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traversing an open stadium or a plain suitable for cavalry. For
this gateway of Greece was thrown open to him by the impiety
of the men clad in black raiment, who entered Greece
unhindered along with him, and by the fact that the laws and
restrictions of the hierophantic ordinances had been rescinded.'?

While it is true that he does not actually refer to the monks as such
(novaxof), it is commonly accepted that this is what he means here by ‘the
men clad in black raiment.’'** So, for example, he follows his specific
statement that monks assisted in the destruction of the Serapeum at
Alexandria in 391 with the explanation that every man who wore a black
cloak and wanted to behave in unseemly fashion in public possessed the
power of a tyrant.'” Their black dress was most distinctive, and serqu to
emphasize their rejection of the conventional values of late antiquf: society,
so pagans tended to refer to monks in derisive fashion as ‘men-m-blac.k’.
For example, in a speech which he delivered in his defence ¢.380, Libanius
described monks as men who were restrained only as far as their dress was
concemed.'? Similarly, in his speech on behalf of pagan temples which he
addressed to the emperor Theodosius I himself in 390, Libanius described
them as the ‘men-in-black’ who ate more than elephants.'”’ There is no
reason to doubt, therefore, that Eunapius really does mean us to understand
that monks assisted Alaric in his invasion of Greece.

Several problems now present themselves. First, why should monks have
wanted to assist Alaric? True, he was an Arian Christian, but this does not
suffice to explain their action.'”® One immediately calls to mind that
fragment of Eunapius® History in which he claims that the Goths had used
false bishops to deceive the emperors into allowing them to enter the
empire, and that these had been accompanied by monks also:

'2 Text and translation from W.C. Wright (ed.), Philostratus and Eunapius: Lives of the
Sophists (Loeb Classical Library 134: Cambridge, Mass. 1921), p. 438.

**E.g. Wright (n. 123), p. 438; Blockley (n. 59), p. 18; R.J. Penella, Greek Philosophers
and Sophists in the Fourth Century AD: Studies in Eunapius of Sardis (Leeds, 1990), p.
143.

' Eunapius, VS 6.11.7, 472: uéhawav gopéav tabijra.

126 { ibanius, Or. 2.32.

127 Libanius, Or. 30.8: pehaveovolvTes

1% Augustine, Civ. Dei 1.2; Orosius, Adv. Pag. 7.37.2.
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v 8 T kal TGV kaloupdveov Hovax®v map' autTois
yévos, kaT& uiunow Téw TaP& TOIC ToAepiois
¢émTeTOevpévoy, oudtv  éxovons TS  MIHAOEHS
TpaypaTaddes kal dokolov, A& EEfpkel paid ipdTia
OUpOUG! Kai XITEVIQ TTOVNPOIS Te elval kal moTeveaan.

They also had with them some of the tribe of so-called ‘monks’,
whom they had decked out in imitation of the monks amidst their
enemies. The imitation was neither laborious nor difficult, but it
sufficed for them to trail along grey cloaks and tunics to both
become and be accepted as evil-doers.'?

This passage had traditionally been interpreted to refer to events under
Theodosius I, but it has recently been proven that it really refers to the
Gothic crossing of the Danube in 376.'° It would appear, therefore, that the
Goths had brought their own monks with them into the empire as early as
376, and the obvious suggestion is that it was Gothic monks also who
opened the pass of Thermopylae to Alaric in 396. Yet while this may well
explain the apparent sympathy of the monks towards Alaric, it does not
explain how they were able to accomplish their aim.

This is our second problem. How did monks, Gothic or otherwise, come to
be able to betray the pass of Thermopylae to Alaric? While some Roman
officers may well have been lulled into a false sense of security by the false
oaths of false bishops back in 376, exactly as Eunapius alleges, such tricks
were hardly still effective by 396. So while it is all very well to make vague
assertions to the effect that it was the monks who betrayed Thermopylae to
Alaric in 396, it is difficult to understand how they could have achieved this
in practice. This assumes, of course, that there really was a garrison at
Thermopylae at this time, and that Eunapius does not mean that some
monks merely directed Alaric towards this pass, guarded or not.
Furthermore, the vague nature of his claim, that it was the impiety of the
monks which delivered Thermopylae to Alaric, might even encourage one

'™ Exc. de Sent. 53 = Eunapius, frag. 48.2 in Blockley (n. 1), pp. 76-77.

'* See P. Heather, ‘The Crossing of the Danube and the Gothic Conversion’, GRBS 27
(1986), pp. 289-318, at 305-10, followed by N. Lenski, “The Gothic Civil War and the
Date of the Gothic Conversion’, GRBS 36 (1995), 51-87, at 70-71. Both accept Eunapius
at face-value, that some Goths really did disguise themselves as Roman monks in order to
gain passage into the empire.
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not doubt that Eunapius genuinely believed that monks really did help

Alaric at Thermopylae. The real question is whether he was right to believe

this.

It is my argument that Eunapius was so blinded by his hate for Christians in
general, and for monks in particular, that he seriously misinterpreted his
source(s) both for the Gothic crossing of the Danube in 376 and for Alaric’s
invasion of Greece in 396. On each occasion he misinterpreted a
classicizing Greek term for one of the newly-arrived tribes from across the
Danube in reference to Christian monks instead. In brief, he mistook
references to a tribe known as the ‘Blackcloaks’ (MeA&yxAaivor) as a
variation on the common pagan disparagement of monks as the ‘men-in-
black’, much because it appealed to his prejudice that Christians were
always to be found hand-in-hand with Rome’s enemies.

Herodotus had identified the ‘Blackcloaks’ as a trans-Danubian tribe that
lived north of the Royal Scythians, but he had also emphasized that they
were not themselves Scythian'® Writing c.AD 101, however, Dio
Chrysostom left us a brief description of the inhabitants of Borysthenes in
which he claimed that they each wore a small black cloak, and that most of
their clothing was black in fact, as a result of the influence of a certain tribe
of Scythians, the ‘Blackcloaks’.'¥! Of later writers, Ammianus twice
mentions the ‘Blackcloaks’, or Melanchlaenae as he calls them, but does so
in his scientific digressions, and does not attempt to label any of the recent
migrant groups within the empire as Melanchlaenae.'** Procopius proves
little more helpful. For while he clearly identifies the ‘Blackcloaks’ as a
Scythian people, he does not attempt to pin this label on any contemporary
group in pa.rt:icular.l“3 Hence by late antiquity the general consensus seems
to have been that the ‘Blackcloaks’ were a Scythian people, but since
classicizing historians tended to refer to all trans-Danubian groups as
Scythians, this does not help us to determine whether this label had become
attached to any particular group, Gothic or not.

140 Herodotus 4.20.

14! Dio Chrysostom, Or. 36.7.

2 Amm. 22.8.31, 31.2.15.

43 B g, Procopius, Bella 3.2.2, 8.5.6.
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I argue, therefore, that when the Goths crossed the Danube in 376, they did
not bring any monks with them, real or otherwise, not as far as the present
evidence is concemed at least. Rather, they included within their number a
group whom Funapius’ source identified as ‘Blackcloaks’, and whom
Eunapius proceeded to misidentify as monks. He then proceeded to
complicate things further by denying that they had been real Roman monks
at all, but had only been disguised as such in order to deceive the Romans.
Three arguments may be adduced in favour of this hypothesis. First, the fact
that Eunapius should refer to the monks as a ‘tribe’ (yévos) is significant
since it suggests that this term was present in his source also, and reminds
one of Dio Chrysostom’s description of the ‘Blackcloaks’ as a ‘tribe of
Scythians’ (yévos ZxuBcdv). It is not a natural term to use of a group of
monks. So Eunapius’ reference to a ‘tribe of so-called “monks" originated
as a reference to a ‘tribe of so-called “Blackcloaks™’, one suspects. Indeed,
it may have been the use of this term by his source which had encouraged
Eunapius in his misinterpretation of the name of the ‘Blackcloaks’ in the
first place. For the term ‘tribe’ can have a pejorative sense in Greek (either
Yévos or £€vos), much as in modem English, and one depends on the
context to determine whether any particular use is pejorative or not.
Fragments of Eunapius preserve his dismissive references to ‘the tribe of
villains and criminals’ and ‘the tribe of eunuchs’, so that it does not surprise
that he should have misinterpreted a technical use of the term ‘tribe’
(Yévos) on this occasion in a pejorative sense.!*

Next, it is difficult to understand what was so different about the alleged
Gothic monks that they had to be disguised in order to make them look like
the monks among their enemies, i.e. Roman monks. After all, Christianity,
including monasticism, had been introduced among the Goths by Roman
citizens.** We know, for example, that the heretical bishop Audius of
Mesoptamia had sent missionaries into Gothic territory when exiled to the
neighbouring Roman province of Scythia under the emperor Constantius II,

144 Suda 1437 = Eunapius, frag. 25.1 in Blockley (n. 1), p. 37: T Té3v Tovnpcdv &vos
kal &BixodvTwv; Suda Z 897 = Eunapius, frag. 65.7 in Blockley (n. 1), p. 99: TS Tév
elvotycwv Evos. The poet Claudian is similarly dismissive of the ‘tribe’ (genus) of
eunuchs: In Eutropium 1332, 415.

S See R.W. Mathisen, ‘Barbarian Bishops and the Churches “in barbaricis gentibus”
during Late Antiquity’, Speculum 72 (1997), pp. 664-97.
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