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The Crisis at Antioch Under Julian the Apostate
Ammianus Marcellinus writes that, upon becoming sole Augustus in 361 C.E., Julian de-

clared “that the temples should be opened, sacrifices brought to their altars, and the worship of the old
gods restored,” since Julian’s Christian predecessor Constantius had outlawed these practices.1 This at-
tempt to revitalize traditional Roman religion, however, ended with Julian’s death in 363. Indeed, some
scholars, like G.W. Bowersock, argue that Julian’s reforms were doomed to failure. Bowersock states
that both Christians and non-Christians were either unenthusiastic or blatantly disapproving of Julian’s
reforms, and that few regretted his death.2 In this context, the most cited example of opposition to Ju-
lian’s reforms is that of the city of Antioch, where he stayed from July 362 to March 363 before begin-
ning his campaign against Persia. ManyAntiochenes expressed dissatisfaction with the emperor, openly
mocked him, and severely angered him. Traditionally, the popularity of Christianity in the city has been
seen as the cause of the conflict at Antioch, and Scott Bradbury further argues that the general apathy
of the eastern Roman Empire to Julian’s religious revival and his use of sacrificial rituals exacerbated
the crisis.3 Although some religious factors did contribute to the conflict, the extreme opposition to Ju-
lian atAntioch can be better said to have broken out due to a number of ad hoc tensions, such as Julian’s
mishandling of an economic crisis, his unpopular attempts to regulate public morality, and the abrasive
and impatient way in which Julian applied his religious policies.

The sources for Julian’s stay at Antioch are extensive, but not always trustworthy. The only
surviving narrative account of Julian’s reign is that of Ammianus Marcellinus, who treats the Antioch-
ene episode briefly, but who observed the events he describes. Ammianus has a reputation as a fair and
accurate historian.4 However, as E.A. Thompson argues, it is likely thatAmmianus was born into a fam-
ily ofAntiochene municipal senators and therefore his analysis of Julian’s policies at Antioch is biased,
particularly with reference to those policies which were beneficial to the populace at the expense of
Antioch’s senate.5 Ammianus must be read in light of other contemporary sources, then, such as the
works of the sophist Libanius and of Julian himself. Libanius was Julian’s closest correspondent inAn-
tioch and sympathised with many of Julian’s reforms. His orations and letters to Julian provide a con-
temporary Antiochene perspective on Julian’s policies that counters that of Ammianus. Even if he is
biased towards publicly praising Julian,6 he still does subtly criticize the emperor in his orations after
Julian’s departure and, by appealing to his fellow citizens, analyzes the main elements of the conflict.
Finally, the chief source for Julian’s stay at Antioch is his own satirical essay, titled the Misopogon
(“The Beard Haters”). The letters of Julian further comment on the conflict or show his general inten-
tions. In theMisopogon, Julian criticizes the citizens ofAntioch and the events of his stay in detail, and
satirizes their criticisms of him. However, Julian’s comments are self-righteous, and, towards its end,

1 Amm. Marc. 22.5.
2 G.W. Bowersock, Julian the Apostate (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1978), 118-119.
3 Scott Bradbury, “Julian’s Pagan Revival and the Decline of Blood Sacrifice,” Phoenix 49 (1995): 331-332.
4 E.A. Thompson, The Historical Work of Ammianus Marcellinus (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1947), 2.
5 Thompson, 2, 81.
6 For example, Ammianus Marcellinus composed a funeral panegyric to Julian.
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the Misopogon degenerates into an angry rant, suggesting that its claims should be viewed with some
scepticism.

The opposition which arose to Julian at Antioch was chiefly ad hoc; neither the emperor nor
the populace generally intended for there to be conflict. Ammianus notes that Julian was eager to come
to Antioch, and Julian himself writes that he had praised Antioch and had hoped to benefit the city, as
he had before his arrival by, for example, cancelling some of the city’s taxes due to a drought.7 Indeed,
G.W. Bowersock argues that Julian had intended to make Antioch an imperial capitol,8 and it at least
seems certain that Julian particularly wanted his religious reforms to succeed inAntioch in order to use
it as an example for other cities to follow.9 It is also clear that theAntiochenes had not intended to enter
into conflict with the emperor. Libanius states that the senators of Antioch had gone to Constantinople
to meet Julian as soon as he becameAugustus, andAmmianus writes that upon his arrival into the city,
Julian was “received by the worshipping populace like a god.”10 This is supported by Julian, who, de-
spite his attempts to characterize the Antiochenes as rebellious from the beginning of his reign, ac-
knowledges that the lower orders of Antioch appealed to him for help against the price gauging
aristocracy.11 The majority of the Antiochenes therefore had not necessarily rejected Julian’s policies
when he arrived at the city, and the causes of the conflict between the two must be found in events oc-
curring after his arrival.

The conflict partially arose because Julian aggravated existing economic problems atAntioch.
Ammianus vaguely alludes to this when he criticizes Julian for interfering in the pricing of commodi-
ties, allegedly in order to gain the support of lower orders.12 However, it was not Julian’s interference
that caused problems, but rather the naïve way in which he did so.13 When he arrived at Antioch, the
poorer citizens appealed to him for help, crying that everything was plentiful but expensive.14 Julian
therefore imported grain from outside the city and attempted to regulate its price, policies which began
to alienate the merchants and senators.15 However, as Bowersock notes, Julian did nothing to ensure that
the grain would be doled out fairly or to set fixed prices outside of the city; the rich men could buy
grain and other commodities cheap and sell them for high prices outside the city.16 Only bread remained
at a cheap price, since Julian could control the bakers’ prices and since they operated exclusively in the
city.17 Furthermore, Julian’s attempt to give land to the urban poor ofAntioch also failed because he did
nothing to ensure that his policies would be effectively carried out. So, the rich simply bought up the

7 Amm. Marc. 22.9; Julian,Mis. 367C.
8 Bowersock, 95.
9 Glanville Downey, “Julian the Apostate at Antioch,” Church History 8 (1939): 306-307.
10 Lib. Or. 15.48; Amm. Marc. 22.9.
11 Julian Mis. 368D.
12 Amm. Marc. 22.14.
13 Glanville Downey, “The Economic Crisis at Antioch Under Julian the Apostate,” in Studies in Roman Economic
and Social History in Honour of A.C. Johnson, ed. P.R. Coleman Norton (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1951), 312-313.
14 Julian Mis. 368C.
15 Lib. Or. 16.23.
16 Bowersock, 100-101.
17 Julian Mis. 369D.
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land that Julian had seized.18 Julian’s failure to solve the economic crisis at Antioch, and the fact that
some of his policies actually worsened it, caused dissatisfaction on the part of both the aristocrats, with
whose affairs he was interfering, and the populace, who did not benefit from his presence. Julian’s pop-
ularity diminished further since he made no attempt to regulate the prices of luxury items such as wine,
oil and fruits. He viewed such items as unnecessary, decadent, and economically harmful despite theAn-
tiochenes’ apparent love for them.19 This disregard for luxury would cause further dissatisfaction with
Julian.

Indeed, Julian alienated and angered the Antiochenes because he was overly puritanical and
attempted to impose his own ascetic morality in Antioch. Ammianus remarks that he “remained proof
against all the temptations to sensuality which Syria offers in such abundance.”20 This generally agrees
with Ammianus’ characterization of Julian as an ascetic philosopher-king, and with Julian’s own self-
perception. This is exemplified by Julian’s letter to his appointed high priest ofAsia, Theodorus, where
he notes that the laws and rites of the Roman ancestors had been corrupted by luxury; indeed, Julian ar-
gues that vulgar luxury was responsible for the apathy many aristocrats clearly felt towards traditional
Roman religion.21 So in theMisopogon, Julian states that he “hates horse races as men who owe money
hate the market place,” and he is similarly hostile to theatres, which were a defining characteristic and
luxury of the polis in the Greek east.22 This was clearly not a popular position in most cities in the em-
pire; charioteers possessed enough popularity to cause riots, as seen when the prefect of Rome, Leon-
tius, arrested the charioteer Philoromus in 355 C.E.23 As Bowersock notes, the emperor and the city
were completely alienated from each other with reference to lifestyle; hence, when Julian attempted to
regulate morality in the city, it simply led to more conflict.24 In this respect, Libanius is correct when
he states that Julian had “more control over his lower appetites than over the cities he rules.”25

Julian’s attempts to regulate morality inAntioch were at least equally if not more contentious
than his attempts to enforce paganism. The title of Julian’s satirical essay,Misopogon, pellucidly reveals
this fact, as it refers to one of the chief criticisms of the Antiochenes towards Julian, his philosopher’s
dress, beard, and general asceticism, since “misopogon” translates as “the beard haters.” He further
notes that most complaints and jests about him came because he would not attend the theatre and live
like anAntiochene.26 The importance of the enforcement of Julian’s morality is further shown by Liba-
nius, who in his oration to the citizens of Antioch after Julian’s angry departure, equally stressed that
the citizens of Antioch must “close the theatre and reduce the number of chariot races,” as well as give
up Christianity.27 Similarly, when he left for Persia, Julian appointedAlexander of Heliopolis to govern

18 Ibid., 370D.
19 Julian Mis., 369A.
20 Amm. Marc. 22.10.
21 Julian Ep,. 453C.
22 Julian Mis., 340A.
23 Amm. Marc. 15.7.
24 Bowersock, 97.
25 Lib. Or. 16.18.
26 Julian Mis. 366A.
27 Lib. Or. 16.56.
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Antioch, whom Ammianus describes as violent and cruel; apparently, his appointment was meant to
punish the Antiochenes.28 In a letter to Julian, however, Libanius makes it clear that Alexander’s chief
role was to regulate luxury, and he states that “fellows who used to be bathed and abed before noon [had]
become Spartan in their habits.”29 Although this is clearly an exaggeration, and though Libanius likely
sympathized with Alexander for personal and selfish reasons,30 this letter still shows that Julian was
concerned with controlling luxury. Although Julian’s attempts to restore traditional cults were directly
tied to policies that were meant to diminish luxury and regulate morality, it seems that the latter were
more contentious. It is within this context of moral and economic tensions that theAntiochene reaction
to Julian’s religious policies should be examined.

Many scholars, such asA.H.M. Jones, have traditionally describedAntioch in the fourth cen-
tury as a mainly Christian city.31 Indeed, Antioch housed one of the five Christian Patriarchs, and Eu-
sebius writes that the church there was founded by Saint Peter towards the end of the reign of Tiberius.32
While in Antioch, Julian passed anti-Christian legislation, and, as a result, one might expect the Chris-
tian Antiochenes to have rioted. His legislation included a law which barred Christians from teaching
rhetoric and grammar, a measure which both ensured that only those who followed the old gods would
teach younger generations and that essentially isolated Christians from Hellenic culture.33 Yet despite
this subtle persecution of Christians, and despite Antioch’s apparently Christian population, the Miso-
pogon makes no suggestion that the conflict at Antioch was mainly motivated by Christian opposition.
Julian rarely mentions Christ and the Galileans (Christians) in theMisopogon, and generally only in ref-
erence to how the Antiochenes preferred Christ over the old gods, and once, positively, with reference
to the charity of some Christians.34 Julian, though, would likely not have wanted to draw attention to his
direct persecution of Christians. His methods of weakening Christianity were subtler and based in lit-
erature, such as through his treatise, Against the Galileans.35 Finally, Julian mentions in a letter that
many of theAntiochene senators were non-Christian.36 It is possible that without a Christian aristocracy,
the Christian populace could not even effectively oppose Julian’s religious legislation.

Ammianus does, nonetheless, report that while he was at Antioch, the temple of Apollo at
Daphne was burnt down, an act for which Julian immediately blamed the Christians.37 According to the
fifth century Church historian Theodoret, Julian punished the Christians by closing the Church of An-
tioch and by ordering an investigation into the affair, likely through the use of torture.38 It is difficult to

28 Amm. Marc. 23.2.
29 Lib. Ep. 100.
30 Roger Pack, “Ammianus Marcellinus and the Curia of Antioch,” Classical Philology 48.2 (Apr., 1953), 82. Pack notes that
Alexander sent students to Libanius’ school at the expense of other rhetoricians.
31 A.H.M. Jones, The Decline of the Ancient World (London, 1966), 322.
32 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.3.
33 Julian Ep. 422A-424D.
34 Julian Mis. 360D, 363A.
35 Bowersock, 102.
36 Julian Ep. 399D-400A.
37 Amm. Marc. 22.13.
38 Theod. H.E. 3.12.
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know whether Theodoret is exaggerating, as his writings are not contemporary and are clearly hostile
towards Julian. It is also difficult to know whether Christians actually did burn the temple, as Ammi-
anus writes that it was possible that the fire was caused accidentally.39 Still, it does seem that the burn-
ing of the temple of Apollo provides an example of outright hostility to Julian’s religious reforms, and
one which may not have been inspired by events after his arrival, like the ridiculing of Julian’s beard.
However, it should be noted that this antagonism could not have been that extensive, as there is no other
literary evidence which suggests further conflict between Julian and theAntiochene Christians. Still, Ju-
lian must have at least arrested some Christians, and rumours of their torture in the Christian commu-
nity, whether true or not, certainly contributed to the economic and moral tensions inAntioch that made
Julian unpopular. More importantly, this event likely incited Julian’s growing anger and may have caused
him to abandon Antioch with disgust.

These explanations may account for the dissatisfaction of the poorer citizens of Antioch, as
well as for some of the aristocrats. Yet both the senate and people of Antioch, realizing that Julian’s
anger with the city would have negative repercussions for them, attempted to reconcile with him, as is
evidenced by the pleading of the populace as Julian left the city.40 So, Julian writes to Libanius that the
senate ofAntioch met him after he had left. He took this as an opportunity to “converse briefly with the
senate about the worship of the gods,” likely hoping that they would be receptive to his religious reforms
as a result of the senate’s conciliatory attitude and the fact that many senators were not Christian. Yet
Julian writes that though they “applauded his arguments, very few were converted by them.”41 Similarly,
Ammianus Marcellinus, a non-Christian Antiochene who might be expected to admire Julian’s reli-
gious policies, notes the emperor’s zeal with disapproval, saying that the citizens ofAntioch justly crit-
icized and mocked him for the delight he took in carrying the sacred objects, as well as for the excessive
number of sacrifices he performed.42 This is illustrated by Julian’s arrival at the temple of Apollo at
Daphne near Antioch for an annual festival, where he thought to find sacrificed animals, libations, and
choruses, yet was disappointed to learn that the city had no festival planned; the local priest sufficed with
the sacrifice of a single goose. In theMisopogon, Julian concludes from this incident that nobody in the
city “furnishes an oil lamp for the gods, or a libation, or a beast for sacrifice, or incense.”43 It must
therefore be asked whether developments within Roman religion were responsible for the indifference
to Julian’s religious reforms that the senators of Antioch showed.

Scott Bradbury argues that, by the reign of Julian, several of the important traditions of Roman
religion, most notably sacrifices, had become generally obsolete, due to developments in Neo-Platonic
philosophy, the rise of Christianity, and the reduced funding of festivals.44 He cites Neo-Platonic philoso-
phers like Porphyry, who in his De Abstinentia argues against the need for sacrifice. Porphyry argues
that in order to communicate with the Gods, man does not need to sacrifice animals; rather, man sim-

39 Amm. Marc., 22.13.
40 Amm. Marc. 23.2.
41 Julian Ep. 399D-400A.
42 Amm Marc. 22.14.
43 Julian Mis. 361D-362B, 363C.
44 Bradbury, 331-332.
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ply needs to make offerings from what he eats.45 For Porphyry, original sacrifices were offerings of
cakes and crops.Animal sacrifice would therefore be a corruption of these offerings that had arisen dur-
ing times of war and famine, when men were forced to slaughter their animals, and in turn, offer what
they ate to the gods.46 Porphyry concludes that extravagant sacrifices are superstition and in fact feed
only negative daemons, and that the traditional form of Roman religion should be abandoned. Rather
than presenting sacrifices in order to influence the gods, men should attempt to communicate with the
gods by possessing “a pure intellect and a soul unaffected by passion.”47

Bradbury further cites evidence that suggests Christians destroyed sacrificial cults and sanc-
tuaries in cities, such as a letter of Julian’s in which he expresses surprise that the people of Ilios still
offered sacrifices to Hector.48 Bradbury concludes that these Neo-Platonic developments diminished
the importance of sacrifice and further that, as Christian communities had targeted sacrifice, sacrificial
ritual had become too contentious for most pagans. This would explain why the Antiochene aristocrats
were not receptive to Julian’s religious reforms. They not only wanted to avoid offending the city’s
Christian population, but sacrifice itself would have simply been for them religiously irrelevant.49

There are several aspects of Bradbury’s analysis which are weak, however, and his findings
concerning the Roman empire in general andAntioch in particular are somewhat flawed. First, he over-
stretches his philosophical point. Porphyry’s ideas cannot be taken as commonplace, especially among
the lower orders, and indeed, Porphyry notes that his recommendations are mainly for philosophers.50
Furthermore, Porphyry’s theories were not necessarily shared by the majority of the pagan elite.
Iamblichus, a Neo-Platonist philosopher and a student of Porphyry who lived in the early fourth cen-
tury C.E., argues that sacrificial rites are central to the union between men and gods.51 Julian belonged
to Iamblichus’ popular school, the theurgists,52 and his excessive sacrifices can better be interpreted as
a fulfillment of his Neo-Platonic philosophy rather than superstition.53 When Ammianus criticizes Ju-
lian’s sacrifices and constant use of divination, he does not argue that all divination and sacrifices are
worthless, but simply that Julian sacrificed and divined excessively and superstitiously; he did appre-
ciate the need for sacrifices and inspections of omens.54 SinceAmmianus was a member of a senatorial
family from Antioch, and since the sources do not mention whether Porphyry’s philosophy was popu-

45 Porph. Abs. 2.58.
46 Ibid., 2.57-59.
47 Ibid., 2.60-61.
48 Julian Ep. 78 (Hertlein).
49 Bradbury 337, 347.
50 Porph. Abst. 2.3.
51 Iambl.Myst. 96.
52 A theurgist is someone who practises or believes in the effects produced among men by the direct operation of a divine or super-
natural agency in human affairs. It was a system of rituals, originally practised by the Egyptian Platonists, to procure communica-
tion with beneficent gods/spirits, and by their aid produce miraculous effects.
53 Ingvild Saelid Gilhus, Animals, Gods and Humans: Changing Attitudes to Animals in Greek, Roman and Early Christian Ideas
(New York: Routledge, 2006), 147.
54 John R. Curran, Pagan City and Christian Capital: Rome in the Fourth Century (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), 195. For an
example of Ammianus respect for a specific omen, see Amm. Marc., 23.5. For Ammianus’ general respect for sacrificial ritual and
the prescribed rules of divination, see Amm. Marc., 22.12.
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lar at Antioch, it cannot be assumed that Antiochene aristocrats would have necessarily followed Por-
phyry’s philosophy, and that they would have opposed animal sacrifice on principle.

Furthermore, although the amount that Christianity had spread in this period is beyond the
scope of this paper, it does seem clear that Christianity had not spread sufficiently or deeply enough to
permanently eliminate traditional sacrificial rituals, and that the ancient rites were continually performed
by both aristocrats and peasants.55 The emperor Constantius had banned sacrifice twice, first in 341 and
then more strictly in 356, when he stipulated that those who sacrificed would be executed; he later
banned forms of divination in 357.56 Yet this legislation was impossible to enforce and quite unpopu-
lar, and the evidence suggests that throughout the empire, sacrificial ritual and divination continued to
be practiced and that many Roman temples remained open.57 For example, Libanius writes of his friend
Crispinus, who was able to continue sacrificing openly during Constantius’ reign.58 Julian also states that
after becomingAugustus, he and the army sacrificed regularly,59 andAmmianus confirms this by his crit-
icism of Julian’s public sacrifices in Antioch, saying that the troops gorged themselves with meat. The
soldiers, then, did not disagree with the idea of sacrifice.60 Similarly, Julian’s earlier cited surprise that
the people of Ilios still offered sacrifice did not stem from the fact that they offered sacrifice at all, but
rather that their bishop encouraged it.61 Additionally, sacrifices and the ancient traditions were still prac-
ticed by members of the Roman aristocracy over twenty years after Julian’s death. So in 384, Sym-
machus famously argued that the Altar of Victory, which had been taken away by the emperor Gratian,
and sacrifices should be restored to the senate house in order to honour the religious traditions of the
Roman ancestors, and to ensure victory for the Roman state and its emperors.62 Having noted that the
decline of traditional religious rites was likely not as advanced as Bradbury suggests in this time period,
it is time to re-examine Antioch’s case.

The adherence to traditional Roman religion in Antioch was likely not as minimal as Julian
describes it. Although there is no doubt that Julian’s story of the failed festival at the temple of Apollo
at Daphne is true, Ammianus suggest that pagan festivals still took place at Antioch. For example, Ju-
lian entered the city during the midst of a depressing rite toAdonis, andAmmianus remarks that the city
was filled with “general wailing and the sounds of grief,” which does suggest that a sizeable number of
citizens participated.63 Furthermore, when complaining about Julian’s excessive religiosity, Ammianus
does not write that Julian’s celebration of rites returned traditional Roman religion to a city where no

55 Jones, 322.
56 Cod. Theod. 16.10.2, 16.10.5, 9.16.4.
57 Curran, 196.
58 Lib. Or. 1.27.
59 Julian Ep. 415C.
60 Amm. Marc. 22.12.
61 Julian, Ep. 78 (Hertlein). Julian writes that he acted surprised because “he wished to test [the bishop] cautiously to find out his
own views,” rather than the fact that sacrifices were offered at all.
62 Symmachus Relat., 3.
63 Amm. Marc. 22.9.
64 Ibid., 22.12.
65 Lib. Or. 15.53.
66 Amm. Marc., 22.12.
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rites had existed, but that “ceremonial rites…were performed with increased and excessive frequency.”64
This implies that rites were still celebrated atAntioch, and indeed, many of the temples ofAntioch were
still open at the beginning of Julian’s reign.65 Julian, however, as a theurgist, celebrated these rites more
often than the city was accustomed. If Julian’s religious reforms caused further tensions aside from the
number of his sacrifices, it is likely because his sacrifices often led to rowdiness amongst his soldiers,
who apparently acted without discipline due to their drunkenness and were not punished.66

In an oration to theAntiochenes after Julian’s departure, Libanius further makes a distinction
between those citizens who sacrificed and those who did not, which indicates that sacrifices were still
offered.67 He notes that Julian had acknowledged that there were worshipping citizens in Antioch, but
that the emperor was so angry that he would likely punish the whole city for the events of his stay. It is
likely that due to the other tensions between Julian and theAntiochenes, Julian exaggerated the apathetic
reaction to his religious policies, largely based on the one festival to Daphne which nobody had at-
tended.As Julian himself notes, however, this festival had not been celebrated due to the edicts of Con-
stantius, and it was therefore the first time it was being held in years.68 It is unsurprising, then, that the
city did not organize the festival. While it is true that traditional Roman religious sentiment had likely
declined in Antioch, as is evidenced by the senate of Antioch’s boredom when lectured by Julian and
the fact that Constantius’ edicts had caused some festivals to stop functioning, it does seem that Julian’s
disappointment and anger over the Antiochenes’ religion stemmed mainly from the already attenuated
relations between him, the city, and the emperor’s own unrealistic expectations.

The case study ofAntioch reveals exactly the grounds on which Julian’s policies might be op-
posed. TheAntiochenes were not hostile towards Julian before he arrived in the city. His religious poli-
cies did not directly inspire opposition, except for perhaps in the case of theAntiochene Christians who
may have burned the temple of Apollo. Rather, the conflict at Antioch was largely caused by a mixture
of personal and short term problems that Julian aggravated himself. These problems include his mis-
handling an economic crisis, his attempt to impose his own ascetic morality on an unwilling city, his ar-
rest and possible torturing of Christians, and his overzealous promotion of Roman religious rites and
impatience with the Antiochenes for not responding zealously enough. Yet this suggests that Julian’s
policies, and particularly his religious ones, were not doomed in Antioch. The fact that the citizens of
Antioch themselves attempted to apologize to Julian after his departure, and that the senate applauded
his arguments on piety towards the gods further supports this argument; whether they were genuinely
motivated by religious piety, they would have performed the rites. If Julian had not been tactless, and
perhaps if he had allowed himself to go to the theatre in order to gain some popularity, theAntiochenes
may have accepted his policies more readily, and he, at least, may not have felt so alienated as to have
left the city in disgust. Interestingly, rather than demonstrating that Julian’s religious revival would have
failed in certain areas of the empire, the conflict at Antioch suggests that, if Julian had survived his Per-
sian campaign and pursued less contentious economic and moral policies, his religious revival may
have succeeded.

Brahm Kleinman
67 Lib. Or. 16.50.
68 Julian Mis. 362C-D.
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