby securing the privilege of Athenian
citizenship for her children. Given the lack of circumstantial evidence, Apollodorus’
speech relies heavily on slander. He thus directs his mud-slinging rhetoric against
both Neaera and Phano, a woman who, according to Apollodorus, is Neaera’s
daughter. As we shall see, Procopius’ narrative concerning Theodora, an empress
who spent her early years as an actress in the shady world of the Hippodrome and
the theatre, draws heavily on Apollodorus’ account of Neaera’s life.

Procopius starts his ‘biography’ of Theodora by describing the early steps of
the empress in the Byzantine Hippodrome. Procopius puts significant emphasis on
the upbringing of Theodora and her sisters, who, as he claims, were brought up by
a mother who was a procurer of her own daughters. Theodora, Procopius claims,
had improper sexual relationships even before she lost her virginity by indulging
in anal sex with anyone willing to pay. This account of Theodora’s early career

10 Cf. 7iis 8¢ paydooivvys del mpoiovons, 1.21; od moAAd O€ Uorepov, 1. 26; cf. also 1.28.
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exhibits striking affinities with Apollodorus’ description of Neaera’s early career
in Corinth. Tt was there that Nicarete, a talent scout and an efficient procuress,!’
trained Neaera along with other famous courtesans that Apollodorus mentions by
their names. I cite the relevant passage:

éymue 8¢ yuvaika, 7 ovrwa Tpémov yevouévy Te Kkal Tpageica kal TESE TO
S, ' . . < , \ Y > N
avlpdmew és yduov Evvadleioa mpdppilov Pwpalots v modrelav é&érpubev, éyw

dnAdow. Axdrios M 7is év Bulavriw Onprokdpos ... maldwv of dmoleleiupévwv Tpidv
07}/\605‘ 'yévous, Kowrods te kal Beoddpas rkal Avacrtacias, dvmep 1 mpesfurdrn
oUmw €7T’T(1€T’)’]S‘ yeyovvw. érdyxaver ... E’Trei o€ Ta 770.L8L'a TaﬁTa és ﬁﬂv}v 7 e,

Ka01]K€V adTa émi 7775‘ &vraiba O'KY]V‘I)S adtika 1 ,u,‘l]T’Y]p, émel edmpemels 7-771/ Ol/JLV
joav, ov pévror Vmo xpdvov Tov avTov dmdoas, dAN s éxdotn é3oféy of & To
épyov TovTOo Wpala elvat 1 pev odv rrpa'n-n Ko;ufu‘) ﬁSn & tais kad azirﬁv éra[pmg
Aapmpa e’yeyévet @eo5a/)pa oe 1 ,u,ET exew'r)v wachov XeLpLSwTOV a,un-exop.ew;
50v)\w madl 77pe770v7a T4 Te a)\/\a vmmpeTolioa elmeTo Kal TO Ba@pov sm T@v w,uwv
del eq.’)epev, e ovwep GKELVT] év 1ois EuMdyos kabhjobar elwber. Téws ‘uev odv dwpos
ovoa 1 BOcoddpa é rolryy avdpl fvwevac ovﬁa,w/] €LX€V, 0vde ofa yvvv) wiyvvabar
1) 8¢ Tois kakodaipuovobow dvdpelav Twa piontiay <dv>euloyero, kal TadTa Sovlots,
doot Tois K€KT’Y",LE/VOLS‘ émdpuevor E’s 70 Béarpov mipep'yov ™S of;'o"r]s aﬁTofs eﬁKaLp[as
ToV o)usﬁpov TobTOV epraCovro, & Te p.aanorreLw moAUY Twa Xpovov émi Tavﬂy 577
TH mapd ¢iow epyaoca T00 acup,afog BLanLB-qv eLxev émedn o€ TaXLoTa & Te T
Wy ddikero kal wpala Jv 76m, €is Tas émi okqris kabikev adrny, éralpa e €dlvs
éyeydver, olavmep of mddar dvfpwmor éxdlovy meliv. (Procop. Hist. Arc. 8.1-11)

And he [sc. Justinian] married a wife concerning whom I shall now relate how she was
born and reared and how, after being joined to this man in marriage, she overturned the
Roman State to its very foundations. There was in Byzantium a certain Acacius, keeper
of the animals used in the circus ... leaving three girls, Comito, Theodora and Anastasia,
the eldest of whom was not yet seven years of age ... And when these children came
of age, the mother immediately put them on the stage there — since they were fair to
look upon — not all three at the same time, but as each one seemed to her to be ripe for
this calling. Now Comito, the first one, had already scored a brilliant success among the
harlots of her age; and Theodora, the next in order, clothed in a little sleeved frock suit-
able to a slave girl, would follow her about, performing various services and in particular
always carrying on her shoulders the stool on which her sister was accustomed to sit in
the assemblies. Now for a time Theodora, being immature, was quite unable to sleep
with a man or to have a woman’s kind of intercourse with one, yet she did engage in
intercourse of a masculine type of lewdness with the wretches, slaves though they were,
who, following their masters to the theatre, incidentally took advantage of the opportunity
afforded them to carry on this monstrous business, and she spent much time in the brothel
in this unnatural traffic of the body. But as soon as she came of age and was at last
mature, she joined the women of the stage and straightaway became a courtesan, of the
sort whom men of ancient times used to call ‘infantry’.

The emphasis that Procopius places on Theodora’s upbringing parallels Apollodorus’
description of Neaeera’s upbringing at Corinth and the subsequent training of
Phano in the house of Stephanus at Athens. Apollodorus deliberately in his speech
insists on Neaera’s early steps, because this allows him to present Phano as an
effigy of Neaera and Stephanus’ oikos as a brothel, rather than a decent Athenian

17 Apollodorus here presents Nicarete as a typical procuress (see Carey [n.11], 94). On the
stereotypes surrounding procurers, see K. Kapparis, AmoiXédwpos, Kara Neaipas (Athens,
2008), 181-3.
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household.'”® He thus claims (18) that Neaera ‘was brought up and trained skil-
fully’ by Nicarete (émiorapéry Opépar kal mabeboar éumelpws). This enables
him to explain Phano’s unsuccessful marriage with Phrastor on the basis of her
inappropriate upbringing by a former courtesan who bequeathed to her daughter
all the negative traits of her manners and personality (dAX’ é{9rer Ta Tis unrpos
é0n kal v wap avTy drolaciav, év TowadTn olpar éfovala Tebpauuévn, 51).

As Procopius proceeds to offer specific details concerning Theodora’s child-
hood, the similarities with Apollodorus’ narrative become more frequent. Just like
Nicarete, the Corinthian procuress who owned Neaera, Theodora’s mother is an
expert judge of her daughters’ beauty (cf. dewn 8¢ [kal Svvauévy] pdow pukpdv
madiwv cvvidelv edmpent, 18). She is also able to determine the appropriate time
to prostitute each one of them, exactly as Nicarete sells her girls only after she
has made enough profit from their prime youth. Theodora also resembles Neaera
in that she sold her body even before she reached puberty, following Comito, her
older sister, who was already a famous prostitute (cf. cvvnrodoivfer 8¢ kal Néaipa
avti, épyalopévy uev Non 7O cduati, vewtépa 8¢ oloa Sua TO uimw THY
NAklav adty mapeivar, [Dem.] 59. 22-3).

Procopius’ slander reaches a climax at the point where he provides graphic details
concerning Theodora’s promiscuity. He claims that her career as a mime actress
involved indecent sexual practices frequently exercised in sympotic environments,'
especially in the company of young and robust men. Theodora, Procopius says,
would often go to these feasts in the company of more than ten youngsters and
have sex with the guests all night long ((vvexoirdlero pev Tois ovvdelmvows dmact
v vikTa 6Anv, 9.16). As if this were not enough, when these young men were
exhausted Theodora would subsequently have sex with their slaves (wapa Tovs
éxelvawv olrkéras, 9.16) who frequently were no fewer than thirty in number. This
description of Theodora’s lechery is clearly an exaggerated appropriation of an
incident that Apollodorus includes in his narrative, in order to highlight Neaera’s
promiscuity. According to Apollodorus, when Neaera was still with one of her
lovers, a certain Phrynion, he took her to a symposium at Chabrias’ house. During
the feast, Neaera got drunk and offered her body not only to many of Chabrias’
guests, but also to the servants of this wealthy Athenian (kai éxel dAot Te moAol
O"UV€’}/L/VOVTO alj’Tﬁ I.,LGBUOI;O"[) KaeEﬁSOVTOS TOlj (DPUV[(UVO§ KU,I) Oi SLdKOVOL O[
XaBplov Tpdmelav mapaléuevor, 33—4). This, Apollodorus claims, happened while
Phrynion was asleep.

In the context of his discussion of Theodora’s indecent conduct at sympo-
sia, Procopius seems to exploit one of the most acrimonious formulations of
Apollodorus’ speech. Procopius claims that during a feast Theodora mounted a
couch and displayed her genitals to the guests, while at the same time she com-
plained to nature that it did not provide her with two more openings on her
breasts. In presenting this incident, Procopius comments with disparagement that
this complaint was made by a woman who made her living by using three openings.

' On Apollodorus’ narrative and the ‘biographies’ of Neaera and Phano, see D. Spatharas,
‘Kinky stories from the rostrum: storytelling in Apollodorus’ Against Neaira’, Ancient Narrative
9 (2009), 99-120.

1 On the association of professional performers and prostitution, see R. Webb, Demons and
Dancers: Performance in Late Antiquity (Cambridge, MA and London, 2008), 49-50 and 53-4,
with specific references to Theodora.
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Despite the hesitations expressed by Carey (n. 11), 141-2, Procopius seems to
pick up the phrase ‘three openings’ (kdx Tpidv Tpvmmudrwr) from Apollodorus.
According to Hermogenes (/d. 2.3.84—7 Rabe), the manuscripts of Against Neaera
omit the phrase dmo 7pidv TpvmmudTwy owing to its obscenity. As Kapparis
claims in his recent commentary on Against Neaera ([n. 17], 320), Hermogenes’
comment indicates that the phrase existed in the version of the speech that he
was reading.?® Kassel maintained that the occurrence of the phrase in Procopius
vouches for its use by Apollodorus, an argument that gains further support from
the fact that (as I am trying to show) Procopius models his slander of Theodora
on Against Neaera.”' Yet two passages from Procopius which have not so far been
noticed seem to provide further support to those scholars who favour the inclusion
of the phrase in Apollodorus’ text.

The first appears at 9.12, where Procopius claims that Theodora was selling the
whole of her body (éx mavros épyalouévn 10d odparos, 9.12). The combination
of épyalopar with 76 odpa appears four times in Apollodorus (20, 22, 36, 44),
while at paragraph 114 Apollodorus maintains that Neaera sold her body in all
possible positions (ueta moAADY kal doedydv Tpémwy moAXdkis moAdols éxdoTns
nuépas ovyyeyevnuérn, ws €xactos HPovlero). The second relevant passage from
Procopius refers to Theodora’s affair with Hecebolius. Procopius claims here that
when this man sent her away (on this incident see discussion below), Theodora
was forced to return to her unlawful profession (rqv és 76 ocdpa mapavoulav ...
épyalouévn) and sell her body disgracefully throughout the whole East (és uev
oty Aleédvdpeiav Ta mpdTa Nrev. émeta O macav Tnv €w mepieloioa és
Buvldvriov émavijkev, épyacia ypwuévn év méler éxdory, 9.27-8). Procopius’
source of inspiration here seems to be Against Neaera (108) and more particu-
larly the passage where the dubious reading concerning Neaera’s openings seems
to belong. In that context, Apollodorus comments, with overt exaggeration, that
Neaera sold her body throughout the world (efra v TowadTyv kal mwepipavds
éyvwopévmy vmo mdvTwy <dmo TpLdV TpumnudTwy> yis meplodov elpyacuévmy
ymoieiohe dormyv elvar; 108). Given these striking similarities, I suggest that the
version of Against Neaera that Procopius knew included the phrase dmo Tpiav
TpumyudTwy and that this phrase suited Procopius’ purposes in the most efficient
way.

I now turn to Theodora’s marriage with Justinian. As we saw earlier, Procopius
highlights in his narrative the empress’s upbringing. In doing so he aims to empha-
size the inappropriateness of Justinian’s choice in marrying a woman such as
Theodora and thus to underscore the political repercussions of this choice.?? It is
thus particularly notable that Procopius employs once more the word rpageica at
the point where he proceeds to discuss Justinian’s marriage with Theodora, whom,
as he says, Justinian met as a client:

2 Kapparis (n.17), note ad loc. also provides further evidence supporting his decision to
include the reading at paragraph 108.

2l See R. Kassel, ‘Kritische und exegetische Kleinigkeiten IV* RAM 116 (1974), 104-5.

22 Cameron (n. 1), 76-7 observes that Procopius’ account is unique in emphasizing the licence
of Theodora’s premarital life. The rest of the sources, she claims, criticize her marriage with
Justinian on the grounds of her being a professional actress.
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aélwpa. (Procop. Hist. Arc. 9. 30-1)

But when she came back to Byzantium once more, Justinian conceived for her an over-
powering love; and at first he knew her as mistress, though he did advance her to the
rank of the Patricians.

The description of Justinian’s encounter with Theodora parallels Apollodorus’
description of Stephanus’ first encounter with Neaera at Megara. Neaera, accord-
ing to Apollodorus, fled to Megara, because one of her Athenian lovers, a certain
Phrynion, treated her outrageously. Because of the stinginess of the Megarians,
Neaera was unable to sustain the luxurious life to which she was used, and this,
according to Apollodorus, urged Stephanus, to whom Neaera offered her sexual
services (kataydupevov ws avTyv éralpav odoav kal mAnoidoavra avTy, 37), to
take her with him to Athens and secure her a decent life in a house that Apollodorus
later describes as a brothel. Stephanus also promised to Neaera that he would keep
her as his wife and make his children Athenian citizens.”

What seems to be the most important element that Procopius takes from
Apollodorus in this context is Justinian’s willingness to elevate Theodora to the
rank of the patricians immediately after his first meeting with Theodora. Like
Apollodorus’ Stephanus, who is too ready to secure Athenian citizenship for Neaera
and her children and thereby fraudulently become her kyrios in Athens, Justinian’s
uncontrollable passion for Theodora is the ultimate cause of her social advancement
and acquisition of extreme powers.*

However, this is not the only element that Procopius borrows from Apollodorus
in order to construct his story about the emperor’s marriage with a former courte-
san. For it is particularly notable that he describes Theodora’s marriage with
Justinian immediately after the story of her unsuccessful relationship with one of
her lovers, namely Hecebolius. The presentation of this man’s decision to send
her away and of her subsequent wandering before she meets Justinian are clearly
reminiscent of Neaera’s elopement to Megara prompted by the allegedly hubristic
treatment that she suffered at the hands of Phrynion, one of her Athenian lovers.
Interestingly enough, later in his narrative Procopius presents Theodora as the
victim of Hecebolius’ insolence (ofs 067 meptdfpiord 7e mpos 1ot ErnPoliov,
12.30). This inconsistency is indeed striking, because it has its counterpart in
Apollodorus’ ambivalent story about Phrynion. For while Apollodorus claims that
Neaera was treated barbarously by Phrynion (doelyds mpodmylarilero vmo Tod
®puviwvos, 35) and thus seems to adopt her point of view concerning this man’s
behaviour (8inymoapérn [sc. to Stephanus] ... v 3Bpw 700 Ppvviwvos, 37), he
is careful enough to attribute her escape to the fact that Phrynion had ceased to
satisfy her desires (xai ody ws weto Nyamdrto, 008 Vmmpérer avTyh & éBovlero,

% On Apollodorus’ inconsistencies concerning the number of Neaera’s children, see Carey [n.
11], 105-6. Procopius comments disparagingly at 17.16 that Theodora had conceived a child by
one of her lovers and that she had no hesitation about having abortions. This note, of course,
serves the misogynistic purposes of his invective.

2 Cf. 12.31, where Procopius says that after Theodora’s unsuccessful relationship with
Hecebolius she had a consolatory dream that anticipated her marriage with Justinian (presented
here as a demon). On the demonological aspects of the Secret History, see Cameron (n. 1),
esp. 54-5.
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35); to the same effect Apollodorus also mentions that at the time of her escape
from Phrynion’s house, Neaera had sufficient sangfroid to take with her some
items of Phrynion’s property (35). These details are consistent with Apollodorus’
exploitation of stereotypes surrounding courtesans, including their greed and the
threat that they pose to the stability and well-being of the oikos.

Before 1 conclude, I would like to discuss a passage from Procopius that
expresses with remarkable density the repercussions of Theodora’s coming to power.
This significant passage seems to be modelled on a passage from Against Neaera
where Apollodorus brandishes in front of the judges the consequences of Neaera’s
acquittal by emphasizing its repercussions upon the common interests of the city.
I cite both passages:

Tére kal tais yvvaiél oxeddy 71 dmdoais Tov Tpémov Oedpldpbar {vvéfn. ééxuaprov
yap é Tods dvdpas éfovoia TH mdoy, ob Ppépovros adTals k(vdwwdév Twa 7 PAdSny
700 épyov, émel kal Soar pouyelas dlotev, adtar rkakwv dmabels éuevov, mapa ¢
v BaciAida adTike loloar dvrioTpopol Te yevéuevar ral Slkmy ol yeyovéTwy
ykudrwy avtidayodoar Tovs dvdpas vmiyov. mepujy T adTols AveEedéyrTols olol
v pév mpoika év Sumdaciw dmoTwvival, wepactiywpuévors 8¢ ék Tol éml meloTov és
70 Seopwriprov dmayfivar, kal ad wdAw Tas poryevrplas émbelv kexoudevpuévas Te
Kal mpos TAV wouxdv adeéoTepov Aayvevouévas. TV dé poiy@dv moldol dm adTod Tod
épyov kal Tuyuis érvyov. Suémep ol TAELGTOL TO AOLTOV TAGYOVTES TPOS TV YUVALKDV
avéowa épya dopevéoTata duactiywtor owwmy éuevov, Ty mappnolav avTals TG Wi

mepwpdobar Sokelv évdiddvres. (Procop. Hist. Arc. 17.24-6)

At the time it came to pass that practically all women had become corrupt in character.
For they sinned against their husbands with complete licence, since such acts brought
them no danger or harm, because even those who were found guilty of adultery remained
unscathed; for they straightaway went to the Empress and turning the tables brought
counter-suit against their husbands and haled them before the court though no charges
had been made against them. And all the husbands got of it was to was to pay a fine
double the wife’s dowry, although no charge had been proved against them, and then to
be scourged and, usually, led off to prison, and afterwards to look on while the adulter-
esses preened themselves and more boldly than ever accepted their seducers’ embraces.
And many of the adulterers actually attained honour from this conduct. Consequently most
men thereafter, though outrageously treated by their wives, were very glad to remain silent
and escape the scourge, granting their wives complete freedom by allowing them to think
that they had not been detected.

o . ) / ) / o _— ,
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amoympicachor Vuds. rkoudn yap 4On [mavredds] éfovola éoTtar Tals mwdpvats
cvvowkeiv ols dv Bollovtar kal Tovs maidas ¢dokew ob dv Toywow elvar kal ol
v véuor drvpor Vuiv éoovral, ol 8 Tpdmor TWY €Taipdv kipiot 6 T dv BodAovral
dwampdrreclal. dote kal Vmép TV moMTdwy oKkomeiTe, TOD w1 dvexddTous yevéohar
- - ] 2 -
Tas Tév meviTtwy Ouvyarépas. Nov uev yap, xdv dmoppni tis, (kavniy mpoix’ adth o
véuos ovpuBdAdetal, dv kal 6mwoTioty uerplav 1 dvots S amodd: mpommAakichévros
A > e P
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- - p - ,
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av py Stvwvtar ékdobijvar, To 8¢ TV élevBépwr yuvawkdv dflwpa els Tas éraipas,
a / A s - v y \ -
av ddewav AdPfwot Tob éfeivar avTais madomoietofar s dv BoldwvTar kal TeXeTdV
e a \ - , N T
kal lepdv kal Tyudv peréxew Tov v T moNeL. ([Dem.] 59.112-13)

So it would have been far more beneficial if this trial had never taken place than that

you should acquit now that it has. For there will then be complete freedom for whores
to live in marriage with anyone they please, and to declare anyone at all the father of
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their children. And your laws will be invalid, while the characters of courtesans will have
the power to achieve whatever they wish. So you must also show concern for the women
of citizen birth, to prevent the daughters of poor men becoming unmarriageable. For as
matters stand, even if the girl is needy, the law contributes an adequate dowry for her,
if nature gives her even a remotely moderate appearance. But if the law is brought into
contempt by you with this woman’s acquittal and becomes invalid, then without doubt the
trade of whores will fall to the daughters of citizens, all those who because of poverty
cannot be married, while the status of free women will fall to the courtesans, if they are
given the freedom to bear children as they see fit and to share in the civic rituals and
ceremonies and rights.

Although these passages exhibit only a few verbal similarities, it seems to me
highly possible that Procopius depends here on Apollodorus. The most obvious
characteristic of his dismissive adumbration of women’s morals under Theodora
lies in the emphasis that he places on the subversion of the hierarchy within the
family caused by the example set by the empress. In Theodora’s new world as
presented by Procopius, men not only ceased to have the power to punish their
wives for their extramarital relationships, but also any action that they would
take against their adulterous wives resulted in their own punishment. This is no
doubt a devilish reversal of social hierarchy that, in my view, echoes the reversal
portrayed by Apollodorus in his attempt to frighten the jurors and thus prejudice
them against Neaera. Byzantine society under Antonina, where women’s behaviour
was, according to Procopius, indistinguishable from that of prostitutes, resembles
the city that Apollodorus invites the jurors to envisage if they let Neaera go unpun-
ished.” In such a case, Athens will become a lawless community; the daughters
of poor citizens will become prostitutes; and husbands will be uncertain about the
legitimacy of their offspring because women will feel free to have children with
anyone they wish. Both Theodora’s world and Athens after Neaera’s acquittal are
communities that annihilate masculine domination, because men are no longer in
control of the private lives and the sexual appetites of women.?®

4. CONCLUSION

I have attempted to show that Procopius’ Secret History and especially the invective
that he directs against Antonina and Theodora rely heavily on two famous forensic
speeches. In these speeches Procopius found useful material that enabled him both
to construct his narrative and enhance his slander by sketching the personalities
of the female protagonists of his History. It is particularly noteworthy, of course,
that much of the ‘biographical’ material concerning Theodora is taken from one
of the most sinister forensic attacks against a woman that survive in the corpus
of the Attic orators. I hope to have shown that Gibbon, who, of course, is far
from being the only one to take Procopius at his word, would have been more
sceptical concerning Theodora’s abominable conduct, if he had realized that the
only existing account relating her ‘murmurs, pleasures and arts’ is dependent on
a vehement forensic slander that capitalizes on murmurs and whispers concerning

% For a recent discussion of this reversal of social roles and its repercussions upon the com-
munity, see K. Gilhuly, The Feminine Matrix of Sex and Gender in Classical Athens (Cambridge,
2009), 55-7.

% On Procopius’ insistence on the private lives of women, see Cameron (n. 1), 71-2.
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the life of an elderly and retired courtesan. Procopius’ choice to exploit the most
scurrilous passages of Against Neaera clearly indicates that he programmatically
intended to compose a slander against Theodora (and, of course, Antonina) and
thus that the details concerning her life in the theatre and the Hippodrome must
be treated with extreme caution.
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