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The potential value of the Oration “To the Assembly of the Saints” as a
guide to the policy and belief of the Emperor to whom it is attributed,
Constantine the Great, has long been recognized. Norman Baynes saw it half
a century ago, even while denying the authenticity of the work.! More recent
authors have been less reluctant to concede Constantinian authorship, and
consequently more willing to exploit clues to the emperor’s intentions, as well
as to his whereabouts, embedded in this lengthy exhortation to Christian
virtue.? Given the renewed interest, the time seems ripe for using the Oration
to address a conceptual problem that I suspect lies at the bottom of most of
the remaining dispute over the religious career of the first Christian emperor.
The problem lies in the two words used above: “policy” and “belief”. Are
they to be read as synonymous, as most scholars who have written on the
Constantinian question appear to have assumed? Or should they be read, and
studied, as two separate and, at least potentially, contradictory aspects of the
emperor’s program?

Constantinian scholars often write in a way to suggest that they assume the
two terms are synonymous; hence, they take it for granted that Constantine’s
commitment to Christianity necessarily entailed a commitment to advance the
fortunes of the Christian church at whatever cost to that body of established
customs and practices that we now call paganism. Consequently, when I
suggest that Constantine followed a religious policy that did not conform to

* I would like to thank my colleague Robert Renehan for his aid with the text of the “Oration
to the Saints”, abbreviated in the following notes as OC (for Oratio Constantini). Citations are to
the text by Ivar A. Heikel, Eusebius’ Werke, 1 (Leipzig, 1902). For the vita Constantini Vo), 1
have used the text by F. Winkelmann (Berlin, 1975).

! “Constantine the Great and the Christian Church”, Proceedings of the British Academy 15
(1931), pp. 341-442. See the 2nd ed. by H. Chadwick (London, 1972), p. 56. For a careful study
of the Oration, concluding in favor of Constantinian authorship, see now David John Ison, The
Constantinian Oration to the Saints — Authorship and Background (PhD Diss., King’s College,
London, 1985).

? T.D. Barnes refers to it as “the main ... evidence for Constantine’s intellectual attainments
and for his interest in philosophy and theology™, in “The Conversion of Constantine”, Echoes du
Monde Classique/Classical Views, ser 4, 29 (1985), 372; cf. his discussion in Constantine and
Eusebius (Cambridge, MA, 1981), 73ff.; Robin Lane Fox concludes in Pagans and Christians
(New York, 1987), p. 627, that it “settles for ever the question of the Emperor’s commitment
when he embarked on the rule of a unified Christian Empire in 324"
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this aggressive Christian program, I appear to these same scholars to be
questioning Constantine’s commitment to Christianity.?

The Oration, in particular a lengthy passage in which Constantine discusses
the nature of God, allows us to take a conscious and separate look at these
two components of Constantine’s commitment. The point is made especially
clear when the Oration is read together with another document with which it
may be roughly contemporary, the encyclical Letter to the Eastern Provin-
cials that Constantine circulated subsequent to his defeat of Licinius in 324.4
So doing will reveal not only a way to resolve apparently contradictory
statements they contain, but also that there were divisions in 4th century
Christianity over more than just the nature of the Godhead.

The apparent contradictions in these documents consist of the juxtaposi-
tion of ferociously anti-pagan language with pleas for peace, unity, and
toleration. Thus at one point in the Oration, the emperor attacks “base and
shameless Blasphemy” for deceiving the young and simple, and for jeopardi-
zing their souls through the worship of false idols:

But you, base and shameless Blasphemy, exalted by false oracles and word of
mouth, you deceive the young and prevail over adolescents and those adults who have
the nature of adolescents, leading them away from worship of the real God and
substituting the imitations of idols, to whom they may pray and do obeisance, so that
the wages of their failure to perceive await those who have been deluded.®

In the immediately following section, Constantine addresses certain “impious
ones” — presumably pagans — making clear that he considers their rites and
sacrifices nothing more than excuses for licentious behavior:

So begone, impious ones, (for it is permitted to you that your sins go unpunished)
to the butchery of your sacrifices, your feasts and great festivals, simulating worship
but pursuing pleasure and licentiousness, and pretending to conduct holy rites but
serving your own pleasures. You have no knowledge of the Good nor of the first
commandment of the great God, who first organized the human race and then
ordained his Son to supervise its existence, so that those who have lived rightly and

3 See, e.g., Averil Cameron, “Eusebius of Caesarea and the Rethinking of History”, in E.
Gabba (ed.), Tria Corda: Scritti in onore di Arnaldo Momigliano (Biblioteca di Athenaeum I,
Como, 1983), 791t.

4 Both documents are preserved by Eusebius of Caesarea in the vita Constantini. See V'C 11.48-
60 for the letter; the Oration follows Book IV as an appendix, as promised at ¥C 4.32. The
passages I cite are from ch. 11, which is virtually a separate discourse, with its own introduction
and conclusion. In it, Constantine deals with the difficulties we humans face as we try to rise out
of vice and error. On the question of date, see n. 18 below.

s OC XL6: ov 8°, & movnpa xal noveidiote Pracenuic, yeddeotv énaipopévn OAUALg T8
xoi SiaPofoeoty EEanatdc pév véoug, netbeg 88 peipaxia kail tdv Gvdpdv Todg pelpariddn Tiva
tpémov Exovrag, drdyovoa piv adtodg &md thg Bpnokeiag tod Sviag Beod, cuvictdvovoa
8 dyahpdrov mAdopata, olg ebyoivio kai mpookuvoiev, (ote &Eamatnbéviag pévewv ta
ériyeipa thig adtdv dvaichnciag.
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wisely in the judgment of the Son may partake of a second life both blessed and truly
happy.*

Such comments accord well with the position taken by some scholars that
Constantine’s conversion to Christianity entailed a frontal assault against
traditional pagan practices, in particular sacrifice.” Yet in another passage,
Constantine calls these same “impious men” fools for not realizing that
“fierceness” (dPOTNG) never prevails over benevolence {(prhavOpornia), or that
reason and magnanamity are the true signs of a great spirit and innate
strength:

Certain witless and impious men, to be sure, say our Christ was legally condemned
and that he who is the cause of life for all living things was deprived of his own life. |t
is not surprising that those who have committed themselves to impiety and show
neither fear nor shame for their own depravity... [Here there is a lacuna in the text].
But that they appear to have persuaded themselves that God, who is incorruptible,
was overpowered by man, or that fierceness became master of benevolence, this
transcends all foolishness. They do not realize that the great spirited and forbearing
one is never deterred by insolence, nor is one with the greatest innate strength moved
by shameful treatment, but tever becomes...T breaking down the wildness of those
who go against it with the confidence of reason and magnanimity.?

These traits, reason and magnanimity, he then calls “the holy victory, the true

power and the greatest act, a fitting lesson for the entire populace”.®
Ferocious language, juxtaposed against praise of reason and restraint. The

combination is similar in the “Letter to the Provincials”, where in direct

¢ 0C XL.7: dmite 61, SuooeBele, (Epeitar Yap Opiv S thv driudpnTov Gpaptiav) &ni tag
1@V igpeiov opaydg Boivag te kai foptic xai uedag, tpocrolovpevol uév Bpnokeiav ¢mndedov-
te¢ 8¢ Ndovag xai droraciag, kai Buciag pév Amiteheiv oKnnTopevol talg 8’ davtdv Adovaic
dovkebovteg. o0 ydp iote dyaBov o088V o0dE 16 npdTov tod peyadov Bgol mpdoTayua,
dlatacoovog e 1 1@V GvBpdmy yiver Kai EMOKNTTOVIOS 16 Tardi 1OV TovTeY drakvfepviv
Plov, dmmg of dekide kol cwepovac Procavreg xotd v tob mardoc kpiowy devtepov Pilov
Hakdpidy te Kal eddaipova Aayydvaoty.

7 Most vigorously by T.D. Barnes, in several works. In Constantine and Eusebius, p. 275,
Barnes points particularly to this chapter of the Oration as evidence that the emperor “believed
sincerely that God had given him a special mission to convert the Roman Empire to Christianity”.
In “The Constantinian Reformation”, The Crake Lectures, 1984 (Sackville, New Brunswick,
1986), p. 50, he refers to a law prohibiting sacrifice, attributed by Eusebius to Constantine, as
“the Iynch-pin of the thesis that Constantine carried through a religious Reformation”.

* OC X1.4: ool 87 tiveg avomrol kal dusoepeic dvOpamor, dikarwbijvar oV Xpiotov fipdy
kal tov mapaitiov 100 Biou toig Cdov adtov 1o (Av dotepiicbai... tovg doePeiv dnat
tohpioavtag kal pite Sediéval phte ykardntecda v éautdv movnpiav o0dev Bavpactdv,
Ekeivo 8¢ ndoav OmepPéPnkev e0nbelav 10 Soxelv memelkévan gautovg B’ @vBpdnov Bedv
dpBuprov PePracfar, fi Ty dpdtnTa émikpatfy yeyeviioBor tiig gulavBponiac, pné’ dvvosiv 6t
6 peyadoyuyov kai dveEikakov ob0’ Hro bBpewg Siatpénetar, oo’ dro npornAakiopod g
Quoikiic oteppodtntog dEictatar, GAN del ... yiyverar tév EnepPoivoviav tiv dyprotnTa
hoyiouob te kai peyoroyuyiag ppovipuatt Bpadovca.

® OC XL6: abtn &otiv f ceuviy vikn, 108” dANnB&c xpatog, t6(de) péyiotov Epyov xai
dppdlav tév cupravioy SHuey GWEPOVIOHAG.
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address to God Constantine characterizes pagan worship as “temples of
falsehood”, contrasting these with the true virtue of Christian worship:

Men of sound judgment must be persuaded that those alone will live in a holy and
upright fashion who you yourself call to depend on your holy laws. All those who
wish to keep themselves away have their temples of falsehood; we have the more
splendid house of your truth, the very one which you have dedicated naturally.1?

The surliness of the passage suggests a hostility to pagan worship that seems
to confirm a revolutionary attitude. Yet this same passage also clearly
concedes these “temples of falsechood™ to their worshippers, and immediately
preceding it Constantine extols “the advantages of peace and quiet” for
“those who delight in error alike with those who believe”.!! “Let no one
disturb another”, he urges, “let each man hold fast to that which his soul
wishes, and make full use of this”.!2 So it is throughout. At one point he
writes, “Let us all, accordingly, partake of this proffered benefit, that is, the
beauty of peace, consciously avoiding all confrontation”,!® and at another,
“What each man has adopted as his persuasion, let him do no harm with this
to another”, adding, “For it is one thing to undertake the contest for
immortality voluntarily, another to compel it with punishment”.!#

What are we to make of these Jekyl-and-Hyde statements? If belief and
policy must be synonymous, and if the statements of belief betray an
aggressively anti-pagan stance, then these exhortations to mildness and
toleration cannot be taken at face value. They must be attributed to political
weakness, rather than genuine belief — tactical feints, rather than strategic
goals. In this vein, we would find less significance in the concession to pagans
than in the angry manner in which it is made; less in the express mention of
“temples” than in the absence of the word “sacrifices™. 13

10 C I1.56.2: tovg 8’ eb gpovodvrag memeicBarl xpv, bg odtol povor dyieg xal kabapide
Buboovtal, otg avtdg kukelg Enavanadesbar tolg oolg Gyiolg vopoig. of &’ éavtols dpéikovteg
&xovtwv Bovddouevor 6, Tig wevdoloyiag tepévy Mgl Exopev Tov padpotatov tiig ofig dAnbeiag
olkov, Bvrep Katd @Gy SEdwKAG.

'y 11.56.1: Eipnvedewv cov tov Aaodv kal dotaciaotov pévely Embuud Gnep tod koivod
i oikovpévng Kai tob nhviov avBpdrev ypnoipov. dpoiav toig TioTEHOLGLY Ol MAAVOUEVOL
yaipovieg hapBavétwoay eipfvng te kai fiovyiag dndravoty.

12 YC I1.56.1: pundeic tov Etepov mapevoyheite: Exaotog dmep 1 woyn PodAietar xatexéro,
TOUT® KoTaKeEXPHohm.

13 Y C 11.59.1: ypnodpeda toivuv Gravies dvBpornot tfi to0 dobivtog dyabold cuykAnpig,
TovtéoTt T THig elpAVNG KA, ywpilovieg dniadty v ouvveidnoy and mavtog évavtiov.

14 ¥ C 60.1: nAyv Exagtog dnep neicag Eavtov Gvadédextal, ToOTe 1oV Etepov ur xataBran-
é1o- ... BALo yap doTi Tov Unép &Bavaciag d0hov &xovsing EnavaipeicBar, dAho 10 peta
Tipopiag Enavaykalewv.

15 So Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, p. 210: “To be sure, it permits pagans to retain
ownership of their temples and forbids the use of violence to compel them to become Christians.
But Constantine uses harsh language throughout, continually denounces paganism (temples are
‘groves of falsehood’), and pointedly refrains from mentioning sacrifices”. And on p. 211, “Yet
none of this entailed toleration for the forbidden cult practices.” Cf. idem, “Constantine’s
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If, however, we allow policy and belief to be studied in separate categories,
these contradictions disappear. Constantine remains a committed Christian,
but now becomes one just as clearly committed, to the chagrin of his more
militant brethren, to a policy of winning — not through intimidation, but by
example; or, to use a less current modern allusion, to a policy of “peaceful
co-existence™. From this perspective, the conclusion of the “Letter to the
Provincials™, is significant:

I have said these things and gone through them at greater length than my
customary concern requires, since I did not wish my belief in the truth to be hidden,
and especially because I hear some people are saying the customs of the temples and
the power of darkness have been taken away. I should, indeed, have advised this very
thing to all men, if the violent opposition of wicked error were not immoderately
embedded in some souls, to the detriment of our common salvation.!6

This explicit denial of rumors that the “customs (ta £6m) of the temples’ have
been taken from them must be placed in the balance with the grudging way in
which Constantine concedes the “temples of falsehood” to their users and his
failure in that same phrase to be as comprehensive in his concession as a
modern theorist might wish. For it indicates that Constantine was more
committed to a policy of peace and unity that to one of Christian victory.

Which of these interpretations is correct? There are grounds for honest
debate. My position forces me to discount, for instance, the final words of the
Letter, referring to a “violent opposition” that stays his hand, since these can
be taken to mean that Constantine was indeed bowing to political pressure
(though even here I would call attention to his choice of verb: “advised”, not
“‘compelled”’).!” But the Oration, if for no other reason than the length of its
exposition, points the way to an answer. It is not going to be as explicit an
answer as we would like. Nowhere in the Oration does Constantine say in
plain, simple language, “this is my policy”, or “this is what I am going to
do”. But by applying some very simple principles of content analysis, a policy
emerges just as clearly as if he had.

Prohibition of Pagan Sacrifice”, AJP 105 (1984), 70: “its guarantee to the eastern provincials that
they may retain possession of their ‘shrines of falsehood’ should be less important that its total
silence about their right or ability to perform ritual acts of sacrifice in pagan temples” (replying to
my criticisms in AJP 103 (1982), 462-66).

16 VC 11.60.2: tadta slnov, tabta dieEfidBov pakpodtepov # 6 1fig Euiig é¢mewketog drartel
okomndg, éneldn v tiig dAndeiog drokpdyachar micTiy odk £oudouny, pdricd 8t Tveg de
Gkobm gaci 1dv vadv tepiypiichar td E0n kai t00 oxo6tovg Ty dEovaiav: Snep cuvePodrevoa
v nidov avBpanotg, &l uy tig poxbnpic mAGvng 1y Blatog Enavaotaoig éni BAGRY thig kowiig
cotnplag duétpog taig dviov yoyaic dunentyer.

V7 It appears to me more likely, however, that Constantine is not referring to political
opposition in this sentence, but instead making the more philosophical point that variations in
human nature make universal salvation impossible. In support of this reading, I would point to
another part of the Oration, ch. 13, where Constantine ridicules those who fault God for not
making all men of one character, so that it would be impossible to “choose the worse over the
better.” On this passage, see also n. 26 below.
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The first such principle is to ask what the purpose of the Oration was, in
order to have some touchstone against which to measure individual state-
ments it contains. To some extent, knowing the specific time and place of the
Oration would help identify its purpose; but intense efforts to recover these
data from internal hints have instead had the effect of leading scholars to
assume a purpose on the basis of the date and place they determine, rather
than allowing one to develop out of the text itself. A simple error, but one
that Eusebius himself, with his infuriating indifference to the Oration’s time
and place, did not make.'®

An 80-year-old joke has served to compound the error. In 1906, Edouard
Schwartz took the Oration’s opening salutation of the arrival of Easter as
grounds to dub it a “Karfreitagspredigt”!°, and this nickname of “Constantine’s
Good Friday Sermon” has caught on with scholars, no doubt because it is so
much more comfortable than trying to decide what an “Assembly of the
Saints’ is. But by implying a purpose, the nickname precludes the need to
discover one in the text, even though it has long been clear that the Oration is
neither a sermon nor a celebration of Easter: it lacks the Scriptural text
requisite for the one, and it does not develop the theme of Incarnation,
Crucifixion and Resurrection expected of the other. Indeed. after these
opening remarks, the Oration never returns to the subject of Easter.20
Clearly, the occasion provided a pretext, not a purpose.

What, then, is its purpose? Its explicit theme is not Easter but Providence,
npovola, a keyword in the Oration, one which occurs no fewer than 25 times,
in every major section, and in both Introduction and Conclusion.?! But the
care Constantine takes to associate Providence with himself — even to the
extent of using an identical image of celebration in the heavens for both the
blessings of the Savior and his own victories?? — suggests another, less

18 Tn his only mention of the Oration, at VC 1V.32, Eusebius says that he has chosen it as
typical of the type of speech the emperor always made (described at VC IV.29). In contrast,
Barnes, placing it shortly before the war with Licinius, finds the speech “a political manifesto™:
Constantine and Eusebius, p. 75; Lane Fox, opting for Antioch and 325, places it in the context of
the growing debate over Arianism: Pagans and Christians, pp. 627f. In “Suggestions of Date in
Constantine’s Oration to the Saints,” AJP 106 (1985), 335-49, I tried to show grounds for both
earlier and later dates as a way of recalling Eusebius’ interest in it.

19 RE VL1 (1907): 1427.

20 As observed by G. Redke, “Die Deutung der 4. Ekloge Vergils durch Kaiser Konstantin”,
in R. Chevallier (ed.), Présence de Virgile: Actes du Colloque des 9,11 & 23 Décembre, 1976 (Paris,
1978), p. 148, n. 5.

21 gpbdvowe OC 1:2; 3:1,4; 5:2; 6:7,9; 7:2; 8:1,3; 9:5; 11:5,8,13,14,15; 13:1; 15:4 (twice);
17:4 (twice); 20:6; 25:4(twice),5; 26:2. Cf. in addition mpovoéw at OC 6:3; 9:4; 15:4.
Identification of the major sections of the Oration by various authors differs slightly. My own are
Proemium, chs. 1-2; Part I, chs. 3-10; Part II, chs. 11-21.3; Part III, chs. 21.4-25; Peroration, ch.
26.

22 Cf. OC XX.10, commenting on the promise of the Fourth Eclogue — Koopov kntaeviog
8pa, enoi, kol 1dv crolxsinv drdviov yapdv — with XXV.5, regarding the peace he himself has
brought: Bod wév 6 kdopog adtdg, Aapmpotépa §¢ xai dvapyestépa | v doTpov mopmi
katafoivetatl...
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abstract, purpose. Emperors of this age used deity as a source of legitimacy,
and none did so more consistently and effectively than Constantine himself.
Since we know that the original audience of this Oration was significantly, if
not exclusively, Christian,?? it seems safe to conclude that giving proof of his
claim to Christian leadership was at least one of Constantine’s aims.

Why this need to demonstrate his credentials? A topic for another time is
the difficulty of managing a movement like Christianity. Suffice it for now to
say that the single name, “Christian”, that we apply to all adherents to the
faith suggests a monolithic uniformity belied by the multitude of fissures that
we know existed. Modern scholarship has been preoccupied with but one of
these cracks, the one which Nicaea attempted to patch. Another, equally
large, divided those Christians who wanted to impose orthodox belief on their
neighbors from others accustomed by the apologetic tradition to seek
common ground and consent.

The existence of such a division must be posited: as B. Warmington has
pointed out to me, we do not know the name of a single Christian militant
during Constantine’s reign. Yet it seems fairly safe to do so. An exultant
mood following the failure of Diocletian’s persecution has long been recogni-
zed, and sometimes even generalized into a “mood of resentment and
vengeance” shared by all Christians.?* The Letter to the Provincials provides
further evidence, for its irenic language clearly was directed as much at
Christians as pagans: when Constantine writes, “It is one thing to undertake
the contest for immortality voluntarily, another to compel it with punish-
ment”, %5 he can only have had Christian zealots in mind.2¢ Within a few
years of Constantine’s death, Firmicus Maternus was urging his heirs to close
the temples, and such anti-pagan lobbying is well-documented for the remain-
der of the century.?’

Once the existence of this anti-pagan pressure group is recognized, the

3 As indicated in ch. I of the Oration, where Constantine acknowledges the arrival of Good
Friday and salutes his hearers as teachers and followers of divine teaching, and ch. 2, where he
invokes both the Church and hearers “who worship God sincerely” (ol tov fedv sihikpivic
otfovreg).

** As by A. Momigliano, “Pagan and Christian Historiography in the Fourth Century A.D.”,
in idem (ed.), The Conflict Between Paganism and Christianity in the Fourth Century (Oxford,
1963), p. 79.

23 VC 60.1: drho vap &om 1oV Onép dBavaciag GOAov Ekouvsing Eravaipeiclal, Ao 10
peta tipmpiag Enavaykaley.

2% A similar group may be the target of OC XI1lI, where Constantine ridicules those who
criticize God for allowing men to be of different character, which works to the detriment of

. “maintaining the faith in each individual” (npdg 10 BePatoioBur v kb éxdotov miotiv,

171.32-3). Only preconceived notions make us assume this passage pertained to pagans rather
than Christians.

7 De error prof. rel. 20.7; it is usually assumed to have been written prior to Constantius’ law
ordering the temples closed, preserved as CTh 16.10.4. For increasing anti-paganism, see other
laws under that title; see also R. MacMullen, Christianizing the Roman Empire (New Haven,
1984), ch. 10.
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reason becomes evident not only for Constantine’s need to prove his creden-
tials but also for the split personality in these documents. In the internal
Christian debates, Constantine’s favor always went to those groups working
for moderation and unity; the documents under review here show a similar
sentiment regarding Christian-pagan relations. The selection from Chapter X1
of the Oration already cited, where Constantine argues that God is not
“deterred by insolence” and that his tools are “reason and magnanimity” is
indicative.?8 Even more telling, however, is a subsequent comment. Immedia-
tely prior to his ill-tempered concession to the ‘“‘impious ones” of their
sacrifices and festivals,2® Constantine praises Christ with a rhetorical ques-
tion:

. is not this the God properly worshipped by the wisest and most sensible peoples
and states, who possesses manifold power and who surpasses every superlative, whose
praise is greater and miracle more astounding, in that he does not abuse his power to
punish insolence, but forgives men their foolish notions, deeming folly and error
inbred human traits, while he himself abides by his personal resolve and never at any
time (obdoTi0UV) lessens his innate benevolence?3°

Given the close identification Constantine always made between himself and
his God, it is impossible to conclude other than that in describing Christ as
one whose greatest attribute is that he does not use the power he possesses to
punish error, he meant this description also to apply to himself. It amounts to
a reply to those Christians urging him to more severe measures — one that
shows us not only how to read his language in other documents, but also
something of his skill at managing people.

For Constantine to deny the demands of these Christian militants outright
would have jeopardized his claim to their leadership. His problem, then, was
to keep their support while rejecting the course they advocated, and his
solution was twofold: to placate them with fiery rhetoric while at the same
time exhorting the Christian virtues of forbearance and love. By describing
such a policy as Christ’s, rather than as his own, Constantine was able not
only to advocate a position certain to disappoint at least a segment of his
hearers, but also to vindicate it. Had he himself disavowed sterner measures
against idolators, he would have risked confrontation with believers who, as
he notes at another point in the Oration, showed no fear of bearding the

28 OC XI.4. See n. 8 above.

29 See n. 6 above.

30 OC X1.7: &p’ oBv ody, H10 cePpovESTATEY Kai ppovipetdtov E8viv T Kal Sfpev obrog
6 0gd¢ xat &kiav oéPetar, mavtoiog pev Suvpews Eneidnppévog ndcav 8™ ayabdtnta Omep-
KonTov, € ob kai & Enawvog peifev kai 10 fadpa &aiciov, 611 1@ tiig Suvdpeag peyébet Tpog
v &xbiciav tiig BBpemg ovk dneypfoaro, GAAG Tolg AvBpdrolg HAibia ppovodot cuviyve,
dlov avBpbrev THY popiav Hynodusvog kai 10 EEapaptelv, adtog 8°&v tf) oikeig mpoaipéoel
pévav, oddotiodv tiig Eupitov prhavBporiag dusinoeyv.
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imperial lion himself.3! In using Christ’s own example instead, he spoke
words to which his potential opposition had no choice but to assent.

This passage thus shows us how to read the verbal onslaughts in this and
other documents. It was Constantine’s particular brilliance to offer something
even to those he rejected. Whenever he sat in Judgment, Eusebius tells us, he
saw to it that even those who lost a suit never left empty handed.3? So, too,
in the case of these Christian militants: Constantine mollified them with
stern, uncompromising language even while refusing to take the steps they
wished. It was a ploy, not unknown to politicians of later ages, that allowed
him to identify with the frustrations of his more radical followers while at the
same time disavowing responsibility for his inaction.

By attention to these nuances of the “Oration to the Saints” we find a key
not only to Constantine’s policy but also his methods, and in
begin to understand how, in dealing with so volatile
emperor succeeded in ways that eluded his successors.

so doing we
a movement, this

31 OC XX.2 (H. 183.15-16): aAndh Aéyov- 1 yap niotic Tiic Baoilixfig adAfig Tovg SuvioTac
oY ofndnostal (commenting on Vergil, Ecl. IV:20-21).
2 YCIVA4.




