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Vassilis Katsaros, Filippomaria Pontani, Vassilis Sarris
Introduction

This book is a small tribute to the 12th-century scholar and cleric Eustathios,
deacon of St. Sophia and then maistor ton rhetoron in Constantinople, later
(since ca. 1178) archbishop of Thessalonike!. The fact that this homage takes
the shape of a book should not be regarded as a modest compensation for the
regrettable lack of a grander public recognition®: on the contrary, it proceeds
from the persuasion that books were among the objects dearest to the archbish-
op throughout his eventful life, and he attached to them a special value in the
quest for immortality and a continuous link with the past®.

The details of Eustathios’ relationship with his books are hard to make out,
given our uncertainties about the shape and the functions of libraries in Comne-
nian Constantinople (above all the patriarchal and imperial libraries), and about
the relationship of professors and teachers to these institutions®*; we are also ill-
informed about the size of the library of the monastery of St. Euphemia, where
Eustathios was registered in his youth, and that of his uncle Nikolaos Kataphlor-
on’. There is, however, no doubt that he had access to books of the greatest im-
portance, for example (to name but a few well-known cases), to most of the im-
portant witnesses of Homeric exegesis (amongst them the ancestor of the
venerable ms. Venetus A)®, to a fuller manuscript than we now possess of Pin-
dar’s Isthmian Odes,’” to the so-called “Thessaloniceum exemplar” of Euripides’
alphabetical plays®, and to a rare codex of Oppian’s Halieutica.® There is no

1 Among the overviews of Eustathios’ biography see esp. Kazdan — Franklin 1984, 115-195;
Wirth 1980; Browning 1995; Schonauer 2006, xv-xxvii, 7*-23*; Karpozilos 2009, 663-690; Cesa-
retti — Ronchey 2014, *8-*18.

2 In February 2015 all the contributors to this volume, together with other scholars, signed a
letter soliciting the erection of a statue of Eustathios by the Municipality of Thessaloniki
(Afjpog OegooAoviKNG).

3 See Hunter, this volume.

4 See e.g. Manafis 1972; Wilson 1967 and 1975; Browning 1962, 186-193. Katsaros 1988, 204-209.
5 On St. Euphemia see Miiller-Wiener 1977, 122-125. Nothing is known of its library, although we
assume it had to exist, as in the cases of the Sotiras Monastery founded by Michael Attaleiates in
Rhaidestos (Gautier 1981, 5-143), or of the Kosmosoteira founded by Isaac Porphyrogennetos
(Petit 1908, 17-77). On Nikolaos Kataphloron see Wirth 1980, 5-6; Loukaki 1953, 357-364.

6 See Valk, Eustathius I, lix-Ixiv, and Pagani, this volume.

7 See Lampakis 1995; Kambylis 1991a.

8 See Turyn 1957, 304-308; Wilson 1983, 204; Bianconi 2005, 29.

9 See Benedetti 1976-77.
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doubt that Eustathios was a book-collector and a book-hunter, and this passion
never faded, even during his long and eventful stay in Thessalonike — a time, it
should be recalled, when the Commentaries to Homer were finished and enriched
with marginal annotations, and a time when his personal library must have been
transferred from Constantinople to Thessalonike, a city far less well equipped
than was the capital®.

The best known story about Eustathios’ bibliophily is the famous anecdote
about his reprimand to the hegoumenos of a monastery near Thessalonike, who
had sold a valuable book once belonging to his library: “I had got to know that
somewhere was preserved a holy book written by Gregory the Theologian... The
book was indeed very remarkable, and its fame spread among many people, at-
tracting the readers who regarded it is as a miraculous object... I thus also took
pains to go and see for myself this wonderful Gregorios, but I had no success...
was distressed at this and so I asked the abbot, who was an honest man and
well-versed in culture: ‘Where on earth is the precious book?’. Upon my insist-
ence and my friendly but repeated questioning, he admitted that the book had
been sold, ‘for what did we need it for?’. An internal rage started to grow in
me... When my anger changed to harsh laughter, I reproached him: ‘What do
you need at all, excellent monks, if you hold in no esteem books of such
value?’. The man went off feeling ashamed, and he never came into my sight
again, being unhappy - I believe — with my exceeding love for books”**.

It should be recalled that monastic culture was the dominant force in 12th-
century Thessaloniki, and it was chiefly thanks to Eustathios’ presence that
some form of advanced public teaching was introduced in the city*?. The fate
of Eustathios’ personal library, however, is wholly unknown, and whatever dam-
age it may have suffered from the Norman conquest in 1185, one wonders if

10 See Cullhed 2012, 448; Agapitos 1998, 126; Bianconi 2005, 28-29.

11 Metzler 2006, 161-63, §144: kai éuadov katakeiobai mov BiPAov iepav, fiv énovnoato Ipn-
yop1og (6 kai OeoAdyoq)... kai 7 BiPAog eixe mOAD TO Mapdonpov, Kol TO Kot abTHY KAEOG £8n-
XElTo €ig MOAAOVG kal €@eilkeTo TOVG GKPOOTAG OVTWG EKelvn, kal €0e@vto avTV TPOG
Babpla... B£peEVOG 0DV Kal £ye oTIoudIY EVTuxelv T kaA@ Tpnyopiw TOUTw oVK EDOTOXNOA... Gpé-
et kai Aehvmnpévog EmuBdpny o kabnyovpévou (v 8¢ &vapeTog 6 dvip, kal ypoupdtwy 8¢
{Bpwv)- mot moTe oMoV TO KEAOV PBBAIOV £0TIV; ... ELOD 8 Eykeyévou kal INapdG EMavepwT@v-
T0G dnteprtoAnbijvau eirte T BiPAov. Tig yap, @not, kai xpeia fiv NIV adTig; £viaifa épod Bupdv
£vdopuyov DMavVaPavToG... W¢ 8 &yw TOv Bupov petaBalwv g Bapiv yédwta EEwveidlon
VIEmWV- Tivog Yap kal 8enoeabe, oi Adyou GEol povayol, £av T& Towadta BBAia tap’ ovdEV oL
fl00e; MapiiABE pe 6 GvBpwmog Evipamelg kai OVKETL S1d Biov eig Sty NABE pot BapuvBelg ofpat TO
év éuot oUTw @NOBBAov. See Katsaros 1997, 190-192.

12 See Bianconi 2005, 31-33.

13 See Kyriakides 1961, 112 and 150.
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some parts of it were still to be found among the “over 300 manuscripts, most of
them parchment, kept in an underground dome in the northern wing of the
bema” of St. Demetrios, which were brought to light in 1873 by Patriarch Ioakeim
I1I; these books were subsequently moved to the church of St. Athanasios where,
according to our only witness, they were left in the courtyard, exposed to the
greed of passers-by, well before the damages and losses inflicted by the great
fire of 1917*.

Be that as it may, the present book, unlike those which Eustathios kept in his
library, searched for, or longed to read, is just a humble collection of scholarly
papers with no ambition to say the “last word” on any of the topics connected
with the archbishop’s oeuvre. Nonetheless, the essays here collected attempt
to tackle some of the hottest issues concerning the study of this author and es-
pecially of his writings, in an age when more and more editions of his works are
being published®, and the time is ripe for a fresh critical reflection.

Three are three main ideas that this book would like to promote: a) we need
a closer dialogue between the “Byzantine” and the “Classical”, i.e. the “medie-
val” and the “ancient” dimension of Eustathios’ output: we need a cooperation
between scholars that might help cross over the disciplinary boundaries of aca-
demic curricula, and help us investigate not only the amount of learning in his
works, but also his creative, and never static, assimilation of ancient prototypes,
and the way his Classical paideia interacted with his Christian faith; b) we need a
stronger international cooperation between different traditions of studies, so
that each one can enrich the other: this has also been the point of bringing to-
gether scholars from many different countries, each with a peculiar background;
c) as against some dismissive judgments uttered in recent years, we need to re-
affirm the importance of Eustathios as the most outstanding scholar of his time,
as an exquisite source of ancient learning, and as a full-fledged man of letters in
the highest sense of the term.

Richard Hunter’s keynote paper spells out these principles in an admirable
way: a fuller and revised form of the keynote lecture delivered in the Main Hall of
the Society for Macedonian Studies in Thessaloniki on Feb. 25th, 2015, this paper

14 See Papageorgiou 1912, in whose view these books were “mufavatata 10 iAot AviKovTa €ig
TaG BBAodNKag ToD copwTatov Mntpornoditov Evatadiov (1175), Tob Ayilov Tprnyopiov Tod
IMoAapd kal GAMwv Tfg Oeooalovikng Apylepéwv”. On his library as revealed in his orations
see Stone 2000.

15 See the works by Kambylis 1991b, Wirth 2000, Schénauer 2006, Metzler 2006, Kolovou 2006,
and most recently Cesaretti — Ronchey 2014. The Commentary on the Odyssey is currently being
edited by E. Cullhed.
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insists on considering Eustathios’ approach to Homer not according to the pa-
rameters of our own modern perspective nor (as too often classicists tend to
view it) exclusively in his dialogue with ancient sources, but rather in the context
of Byzantine rhetorical teaching (passages from the works of his pupil Michael
Choniates are especially illuminating in this respect) and in the light of the orig-
inal and fruitful exegetical threads that he weaves together: from the relationship
between active and speculative life to that between fiction and history, from the
metaphor of Homer as mankind’s spiritual nourishment down to Homer’s educa-
tional W@éAewa in a Christian society, from rhetoric to ethics and allegory. Hunt-
er’s close reading of several passages of the Parekbolai inspires wide-ranging re-
flections on the methods of the archbishop, and leads to a final comparison
between him and Adamantios Koraes, another great teacher of the Greek nation,
and another expert on ancient Greek language and literature: for both these
scholars, albeit in different historical contexts, Homer was a starting-point for
the promulgation of a larger educational agenda.

The rest of the volume is articulated in three sections, but loosely corre-
sponding to the tripartition of Eustathios’ output proposed by Robert Browning
(grammatical and philological works, theological and pastoral works, historical
and rhetorical works for contemporary occasions)*. The first of Browning’s cat-
egories — embracing the commentaries on the ancient writers, and chiefly on
Homer - has the lion’s share in this volume; but of course works such as the Ex-
egesis on the Iambic Canon, or even some speeches, fall somewhat across the ty-
pologies — not a surprising event in a writer who constantly writes roAvuep@g xai
TOAVTPOTTWS.

In the first section (“Eustathios as a scholar”) eight essays highlight the qual-
ity of Eustathios’ contribution to the understanding of ancient and Byzantine po-
etry. Eustathios’ dialogue with ancient Greek exegesis is of course pivotal to this
activity: Lara Pagani (pp. 79-110) offers an updated survey of the way in which
he used, digested and quoted his erudite sources, from the mysterious commenta-
ry of “Apion and Herodorus” down to other forms of scholia and hypomnemata —
the study of terminology plays a very important role here, and many examples are
given of what can be gained from a thorough analysis and a fresh examination of
van der Valk’s monumental edition of the Commentary on the Iliad. In reading
Homer, etymology was one of Eustathios’ favourite interpretative tools: Georgia
Kolovou (pp. 111-127), by focusing on the Parekbolai to Iliad book 6, shows to
what extent his remarks in this field follow the lead of his ancient sources —
often naive to our modern eyes, but essential in order to understand the tenets

16 Browning 1962, 186-190.
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of lexical interpretation in antiquity. This essay, which opens with a brief overview
of the pedagogic role of Eustathios’ commentaries, is rounded off by a “lexicon”
categorising his etymologies according to their function.

The Parekbolai, however, are not only about erudition: Baukje van den Berg
(pp. 129-148) draws our attention to the way in which Eustathios interprets the
gods as narrative devices suitable to construct a well-motivated and plausible
plot. By taking Zeus as the poet’s mind and Athena as the poet’s intelligence,
Eustathios goes beyond a mere “mythical” and allegorical reading of some Ho-
meric scenes, and explains the workings of fiction and narrative in a way that
resonates with other works of 12th-century Byzantine literature. René Niinlist
(pp. 149-165) investigates the way in which Eustathios describes Homer’s at-
tempt to expand his own narrative material in cases where it appears inadequate
(e.g. in the plot of the Odyssey). The use of specific terminology, some peculiar
rhetorical observations, the comparison between different poems (and different
songs), are all essential elements in order to understand how Homer could be
paradigmatic for rhetors and writers in general (not least, for Eustathios himself)
when it came to dealing with an insufficient subject-matter.

Two papers are devoted to the Exegesis on the Iambic Canon for the Pente-
cost: Paolo Cesaretti (pp. 167-179) argues that, despite this being Eustathios’ lat-
est work, composed as his swan-song in Thessalonike in the 1190s, it breaks new
ground, bringing together the philological tradition of commentaries to classical
texts and that of £é£nynoeig on liturgical hymns (developed by Gregorios Pardos,
Theodoros Prodromos and others): in this respect, the Exegesis appears as the
first work of philology on Byzantine texts, as opposed to Byzantine scholarship
on classical texts. Silvia Ronchey (pp. 181-197) focuses on the manuscript tradi-
tion of the Exegesis, paying special attention to the monastery of Prodromos
Petra in Constantinople, where a hyparchetype of the late 12th century (probably
connected with Eustathios’ pupil Michael Choniates) was produced. It can even
be suggested — albeit tentatively — that Eustathios himself taught at the Prodro-
mos Petra.

Finally, Filippomaria Pontani (pp. 199-226) offers a survey of Eustathios’
role and popularity as a Homeric commentator in the cultivated milieux of mod-
ern Europe, from Angelo Poliziano down to early 19th-century German philology,
focusing on the fame enjoyed by the Parekbolai in France (Racine, Rollin) and in
such monuments of Western culture as the Homeric editions of Jean de Sponde,
Anne Dacier and Alexander Pope. Eustathios’ ethical dimension had perhaps its
last moment of glory with Adamantios Koraes, who bestowed on him the utmost
praise.

The second section of the book contains three papers, and addresses some
aspects of the ambitious and delicate construction of Eustathios’ prose style, a
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notoriously heterogeneous and complex ensemble mingling and juxtaposing
learned and vernacular vocabulary, different registers, and a series of more or
less obvious rhetorical artifices. Renzo Tosi (pp. 229-241) addresses this topic
from the point of view of the proverbs, which he regards as functional tools
for achieving stylistic liveliness: ubiquitous as they are throughout Eustathios’
oeuvre (not only in his exegetical writings, but also in his letters and public
speeches), they represent a link both with a long-standing ancient tradition
(whose sources are often difficult to single out) and with contemporary popular
usage.

Dimosthenis Stratigopoulos’ study (pp. 243-251) concerns the blending of el-
ements from the rhetorical, the hagiographical and the grammatical tradition in
Eustathios’ very peculiar writing Ad stylitam quendam Thessalonicensem: this
Kreuzung der Gattungen transforms this speech into a touchstone of the author’s
polyhedric literary culture. Vassilis Sarris (pp. 253-282) addresses the enigmatic
and allusive element in Eustathios’ works, with special attention to his definition
of a “lycophronic and dithyrambic” style in the Exegesis on the Iambic Canon on
the Pentecost: by detecting words behind words, Sarris follows Eustathios in un-
covering a “hidden language” behind the plain language of the hymn, and he
argues that in a broader sense the archbishop is in fact pointing towards a codi-
fied reading of ancient and medieval poetical works.

Finally, part three of the volume embraces four papers dealing with various
aspects of Eustathios’ relationship with history: not only his work as an histor-
iographer, but also the reflections of historical events in his writings. It could
be expected that, being simultaneously an historian and a distinguished man
of letters, Eustathios should hark back to ancient sources, stories and characters
(above all those taken from the Homeric epics) in order to illustrate contempo-
rary events: this is the angle from which Eric Cullhed (pp. 285-297) moves to in-
vestigate the presence of elements of Homeric heroism in the narration of con-
temporary history by Eustathios and his pupils — whether in the sense of
celebration or (as in the case of emperor Andronikos I Komnenos, but also of
the Latins during the traumatic capture of Thessaloniki in 1185) of contempt.

Important historical information can be gleaned from more or less hidden
references in works of rhetorical or similar content: John Melville-Jones
(pp. 299-307) shows how we can decode Eustathios’ rhetoric in order to under-
stand the historical allusions and implications that his audience or readership
certainly had in mind, and could grasp immediately. Gerasimos Merianos
(pp. 309-330) sifts the De emendanda vita monachica, as well as scattered refer-
ences in other rhetorical works, in order to shed light on the problems posed by
the managing of monasteries in 12th-century Thessalonike: categories such as
knowledge and ignorance are here employed not for theoretical speculation,
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but in order to make out a proper consideration of the economic and “political”
duties of an abbot.

Finally, Aglae Pizzone’s paper (pp. 331-355) tackles the crucial issue of tra-
dition and innovation in the Byzantine world of the 12th century, focusing on Eu-
stathios’ positive attitude towards originality, advancement, and creativity both
in literature and in life: through a close reading of his Logos to Michael III “o tou
Anchialou”, Pizzone shows that kawdtng (novelty) is not only an issue of rhet-
orical technique (applied for instance to ekphrasis and allegory), but character-
izes Eustathios’ view of human progress as well.

This book would not have seen the light of day if the association “Friends of the
Center for History of the Thessaloniki municipality”, under the guidance of Vas-
silis Katsaros (chair of the scientific board), Theodoros Dardavesis (chair of the
organising committee) and Maria Tatagia (general organiser), had not organised
a memorable conference on Eustathios in Thessalonike on February 25-28th
2015. May this book represent, as well as a tribute to our learned archbishop
and to the passion with which many of us read his works, also a sign of gratitude
to all the people who worked for and participated in that conference, and a nice
memory of the happy “Eustathian moments” it offered us.
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Richard Hunter
Eustathian Moments

Reading Eustathius’ commentaries

Eustathius’ commentaries (nopekBolai) on the Iliad and the Odyssey were de-
clared by Paul Maas to be ‘the most important grammatical achievement of
the Middle Ages’,* but for most modern classicists, even many ‘Homerists’, Eu-
stathius remains little more than a name. There are a number of reasons for
this, not least the fact that the Odyssey commentary must be consulted, whether
online or in book-form, in an edition of 1825-1826, and even in the case of the
Iliad, where we are lucky enough to have the edition of Marchinus van der
Valk in four bulky volumes (1971-1987), one of the most extraordinary achieve-
ments of modern philology, Eustathius does not make things easy for modern
readers. A very common structure in the commentaries is for ‘general’ discus-
sions of a passage or episode to be followed by more detailed, often line-by-
line, observations, but Eustathius also regularly goes back on himself to take
a second (or third) look, refers to discussions elsewhere in the voluminous com-
mentaries, or picks up a discussion after what looks to modern eyes like a long
digression; reading Eustathius on Homer requires practice and patience, and —
even then — one can often be left unsure whether Eustathius’ last word on a sub-
ject has actually been found. Moreover, Eustathius fills out his discussions with
a great deal of illustrative matter drawn from classical and later literature, and
much of this would not pass modern tests of ‘relevance’; page after page can
seem filled with a miscellany which might appear to a modern classicist as

Some of the material presented here formed part of an opening lecture delivered at the confer-
ence on Eustathius in Thessaloniki in February 2015; | am very grateful to Rebecca Lammle, Fi-
lippomaria Pontani, and a seminar audience at Venice International University for much helpful
criticism of earlier versions. | am very conscious that | know far less about Byzantine culture and
history than anyone who undertakes to write on this subject should know, but | hope that my
essay, and this volume, will encourage other classicists to take the plunge; there is a great deal
to do. Van der Valk’s edition of the commentary on the /liad (1971-1987) is cited throughout by
author name and volume number; references to the commentaries use the traditional continu-
ous numeration found in the editions of Stallbaum (Odyssey) and van der Valk (/liad).

1 Maas 1973, 512. The best brief modern introduction to the commentaries is perhaps Pontani
2005, 170-178, and cf. also Pontani 2015, 385-393.

DOI 10.1515/9783110524901-002
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more ‘stream of consciousness’ than commentary directed to the illumination of
Homer.

Beyond the sheer difficulty, a deeper reason for the relative neglect of Eusta-
thius arises perhaps from the nature of much of what he writes. Eustathius clear-
ly had access to collections of scholia on Homer very much like those we our-
selves possess,”? and much of the commentary repeats (often verbatim) and
elaborates ancient and Byzantine views which are available to us elsewhere;
this has led to the charge, the danger of which Eustathius himself acknowledged
(in Il. 3.3-7), that he is simply an unoriginal compiler, who is not worth the time
even of classicists interested in the ancient interpretation of Homer, for anything
which is valuable in the Commentaries can be sought in, and is owed to, his
sources.? It is easy enough to point out that such a perspective is remarkably pa-
rochial, for this modern search for ‘das Eustathische in Eustathius’, for his ‘orig-
inal’ contribution to the commentaries, is to treat him merely as a source for our
own interest in ancient and Byzantine Homeric criticism, and entirely to neglect
the context and purpose of the mapekBolai. As well as Paul Maas, however, Eu-
stathius can in fact muster some pretty heavyweight voices in his defence,” none
more heavy perhaps than Wilamowitz, who stressed what Eustathius himself
had contributed from his own learning and declared that some Byzantinist
should write a proper monograph about him,> a wish which (I believe) remains
to this day unfulfilled. Be that as it may, what should matter to us is the study of
the mopekBolai as an extraordinary moment of Homeric reception, and one pois-
ed, as we shall see, between ancient exegesis and a much more modern way of
reading Homer.

Eustathius’ commentaries were based upon the teaching in rhetoric and
classical literature that he gave in Constantinople over several decades before
he moved to become Metropolitan of Thessaloniki (c. 1178); the commentaries

2 Cf.Van der Valk I lix-Ixiv; Erbse 1950, 1-22; Pagani, this volume.

3 Notably damning is Wilson 1983, 198, who also (p. 204) cites Voltaire’s ‘Le secret d’ennuyer est
de tout dire’; the same essentially damning view of Eustathius’ Homer-commentaries appears at
Reynolds-Wilson 1974, 62 (= 2013: 70-71, where, however, an acknowledgement of Eustathius’
‘high level of scholarly ability’ has been added). This essay will only be concerned with identi-
fying Eustathius’ ‘sources’ when that can help in understanding Eustathius’ own methods. On
the issue see also Pontani, this volume.

4 There is a helpful bibliographical guide in Kambylis 1991, 1 n.1. The attitude that classicists too
often take to Byzantine culture is rightly castigated by, e.g., Alpers 1988, 348-349, and some re-
views of Wilson 1983 took a similarly corrective line, cf., e. g., Speck 1986; Dyck 1986a. There is a
nice appreciation of the commentaries in Browning 1992.

5 Wilamowitz 1920, 22, cf. Erbse 1950, 7; Browning 1995, 85-86. It is remarkable that exactly the
same wish is expressed by Browning 1995, 90, but without reference to Wilamowitz.
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show signs of gestation and revision over a significant period, and it is also clear
that he continued to add material after moving east, perhaps under the influence
of access to different books.® We must, moreover, assume more than one audi-
ence for the commentaries. On the one hand, there will be Eustathius’ students,
and it is to the young that the commentaries are explicitly addressed: for them,
broadly speaking, what matters is what their teacher has to say and how they can
learn from him, not where his learning and material come from. There will, how-
ever, also have been Eustathius’ fellow teachers and contemporary (and rival)
nienadevpévol; the important element of learned display and self-fashioning
on show in the commentaries may be thought primarily aimed at them, and it
is perhaps not idle to recall that a particular style of modern commentary on
classical texts also places a high value on the display of the commentator’s
learning. Moreover, claims that Eustathius seeks to conceal his sources and
his debt to earlier writers and compilers can be overstated; the seriousness of
the charge has certainly been exaggerated. Whether he cites his sources or
not, the material in the commentaries is aimed at the benefit and education of
his audience, and accurate ‘footnoting’, as we might call it, unsurprisingly
takes second place to that.

So too, Eustathius often cites a classical author as though that author is, at
that moment, in his hands or the front of his mind, whereas in fact we can es-
tablish that the citation is mediated through an anthologising source; this may
be in part an epideixis of learning, the attempt to appear more learned than
was in reality the case,” but it is hardly just empty show. When such citational
practices are seen within a didactic context, let alone within the contemporary
circumstances governing the consultation and quotation of earlier literature,
the seriousness of the charge might be thought to be greatly diminished. It is ob-
viously more impressive and memorable for students if a point is illustrated, for
example, from Aristotle than from ‘Aristotle reported by Strabo’ or from Thucy-
dides rather than from ‘Thucydides as cited by the lexicon of Stephanus’. The
fact that Eustathius does not behave entirely as a modern classical commentator
might does not seem a very grave charge; what, after all, would be gained from
the more ‘accurate’ mode of quotation? The task of establishing Eustathius’
exact sources is, of course, very important for the study of Byzantine reading,
scholarship and the availability of books, and Eustathius’ methods can certainly
lead to confusion and error, but his is a view of Greek tradition which is synoptic,

6 The most important case here is that of the citations from Athenaeus, cf. van der Valk I xvi-ii;
on the period of composition of the commentaries cf. also van der Valk I cxxxvii-ix. For exam-
ples of added material cf. below pp. 30, 37n.67, 41, 44, 45, 62, 68.

7 So, e.g., Van der Valk I xlviii.
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cumulative and all-embracing, and that in itself is a very important lesson about
Byzantine learning and teaching.

If a great deal, perhaps the majority, of Eustathius’ work does indeed have
roots in earlier critical traditions, often preserved for us by the Homeric scholia,
much also extends or elaborates that inherited material in such a way that the
attempt clearly to delineate ‘das Eustathische’ can become both fraught with dif-
ficulty and methodologically problematic. Let me offer just one example. Among
the most famous similes of the Iliad is 22.199-201 in which Achilles’ pursuit of
Hector is compared to a similar pursuit in a dream:

WG 8 £v dveipwt oV Shvatat PevYOVTa BLWKEV”

oUT Gp’ 6 TOv SUvatan vroPevyeLy ol 6 Slwkewy

WG 0 TOV 0V dVvato pappat octv, oV 6g AAVEaL.

Homer, Iliad 22.199-201

As in a dream [one man] cannot catch [another] trying to escape; neither can the one get
away, nor the other catch; so [Achilles] could not catch [Hector] in running, nor Hector get
away.

Aristarchus had excised these verses, and the scholia allege against them that
they are weak in both language and thought, inconsistent with what is said else-
where (notably the horse simile of 22.162-166), and diminish Achilles’ renown for
speed; the whole pursuit was in fact the subject of an intense critical discussion
in antiquity, as it seemed beyond comprehension to some critics that Achilles
could not catch Hector. The exegetical scholia point out that the resort to @avta-
ola (i.e. a dream) rather than reality is a very good way to represent 10 GmpakTov,
the ‘lack of success’, on both sides, that is in both escaping and pursuing. The
strikingly compressed expression of the verses, something to which Aristarchus
may have taken exception, had also been commented upon and explained long
before Eustathius. Eustathius clearly starts from similar lore in noting that to il-
lustrate the fact that both run equally fast, almost a kind of standstill (each with
a relative speed of zero, as we might say), Homer uses a simile from @avtooia,
rather than from truth (in Il. 1266.2-3). Moreover, the remarkably compressed and
speedy (tpoxaotikn) expression of the simile, with its monosyllabic pronouns
and a complex amo kowvoD syntax which unites the pursuer and the escaper
within the same verbal forms, functions as an analogy to what is actually
being described; the brevity is a way of expressing the vigorous swiftness of
the (in)action (T0 yopyo6v) as vigorously as possible (yopyotota,® 1266.4-13).

8 On Eustathius’ fondness for this stylistic classification, which he owes to the Hermogenean
tradition, cf. van der Valk I xciii.
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Far from being worthy of athetesis, these verses are another tour de force by
Homer.” What is on show here, whether or not we wish to accept (all or some
of) the analysis, is a ‘close reading’, and one very attentive to the text as some-
thing to be performed, a reading which can in fact seem, from one perspective,
very modern indeed. Not, however, that modern Anglophone commentators have
much time for Eustathius’ account. Leaf, Richardson and de Jong do not even
mention Eustathius’ discussion, although Richardson is certainly in the Byzan-
tine’s wake in noting that ‘[T]he repetitions are surely deliberate, suggesting con-
stant, frustrated effort’.

Unsurprisingly, rhetorical teaching plays a prominent role in the commenta-
ries on Homer, as it always had in the long tradition of Homeric criticism.*® Eu-
stathius places help for ‘the prose-writer and the young man wishing to achieve
well-timed citations (mapamAokai) in rhetoric’ at the top of the list of his target
audience (in I1. 2.28). The spirit of the teacher, which is never far from the surface
in Eustathius, can, for example, offer appropriate praise for, and describe the
rhetorical category (T éykwpiaoTikov €i80g) and style (yAukvtng) of, Odysseus’
famous speech of praise to Nausicaa in Odyssey 6.149-185 (cf. in Od. 1556.61,
1557.12-20); here both Homer and his character Odysseus show their consum-
mate rhetorical skill in the grasp of the kairos, a relationship between poet
and character which is sharply pointed by the fact that Homer makes Odysseus
use the same comparison of Nausicaa to Artemis which he himself had put in the
narrative immediately before. Eustathius’ pupils will be expected to admire and
imitate such attention to the kairos in their own encomiastic productions, for
which Byzantium offered almost limitless opportunities.

So too, Eustathius can precisely visualise the speech which Antenor says
Odysseus made when he and Menelaus came on an embassy to Troy and his
words fell ‘like snowflakes in winter’ (in II. 408.3-4). We may smile as we

9 Eustathius’ method here of discerning a relation between a particular verbal style and the
meaning conveyed was not, of course, unique to him, cf., e.g., schol. bT IL 1.530c; schol.
0Od. 3.461a; Niinlist 2009, 215-217.

10 Cf., e.g., Lindberg 1977; Van der Valk I xcii—iii; II li-1xx; Niinlist 2012; for the influence of
Hermogenes in other writings of Eustathius cf. also Stone 2001. On the importance of rhetoric
in Byzantine high culture more generally cf., e.g., Papaioannou 2013.

11 Eustathius will have had many predecessors here; Libanius’ versions of the speeches of Me-
nelaus and Odysseus are preserved, 5.199-221, 228-286 Foerster, cf. Hunter 2015, 687-689. When
Eustathius says that Odysseus is likely to have proceeded through the use of a kowog Tém0g, the
point seems to be that the case was one of ‘admitted wrong-doing’ (cf., e. g., Nicolaus, III 470.18-
19 Sp.) — no-one could deny that Paris had stolen Helen — and so Odysseus could use the topoi
that one used to attack such a wrongdoer, without wasting his time demonstrating that wrong
had actually been committed.
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see the teacher in Eustathius award prizes: Nestor is ‘Homer’s orator’, with a skill
which comes from his very long experience (‘for experience is the mother of in-
telligence’), and Odysseus takes second prize after him (in II. 96.42), though when
the ambassadors in Book 9 must reply to Achilles, Odysseus leaps in first, ‘reck-
oning, as seems likely, that he would either persuade Achilles and carry off first
prize for persuasion, or — if he could not persuade him - that he would subse-
quently knock down the tower of Achilles’ anger through the speeches of those
close to him, Phoenix and Ajax, as it were by a second and a third siege-engine’
(in I1. 749.26-28). This last example is particularly interesting, and not just for the
striking military image which Eustathius uses (and presumably used in his
teaching — siege-engines were something very real to twelfth-century Byzan-
tines). The question of why Odysseus responded first to Achilles seems to have
been much discussed in antiquity.'* The exegetical scholia note that we are
not to put this down to any unhealthy sense of rivalry (Baokavia) from Odysseus,
but rather he draws Achilles’ hostility on to himself and away from the others,
and perhaps he also realized that if Achilles’ friends spoke first and failed,
then there was absolutely no hope of success (cf. schol. D and bT I 9.223). Eu-
stathius shares some of this analysis, but his Odysseus is also an ambitious pupil
who wants to shine; no doubt Eustathius had seen a few such tiresome crea-
tures. Moreover, it is the teacher who deserves as much attention as the pupil.
Achilles, for whom in Eustathius’ view Homer had a very soft spot,** was partic-
ularly fortunate in having had Phoenix and Cheiron as his teachers in rhetoric (in
I1. 761.8, 1362.40-42), and when in Iliad 24 Achilles consoles Priam with the story
of Zeus’s two jars,' Eustathius goes out of his way to point out that he either
owes this inventiveness to his teachers or that in fact he took the idea from
his teachers; no doubt, too, Eustathius had seen more than one of his pupils pa-
rade as his own jewels borrowed from the teacher’s lessons (in Il. 1362.40-42).

Eustathius’ Homer, who filled out ‘the narrow path’ of the main story of the
Odyssey with ‘torrential rivers of rhetoric’ (in Od. 1379.47-48), has in fact more
than a little of the Eustathius about him. The famous ‘epitome’ of Odyssey 9—
12 which Homer narrates that Odysseus offered to Penelope in bed at
0d. 23.310-343 and which Aristarchus athetised is actually Homer (and Odys-
seus) showing us that he knows how to deliver the same material with different
narrative orderings, as the order of the epitome follows the order of the events (in

12 The embassy to Achilles was a centerpiece of Homeric rhetoric and its study in antiquity, cf.,
e.g., Aelius Aristides, Or. 16 Keil (an address to Achilles); [Plut.], De Homero 2.169-170; Libanius,
Decl. 5 (5.303-360 Foerster, Achilles’ reply to Odysseus).

13 Cf. below p. 27-28.

14 Cf. below p. 43-46.
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0d. 1949.15-22); whereas Homer was renowned for the complexity of his narra-
tive ordering, he can, when the kairos demands it, narrate also kot @UOLV or
Kata TGy, i.e. in simple, chronological sequence.”®> Homer in fact would have
excelled in the Byzantine rhetorical curriculum.

A related lesson may be drawn from one of the most famous interpretative
cruces in the Homeric poems. After the battlefield meeting of Glaukos and Dio-
medes in Iliad 6, Diomedes suggests an exchange of armour so that they will
know not to fight against each other in future, and they dismount and make
their pledges to each other. What follows is one of Homer’s great surprises:

&v0’ avte TAawkwt Kpovidng gpévag é&éAeto Zels,
66 Tpog TuBeldNV Alopndea TevXe’ BpelBev
XPUoea XaAkelwv, EkatOpBor évveafolwv.

Homer, Iliad 6.234-236

Then did Zeus, son of Kronos, take away Glaukos’ wits: he exchanged armour with Dio-
medes, son of Tydeus, gold for bronze, a hundred oxen’s worth for nine.

These famous verses were the subject of almost as many explanations in anti-
quity as they have been in modern times,® and Eustathius’ discussion (in
Il. 638.40-54) naturally draws upon the critical heritage.”” What is important
for him — and here it will not be unfair to hear the moralising teacher at work
— is that Glaukos imitates the generosity and nobility of his ancestors in giving
Diomedes a gift far more valuable than he himself received, and (on a more prac-
tical note) he adds that bronze offered no less security on the battlefield than did
gold, implicitly thereby rejecting a charge against Glaukos of neglecting his per-
sonal safety in stripping off his armour.® More striking, perhaps, to a modern
student of Homer will be Eustathius’ explanation of v. 234, an explanation
which he explicitly takes over from Porphyry:*® é£éAeto does not mean ‘took

15 On these ideas cf. Hunter 2009b, 53-54. The rhetorical labelling of the passage is already
found in the scholia ad loc., but, as often, Eustathius elaborates on the earlier critical tradition
in ways which illustrate the particular focuses of his commentary. Eustathius’ observation about
narrative ordering is all but repeated by de Jong 2001, 563, though without any reference to Eu-
stathius.

16 For discussion and bibliography cf. Stoevesandt on vv. 234-236; Graziosi-Haubold 2010, 38—
40.

17 Cf. the schol. (b)T II. 6.234a.

18 For a view of the passage which is not far removed from this, and which may well have
stimulated Eustathius, cf. Aristotle fr. 379 Gigon (= 155 R), cited by Porphyry.

19 Porphyry in fact (cf. MacPhail 2011, 114-116) ascribes this view to ‘certain critics’ and does
not, pace Eustathius, himself explicitly approve it.
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away’, but rather é§apétoug émoinoev, i.e. ‘made exceptional’, so that Zeus in
fact is doing honour to Glaukos, not making him look foolish.?° Eustathius there-
by produces a consistent (and didactic) reading of the Homeric passage, even if
one which seems to us impossible. Eustathius is well aware that on the two other
occasions on which this or similar phrases appear (Iliad 9.377, 19.137, both of Aga-
memnon) the meaning must be ‘Zeus took away the wits’, but this merely shows
the poet’s considerable Téxvn in being able to use the same words to express two
quite opposite meanings (in Il. 757.11), a skill which we may well imagine Eusta-
thius’ pupils were encouraged to practise. Here again, then, Homer is both our
teacher and also ‘one of us’.

Homer nourishes us, just as do Eustathius’ commentaries, but the images of
hospitality and nourishment with which the commentaries are filled are neither
just ornamental nor indeed just biblical and moralising. Rather, the language of
criticism draws on, and mingles with, the language of the texts with which it
works. In describing the nourishment which Homer offers, Eustathius observes
that no serious student in antiquity, whether of philosophy or rhetoric, ever
‘came to Homer’s tent without receiving hospitality, but all lodged with him’,
some to stay for the rest of their lives, others just to fulfill a particular need
and to take ‘something useful’ from him for their own discourses (in Il. 1.11-
16). Hospitality is a key, perhaps in fact one of the key Homeric themes, and
scenes of hospitality become in Hellenistic and imperial literature (inter alia) a
setting for inter-generic experimentation or, indeed, for confrontations with
the past and the literature of the past. Eustathius’ image, however, evokes
some of the great scenes of the Iliad, notably the embassies to Achilles by the
Greeks in Book 9 and by Priam in Book 24. Those moments of unforgettable nar-
rative power become our own, and our predecessors’, experience of reading and
listening to Homer, who — it is suggested — has crafted these scenes as models for
the educational and consolatory experience of listening to epic. Priam becomes
one model for the audience of poetry, and Eustathius’ complex image figures
Homer as Achilles, dispensing his wisdom to all who will be bothered to listen.

The commentary form in fact lends itself readily to images of food and nour-
ishment. In the Preface to his commentary on the geographical poem of Diony-
sius Periegetes, which he addressed to John Doukas,” Eustathius produces an
elaborate image of how, by commenting selectively only on things which
would prove ‘useful’ to those who were to imitate Dionysius whether in prose

20 Tzetzes offers a similar explanation (alleg. IL. 6.65-66 = Goldwyn-Kokkini 2015, 166): ‘Fate ex-
tolled (£86£ao0e) the mind of Glaukos, for the sake of friendship to exchange gold for bronze’.
21 Cf. Kazhdan-Franklin 1984, 139.
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or verse, he has produced a full ‘mixing—bowl of wisdom, free of all grapeskins
and rough grapestones’ (in Dion. Per. 204.11-21 Miiller). He then somewhat
changes the image so that what he offers John is ‘like the marrow of wisdom,
with all the bones of poetic harshness banished’, and this he sets before John
as Cheiron is said to have reared Achilles on animal marrow; classical poetry
and myth was a currency of discourse among this educated Byzantine elite, rath-
er indeed as it had been for the elite of the Second Sophistic. So too were images
drawn from the realms of food and drink, and here again — as indeed with Hom-
er’s rhetoric — the watchwords are ovppetpia and T0 ebkapov (in Dion.
Per. 205.1-2, cf. 206.25). Eustathius continues to John: ‘I have blended anything
which was tasty (vooTipov) in Dionysius’ poem into a dish of friendship ... bright-
ening it up with exotic sauces, so that there is nothing mean about our hospital-
ity.” The image almost becomes a kind of theory of commentary. Whatever is said
must be relevant to what the author has said, for to go beyond that would be
nothing but @\otipia kevr] kai @avAn dofocopia, ‘empty showing-off and a
vain pretence of learning’. Eustathius proclaims that he will stick closely to Di-
onysius’ text, ‘changing some things around to explain them as when paraphras-
ing, but explicating other passages in Dionysius’ own words; if something needs
to be added, I will add that, and so I will, as it were, with appropriate measure
(ovppétpwe) put a little weight on the slender narrative and gently increase the
size of this little text’ (in Dion. Per. 205.10-16).” Commentary here becomes a
form of nutritional science. A poem with its commentary is always going to be
fatter, have — to use the modern euphemism — a fuller figure, than a poem on
its own, but what matters is the measure of that difference. No commentary
should be simply calorific junk food, although too often modern classicists (in
particular) have approached Eustathius’ commentaries as though that indeed
is what they are.

In the introduction to the commentary on Dionysius, Eustathius then elabo-
rates further on how he sees his role as a commentator. What Eustathius writes
there cannot, of course, simply be taken as reflecting also upon the commenta-
ries on Homer, as it is clear that Eustathius was very conscious that the nature of
his commentary had to fit not only the utility of those who read the Periegesis
and the purposes for which they read it, but also the nature of Dionysius’
poem itself, a poem which he characterizes by 10 Aentov Tfig ioTopiag, ‘the slen-
derness of the narration’, and T0 pkpov Umokeipevov ‘this little text’ (in Dion.

22 This imagery can, of course, be traced at least as far back as the Aristophanic Euripides, cf.
Frogs 939-944. Eustathius picks up the ‘weight’ metaphor shortly afterwards at in Dion.
Per. 205.36-39.
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Per. 205.14-15). These are not descriptions that anyone, let alone Eustathius,
would apply to Homer:

Dionysius is an excellent and sweet poet, lively (yopyog) in expression, full of narrative of
every kind, one who saw the cities of many men and, with his eyes and the teaching of the
Muses, knew their minds.” This commentary of mine works with these qualities of Diony-
sius towards the things which a student of literature (Gkpoatr|g @IAGAoyog) wishes to know.
If Dionysius sometimes addresses well advanced students in a summary way, then this
commentary serves as a reminder by expatiating on what is necessary (t& kaipta) for the
sake of beginners who are less sophisticated. If, on the other hand, Dionysius elsewhere
speaks to beginners, then the present work speaks at greater length for those who enjoy
learning. It does not fill in gaps as though what Dionysius has said is incomplete, but rather
it expands at greater length on his own topics, as is appropriate for a prose work. ... It also
removes much of the labour:* the things which a student might wish to learn from some-
where else, he can now acquire here in this commentary, without effort, at least to a rea-
sonable degree (ripog 10 pétplov) and as is necessary for the subject in hand. Dionysius was
concerned to produce a general description of the earth and a review of its peoples; he was
not very concerned in every case to set down where or among whom names arose or the
characteristics of places and peoples. I have preserved the general limits which Dionysius
set himself. In doing this, I do not correct the periegete, nor do I fill in what has been un-
necessarily omitted, as I noted above, but I follow my audience’s wishes in softening what
is imposed by the metrical nature of the narration.

Eustathius, Commentary on Dionysius Periegetes, 205.22-206.11 Miiller

Eustathius is thus very conscious of Dionysius’ limited aims and of the limited
scope of his ‘small little body of poetry’ (T0 pkpOV Tfg MOMOEWS TODTO CWHA-
Tlov), a smallness more than compensated by its rich poetic beauties (in Dion.
Per. 216.27-30). The constant forward movement of the periegesis, a movement
driven by names and catalogues, clearly lent itself to a very different type of com-

23 Eustathius here combines a citation of Odyssey 1.3 (cf. also in Dion. Per. 215.3) with an echo
of Dionysius’ own boast that he is transported over the world, not physically, but by the ‘mind of
the Muses’ (Perieg. 715, alluded to in the Introduction at in Dion. Per. 211.11-12, 214.23), cf. Hunter
2004: 228-229. Eustathius recognizes too the Hesiodic frame (Op. 646-662) for the disavowal of
knowledge based on personal experience, cf. in Dion. Per. 343.17-42. Eustathius’ claim that Dio-
nysius ‘saw the cities of many men with his eye’ may simply misrepresent (cf. Perieg. 707 o0 pév
idwv kTA.), or it may rather be a way of establishing Dionysius as an Odysseus, as Dionysius him-
self does (though with the significant difference that he did not ‘wander’). Dionysius and his
readers both see with ‘the mind’s eye’, cf. in Dion. Per. 210.26, in a virtuoso passage about the
transport of both poet and reader. For Dionysius putting the reader in the same position as him-
self cf. in Dion. Per. 343.32-36.

24 For this motif cf. also, e.g., in Dion. Per. 207.20-25, 210.24; it is tempting to think that its use
here picks up the motif of ‘ease’ with which Dionysius, like other didactic poets before him,
plays, cf. Hunter 2004, 223-224; Lightfoot 2014, 419-420.
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mentary, and one with a much more clearly delimited scope, than did the Homer-
ic poems. Not every verse demands commentary, and the problem of ‘lemmati-
sation’, the ‘what to discuss’ question, almost solves itself. Homer is different in
almost every way. The epic was all-encompassing, in a way which, as Eustathius’
words make clear, Dionysius deliberately avoided, and in a way which demand-
ed a different type of commentary.

The Homer-commentaries reflect Eustathius’ sensitivity not merely to genre
but also to the particular place Homer held in the Byzantine view of the classical
past and in Byzantine education. Their cumulative nature, the sense that they are
never finished, that one is always thinking and re-thinking what one wants to
say about Homer, reflect this. Eustathius sees his role as a commentator as
not limited to the elucidation of the Homeric text, as we might understand
that in a strict sense; nor, however, is he simply accumulating ‘facts’ in a spirit
of ‘the more the merrier’. The commentaries bear impressive witness to the
power of Homer’s poetry to generate multiple interpretations, once the ‘literal’
meaning has been established, but they also aim at the broader ‘literate educa-
tion’ of their readers, and in the fulfillment of that aim Homeric poetry can be a
jumping-off point, as well as the end to which everything moves. Eustathius’
readers and pupils were indeed communities which embraced multiple readings
and which sought and found openness, rather than closure, in classical texts
(which did not of course mean that there were not ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ readings);
to this extent, they remain very different from most modern readers of Homer,
even from those who actively seek interpretative openness. The fact that Eusta-
thius and those around him read Homer as Christians and therefore, despite
all their admiration for the pagan epic, were always dealing with a text to
which they could not be ideologically committed, strengthened the drive towards
multiple interpretation. There is, in Eustathius, an interpretative generosity and
capaciousness which — to generalise sweepingly — is utterly different, for exam-
ple, from systematising neo-Platonic interpretations of Homer.*

In praise of Eustathius

In one sense the aim of ancient and indeed Byzantine teaching was to produce
pupils who resembled (without of course surpassing) the teacher, and we are
lucky that the funerary lament (povw8ia) for Eustathius by someone who was
his pupil survives. This is Michael Choniates who was Metropolitan of Athens

25 Lamberton 1986 remains indispensible here.
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at the end of the twelfth century (AD 1182-1204) and whose niche in the world of
classicists is secured by the fact that he seems to have known (and possessed?)
and quoted from the Hecale and perhaps also the Aitia of Callimachus;*® we do
not know of anyone after Michael of whom the same can be said. Michael’s la-
ment? for Eustathius will strike anyone unfamiliar with Byzantine rhetoric as
emotionally over-heated (to say no more), but near the beginning of the speech
Michael himself self-consciously poses the dilemma of whether speechless grief,
‘resembling those turned to trees and stones in myths’, or the full outburst of
lamentation is the appropriate response; this overt concern with the xkapog
(284.27 Lampros) does not merely remind us that these works are ‘performative’
in the sense that there is always a sense of the judging audience, but that, for the
classically trained, an important part of that judgement, and hence of the dis-
play of the speech, is a ‘generic’ one where what matters is indeed what is ap-
propriate. In the introduction to his eyewitness history of the Norman capture
of Thessaloniki in 1185, Eustathius himself discusses what style of narrative is
appropriate, on the one hand, to historians describing events in which they
were not involved and, on the other, to those describing events in which they
took part and with which they are therefore closely involved.?® Here too it is ques-
tions of kaupdg and 16 ovppeTpov which dominate; as a teacher of rhetoric, Eu-
stathius was heir, not merely to progymnasmata on the capture of cities,” but
also to a long classical tradition of discussions of appropriateness in historiog-
raphy. For both Eustathius and Michael, questions of rhetorical appropriateness
were not merely, as we might say, a ‘literary’ matter, but were central to how
one’s life and character are revealed to others.

Michael’s funeral oration portrays Thessaloniki mourning for its ‘fair bride-
groom, lovely shepherd, wise teacher, the saviour of the city, the bulwark and
unbending pillar, as Pindar put it [Ol 2.82]’ (285.25-28 Lampros); it is as if the
city has been sacked all over again (286.2-3), a trope also used by another friend
of Eustathius, Euthymios Malakes, in his povwdia for Eustathius, delivered short-
ly after the Bishop’s death (PG 136.757 Migne). It is, however, Constantinople
whose loss is even greater, for it was there where Eustathius had himself been

26 Cf. Wilson 1983: 205, Hollis 1990: 38-40; Pontani 2011: 114-117; Harder 2012: 1.71-72. For an
outline of Michael’s life cf. Kolovou 1999, 9-23, and for his period in Athens cf. Kaldellis 2007,
318-334, with the bibliography cited there.

27 Cf. Lampros 1879, 283-306; I cite the speech by Lampros’ page and line numbers. On Byzan-
tine monodiai in general cf. Hunger 1978, I 132-145.

28 Preface, pp. 2-4 Melville Jones.

29 For the importance of progymnasmata in Byzantine rhetorical education cf. Hunger 1978, I
92-120.
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educated and where he then shared his wisdom unstintingly with his pupils
(286.14-22). Michael’s rhetoric is, as we would expect, everywhere adorned
with echoes of classical literature: the reference to Eustathius as a kowvov riputa-
velov Adyov kal cogiag mavdeyr|g £otia, ‘common meeting-hall for literary cul-
ture (logos) and a hearth of wisdom, open to all’ 286.20-21), for example, sug-
gests through evocation of Plato (Protagoras 337d) and Athenaeus (5.187d-e)
that Eustathius himself was the modern embodiment of, or perhaps replacement
for, classical Athens as the centre of Greek learning. Michael, who recognises and
values the discursive and digressive nature of Eustathius’ lectures and commen-
taries (287.22-288.2 Lampros), praises his teacher for having initiated young men
into the ‘mysteries’ of literature, rhetoric, metre and mythical allegory (288.17-
289.4); in no time at all, Eustathius ‘the hierophant’ guided young men from
the outside of the shrine to the innermost secrets of learning (288.21-25).

It is of course Homer who is at the centre of Michael’s representation, both
because Homer was central to Eustathius and because Michael is displaying the
fruits of Eustathius’ learning and teaching. Eustathius is indeed almost a second
Homer, claimed - like Homer — by more than one continent (294.9-21). Homer of
course also afforded the best images to describe the power of Eustathius’ oratory
and teaching; his logoi were like Homer’s lotus-plant: once you started listening,
you would forget to go home (290.10). As in the Odyssey itself, the Lotus-eaters
and the Sirens are variants upon the same theme: ‘Eustathius’ Sirens’ (t@v
Evotadiov Zelprivwv) put all other rhetorical graces in the shade (289.12-13).
The compliment is indeed a commonplace: in Euthymios’ version (PG 136.760
Migne), no educated person would put wax in their ears to avoid listening to Eu-
stathius’ enchanting words, and once heard the only remaining wish was to die
surrounded by that sweetness, as indeed the Homeric Sirens had caused the
death of so many:

fifehov 8¢ Tf dkpodoel kal Emamobavelv, kal avTi ouvamoBavelv T YAUKUTNTL.
Euthymios Malakes, PG 136.760 Migne

They wanted to die in response to what they had heard and surrounded by that sweetness.

Euthymios here alludes, not just to Homer, but also to a famous passage of Pla-
to’s Symposium in which Phaedrus claims that the gods honoured Achilles ex-
ceedingly because he chose to avenge his lover Patroclus, not only ‘by dying
for him, but also in addition to him’, UnepanoBaveiv dAAG kal £marmoBbaveiv
(180a1). Euthymios thus evokes, in Eustathius’ honour, not just the Sirens of
the Odyssey, but also the central hero of the Iliad, and the echo of Plato acknowl-
edges the depth of Eustathius’ classical learning.
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However commonplace the comparison of poets and orators to Sirens may
be, it is tempting to see in the phrase T@v Ebotadiov Zeiprivwv an allusion to
the opening words of Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad, T@v Oufpov Zeipn-
vwv; Eustathius begins the Iliad commentary with a variation on the very famil-
iar ‘allegorising’ of the Sirens as the charms of literature more generally.®
Whether or not Michael is indeed specifically evoking these opening words
may be left open, but there can be little doubt, I think, that he has in mind Eu-
stathius’ extended discussion of the allegory of the Sirens in the commentary on
the Odyssey (in Od. 1706.23-1711.10).3! Eustathius is there heir to a very long tra-
dition of allegorising on why the philosopher Odysseus, but not his companions,
can listen to the alluring song of the Sirens, but of particular interest is Eusta-
thius’ account of ‘what song the Sirens sang?’. The answer, broadly put, is ‘liter-
ature’ or, as Eustathius puts it:

... stories, old tales, histories, collections of myths, both philosophical and other; a philos-
opher too will, when appropriate (v kap®) give ear to these. From some he will take sen-
sible pleasure, from others he will take what is useful (16 xpriowov), and he will mix what
is excellent (kaAdv) in these sources into his own writings and will himself become, as it
were, a marvellous Siren (Beomeoia Zelprv).

Eustathius, Commentary on the Odyssey 1708.39-43

The traditional idea that one reads ‘classical literature’ in order to nourish one’s
own writings and speeches shows Eustathius as very much within the tradition
of rhetorical teaching,® but the striking idea that one can in this way become a
Siren oneself clearly stuck in Michael’s mind. In Eustathius’ idealising vision,
then, the Sirens, if listened to in the right way, become model teachers who
can reproduce themselves in their pupils, and Michael identifies Eustathius him-
self as the very embodiment of that vision. For Eustathius, as the opening of the
Iliad commentary has already shown us (and cf. further below), there was one
special ‘Siren’ above all others, and that of course was Homer himself. For Eusta-
thius (and not for Eustathius alone), Homer uses the song of the Sirens to adver-
tise the pleasures of his own poetry and of poetry more generally (in Od. 1709.1-
18). What is it that the Sirens, or any individual Siren, most notably Homer him-
self, offers? ‘Pleasure and knowledge’ is the Homeric answer (Od. 12.188), and
Eustathius stresses that this is indeed what Homer offers us. Michael’s implica-

30 Cf. Hunter-Russell 2011, 79-80, citing earlier literature. Kaldellis 2007, 314-315 discusses the
possible ironies of Eustathius’ appeal to the Sirens.

31 Wedner 1994, 155-165 offers an accurate account of Eustathius’ treatment of the Sirens, but
does not discuss the matters raised here.

32 Cf. Hunter 2009a, Chap. 4 on Dionysius of Halicarnassus.
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tion, and perhaps also already Eustathius’, if — as seems likely — there is a degree
of ‘self reference’ in his description of how to use the literature of the past in
one’s own work to become a ‘Siren’, is that this is also exactly what his pupils
and audiences took from Eustathius. Elsewhere in the oration, Michael is very
explicit about what was to be gained from listening to his teacher’s lectures.

Eustathius’ account of Odysseus and the Sirens does not stop with the pleas-
ure and knowledge to be gained, for there is also the question of what role ‘lis-
tening to the Sirens’ should play in the life of an educated man engaged in pub-
lic activity, a moATikog @IAGoo@OG, as Eustathius puts it (in Od. 1709.18). The
answer is that such a man cannot spend all his time listening to the Sirens,
for he has to move on to practical activity in the world. The Sirens, in fact, rep-
resent ‘theory’ or, to put it another way, learning or education (ud6notg); as even
an Odysseus knows that learning never stops, so ‘I learn as I grow old’ (1709.26)
comes very readily to Eustathius’ pen, and therefore Odysseus wants to hear the
Sirens, but he knows that he must also get away from Bewpia into rip&&Lg, for the
‘complete philosopher’ is put together out of both (1709.23-30). ‘Theory’ has a
very proper and necessary place (v xp®, 1709.22), but there is more to a full
life than that. Eustathius is here heir to a very long tradition, going back at
least to Plato and Aristotle, of argument about the relative merits of the life of
activity and the life of philosophical speculation,® but it is difficult not to won-
der about Eustathius himself, particularly if we take into account his later life in
Thessaloniki. He was a man whose life did indeed ‘mix action with theory’
(1709.21), a man who had reservations (to say no more) about those monks
who devoted themselves to ascetic contemplation removed from the world of ac-
tion. How deep a chord might the Sirens-image have struck in twelfth-century
Constantinople (or even Thessaloniki)? In using Eustathius’ commentaries to de-
scribe his life, or rather allowing the one to seep into the other, Michael may in-
deed have (again) merely been following Eustathius’ own lead.

We may bring another famous Odyssean figure into the picture here.>* Both
explicitly in the Odyssey-commentary (in Od. 1618.31-32) and by clear allusion in
his theological writing (Opusc. p. 148.38-48 Tafel), Eustathius compares ascetics
and hermit monks to the Cyclopes of the Odyssey, ‘who, trusting in the immortal
gods, neither plant crops with their hands nor do they plough, but everything
grows unsown and unploughed ... they have neither meeting-places where coun-
sel is offered nor laws, but they dwell on the peaks of lofty mountains and in

33 Key texts here include Plato’s Gorgias and Aristotle, EN 10. On this topic in Eustathius, see
also Pizzone, this volume.

34 For what follows cf. Kazhdan-Franklin 1984, 151-153; on some of Eustathius’ problems with
the monks and lay people of Thessaloniki cf. Magdalino 1996.
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hollow caves, and each man administers law over his children and wife, and
they take no thought for each other’ (Odyssey 9.107-115). Eustathius here
seems to take over the ancient view, found as early as Antisthenes, if not before,
that the inconsistency between this description of the Cyclopes and the blasphe-
mous savagery of the Cyclops is to be explained by the fact that Polyphemos is a
one-off: all the other Cyclopes are indeed god-fearing, and when Polyphemos
says they are not, he is simply lying (in Od. 1617.61-1618.1). In the related passage
in Eustathius’ encomium of St Philotheus,* the tone is perhaps more humorous-
ly dismissive (hermits ‘cram themselves into caves ... and slip into holes in the
ground’ in their attempts to avoid the life of community, TO TOAITIKOV Kol GO
Blov), but Eustathius then proceeds to acknowledge that the hermits’ solitary
struggle for virtue, a struggle seen only by God, is indeed a noble and praisewor-
thy one. Greater, however, was St Philotheus’ open struggle in ‘the theatre of life’
where so many obstacles stand in the way, but where there are also thousands of
spectators to see the struggle and — and this is what is most important — be
stimulated to imitate the struggle in God’s service which they witness. It is not
hard to see Philotheus here not just as a model for Eustathius, but also as
(here at least) a representative for him and for his view of the public role and
responsibilities of a priest. For Eustathius, Homeric allusion is never far away
from that role.

Just as, for Eustathius, Homer was a place where one could receive board
and nourishment for as long as one wished (in Il. 1.11-16, cf. above p. 16), so
for Michael Eustathius was an ‘unlocked garden of wisdom, a rich field ... and
a gushing spring of logoi’ (286.22-24 Lampros) where no one need go hungry
or thirsty.>® According to Euthymios, the stream of Eustathius’ words watered
the city, surpassing even the cataracts of the Nile; now, however, after the mas-
ter’s death, those who drank so eagerly are dry and burning with thirst (PG
136.757 Migne). Using an elaborate version of the same topos as Michael, Euthy-
mios describes Eustathios himself as a new paradise open to all, where many
came and plucked the fruit of his virtue and teaching, filling themselves to
their heart’s content (PG 136.760 Migne). Even the figure of the Cyclops makes
an unexpected appearance here also: for Michael, Eustathius’ lectures dripped
honey and were like ‘distillations (&mopp@yeg) of nectar’ (2879 Lampros), a
phrase which Michael has taken from the Cyclops’ description of the very strong
wine which Odysseus has offered him, ‘a distillation of ambrosia and nectar’;

35 Opusc. p. 148.38-48 Tafel. This passage also seems to rework Hesiod’s famous verses on the
path towards dpetn (Op. 286-292).
36 For the classical roots of the image cf., e.g., Philostratus, Heroicus 4.11.
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whereas, however, Odysseus’ wine befuddled the Cyclops and eventually left him
unconscious, Eustathius’ lectures entered his pupils’ souls, there to remain for-
ever.”” Once again, Michael’s praise activates a memory of the teaching which it
celebrates: Eustathius wrote a long note on the relevant Homeric phrase and, in
particular, on the metaphorical uses of &moppwé (in Od. 1633.39-58).

It should of course be no surprise that food and drink are almost as obses-
sively interesting in Byzantine society as in classical times, and just as rich a
source of critical imagery. It is certainly no surprise that they recur insistently
in Eustathius’ account of the capture of Thessaloniki in 1185, for a city under
siege is a city where food and drink assume an even greater significance than
ever. At one point Eustathius offers a marvellous account of how the invaders
had no appreciation for the properly aged local wine, which was not sweet
enough for their barbarian tastes, and so it was just wasted and poured out
(8136, p. 148 Melville Jones). Instead, virtually unfermented new wine which
‘seethed and bubbled’ was swilled down with a gay abandon which, to Eusta-
thius’ delight, was often enough to prove fatal, particularly as the barbarians
combined it with gorging themselves on the flesh of pigs and cattle and on
the local ‘excellent garlic’. Eustathius himself has some marvellous food descrip-
tions,*® and he can reach for a high level of poeticism: thus, for example, he de-
scribes a coq au vin washed in wine, ‘as Homer says the sun is washed in Ocean’
(Epist. 5 Kolovou). Eustathius was certainly no ascetic: in several places in Eusta-
thius’ letters in fact one is strongly reminded of Petronius’ Satyrica.

When Michael comes to describe the throng who sought Eustathius out, it is
of course Homer to whom he again turns:

Whenever [ watched his pupils coming and going, [ was reminded of the Homeric simile. As
hordes (€6vn) of bees come out from a hollow rock, so every day did countless swarms
(opnvn) of students flit to and from Eustathius’ hive like bunches of grapes (Botpu86v)
Michael Choniates, Funeral Oration for Eustathius 289.21-28 Lampros

Bees have a very long history as a comparandum for students and their teach-
ers,” but Michael’s evocation of Iliad 2.87-90, the comparison of the Greek
army rushing to assembly like swarming bees, is not chosen at random:

37 Michael in fact says that Eustathius’ teaching was ‘burned into’ his pupils (28711 Lampros),
but I wonder whether the burning of the Cyclops’ eye plays some (? unconscious) role here; the
metaphor comes from encaustic techniques in art.

38 Cf., e.g., Kolovou 2006, 63-68.

39 Cf, e.g., Hunter-Russell 2011, 16, 183, citing earlier literature.



26 —— Richard Hunter

fiite #0vea elot peAoohwy ASVawWY

TETPNG €K YAaUPTiG aiel vEov Epxopevawv,

BoTtpudov 8¢ méTovtan € GvBeawy elapvoiotv

al pév T &vba &Aig memothatal, ol 8¢ e évbar 90
WG T@V €Bvea TTOAAG VE@V Grto kol KAoLdwv

niovog mpomndpotbe Babeing EotixdwvTo

\adov eig ayopnv

Homer, Iliad 2.87-93

As hordes of dense bees come out in a never-ending stream from a hollow rock, and like
bunches of grapes fly to the spring flowers, some this way in great numbers and some
that, so did the many hordes [of Greeks] proceed in troops from the ships and huts
along the deep shore to the place of assembly.

This is the first extended simile in the Iliad, as Eustathius notes in his commen-
tary (in Il. 179.28), and Eustathius had prefaced his detailed commentary upon it
with one of the fullest and most important surviving discussions of the techni-
que of Homeric similes (in II. 176.23-178.1). Moreover, one of Eustathius’ letters
(3 Kolovou), accompanying a gift of shining grapes of the kind called in contem-
porary speech kovkoDBat (‘owls’), is almost an extended riff on the analogy be-
tween grapes and bees which this Homeric simile inaugurates: if Homer can say
that bees fly Botpu8ov, then Eustathius can say that his grapes are piled up
peAoond6v, and so forth. In his discussion of the Homeric passage, Eustathius
draws heavily upon ancient criticism,* but a leitmotif is that the extended simile
is for Homer a technique for 10 818dokewv, by which is meant not just making the
narrative vivid and lively by drawing upon images from the everyday, but also
teaching the audience about the world around them.

Michael clearly remembers Eustathius’ own ‘teaching’ through his evocation
of the Homeric simile and of Eustathius’ discussion. One aspect of this discus-
sion was Eustathius’ insistence that the point of the comparison is the similarity
between the movement of ‘swarms’ of bees and ‘swarms’ of men; this is not one
of the, in Eustathius’ view, rare Homeric examples where every aspect of the
tenor matches every aspect of the vehicle. After all, the bees are coming out
from one location and then dispersing in various directions, whereas the Greeks
are coming together in one place, having been previously scattered among their
own camps and ships. Michael’s image of students both ‘alighting on’ and ‘flying
off’ from the one place, which is ‘the hive of Eustathius’, an image which delib-
erately omits the destination for which the bees are headed, draws vehicle and
tenor closer together, very likely under the influence of Eustathius’ discussion.
Moreover, Homer had used £6vea of both the bees and the Greeks, and this

40 For relevant bibliography cf. Hunter 2006, 83 n.8.
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had drawn the attention of both the scholiasts and then of Eustathius; the latter
explains at some length that the proper term for bees is not £€8vog, but opfjvog (in
I1. 178.10-19). Michael picks up this strand of criticism by referring to the @iAo-
AOywv oprvn pupia who thronged Eustathius’ ‘hive’, thus varying Homer’s seep-
age from vehicle to tenor, again under the influence of Eustathius’ teaching; the
verbal wit is reinforced by using Botpu8ov of these ‘swarms’ of students, whereas
in Homer this adverb had been applied to the bees, with iAa86v describing the
parallel movement of the Greek soldiers.**

If Eustathius was an embodiment of Homer, his power of words also evoked
the central figures of Homer’s two poems. Like Achilles, Michael’s Eustathius
‘sang of heroic deeds’, dede kAéa (in Il. 291.8, cf. Iliad 9.189), but Homer’s ‘her-
oes’ (avdp@wv) are replaced by PBac\éwv peyohovpy@v kal UWiBpovwv
natplopx@v, ‘powerful kings and high-throned patriarchs’, who after all were in-
deed the contemporary equivalent of Homer’s elite. Eustathius had in fact noted
that, in contrast to Paris’ lascivious lyre-playing (Iliad 3.54), the poetry of both
Achilles and Homer was praiseworthy, ‘for Homer’s poetry too sings of the glo-
rious deeds of men’ (in Il 381.4-5); in his discussion of the famous passage in
which the ambassadors find Achilles entertaining himself with poetry in Iliad
9, Eustathius observes that Achilles makes those of whom he sung d&oiSot,
‘just as the poet had made him’ (in IL. 745.52). Michael’s Homeric allusion in
delde kAéa thus in fact reincarnates Eustathius as both Achilles and Homer.
For Eustathius Homer was @\ayi\\evg, ‘fond of Achilles’,** and the poet’s at-
tachment to Achilles is a leitmotif of the commentary on the Iliad, the last
words of which record that while the dead Hector deserved pity, this was not
how Homer saw it, because that was not how Homer’s philos Achilles saw it.**
Eustathius’ devotion to and writing about Homer has now made him as dear
to the poet as Achilles himself was. In introducing Achilles’ account to Priam

41 Michael here perhaps also remembers Eustathius’ observation that ‘some ancient’ reversed
Homer’s usage by writing of a ‘swarm of grapes’ (opfivog BotpOwv), in Il. 179.33-34; van der Valk
I cix conjectures that this is from a lost work of Himerius.

42 This compound is not apparently applied to Homer in the extant scholia. On this topic see
also van den Berg, this volume.

43 At in IL 1362.59 Eustathius calls Achilles, in the context of his consolatory speech to Priam
(cf. below pp. 43-46), ‘the dear comrade of the poet, who was both brave and eloquent’. Eusta-
thius’ view of the end of the Iliad is an outlier among ancient and scholiastic interpretations; he
notes the speed and brevity with which Homer brings the poem to a conclusion, but focuses not,
as seems to have been traditional, on how Homer saved material for the Odyssey (see on this
also Niinlist, this volume), but rather on the absence of details of the actual burial rites and
on the absence of funeral games. He then closes with the remark about Achilles which is
cited above.



28 —— Richard Hunter

of Zeus’s jars in Iliad 24,** Eustathius notes that the poet wanted to show ‘his
beloved Achilles’ as also eloquent (Adylog), which was only reasonable given
the quality of his teachers in rhetoric, Cheiron, Peleus, and Phoenix, and
Achilles’ speech of consolation is analysed by rhetorical criteria (in Il. 1362.39-
48);% it is perhaps not altogether fanciful to imagine that Eustathius himself
sometimes daydreamed about what it would be like to teach rhetoric to an
Achilles — a star pupil, if ever there was one and, as a ‘kingly young man devoted
to the Muses’, the very model of a young member of the Byzantine élite. Eusta-
thius’ commentary insistently impresses upon his pupils what a good teacher
can do for you.

Eustathius’ fondness for Achilles, which matches Homer’s own, may shape
interpretation, as we have seen in Eustathius’ view of the very end of the
poem (above p. 27n.43). In the discussion of Iliad 23.187, where Homer reports
that Aphrodite protected Hector’s corpse with ambrosial oil, ‘so that he should
not disfigure him as he dragged him [around the walls]’, the subject of the
verb is obviously Achilles, who has been at the centre of our thoughts for
some time and whose preparations at Patroclus’ pyre have just been described;
Achilles is not, however, named explicitly, and grammarians and teachers obvi-
ously felt some difficulty. The D-scholia explain that the reference is to Achilles,
and Eustathius is in touch with this same grammatical lore (cf. in II. 1294.13 6
AytM\evg 8nAadn); the paraphrase in the exegetical b-scholia also names the
hero, as though this was necessary for full understanding. Eustathius, however,
goes on to note that, because the action of dragging Hector was koxov (cf.
Il. 23.176-177 and further below), Homer has, at the price of unclarity, suppressed
the name of ‘his dear Achilles’, thus forcing us to bring it over amo kotwvod from
its last appearance eighteen verses previously. By contrast, notes Eustathius,
when Homer describes the funeral procession for Patroclus (23.134-140),
‘which was a praiseworthy thing’, he names Achilles three times in six verses
(in IL 1294.50-59). Homer thus controls every detail of his poem, and when
something catches our attention, like a slight grammatical unclarity, we should
ponder what that might mean; no aspect of the poem, however apparently triv-
ial, is without purpose.*®

The fondness of the poet and commentator for Achilles does not, however,
put the hero beyond criticism. Achilles’ funeral for Patroclus and his maltreat-

44 Cf. below p. 43-46.

45 Note especially miioTv Texvik@G TQ Aoyw mopilwv kTA. at in I 1362.46.

46 This critical principle of 008&v pdtny, i.e. the poet included (or excluded) nothing without a
purpose, was part of Eustathius’ broad debt to the ancient critical tradition, cf., e.g., Dio
Chrys. 2.40, 48; schol. bT IL. 11.58 and 12.292-293 etc.
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ment of Hector’s body, for example, belong to iocTopia, to ‘what happened’, and
what matters therefore is how Homer chose to present these events. If in the pas-
sage just considered Homer is claimed to have done what he could to play down
Achilles’ responsibility for a ‘bad’ action, neither Homer nor Eustathius can deny
the action itself. Homer had famously called Achilles’ treatment of Hector deikéa
£pya (I1. 22.395, cf. 23.24), and Eustathius could draw on a rich critical tradition
in seeking to explain the adjective, just as the phrase has become a focus for
modern discussion of the narratorial voice in Homer.*” Eustathius (in Il. 1276.1-
4) is clear that Homer condemns the dragging of Hector’s body, both from the
fact that in Il. 22.395 he calls the Trojan 8iog and from the fact that the things
which were done to him were dewkéa, that is, in Eustathius’ view, dmpert, ‘not
fitting’ [for Hector], one of the rival interpretations of &ewkéa which Eustathius
inherited from the grammatical tradition (cf. schol. b II. 22.395a2).“® There are
thus limits to Homer’s, and Eustathius’, fondness for Achilles.

Even worse than the dragging of Hector’s body was, of course, Achilles’
human sacrifice at Patroclus’ tomb:

Swdeka 8¢ Tpwwv peyaBOpWV LiEag EGOAOVG
XoAk@t dnidwv kakd 8¢ @peot pndeto Epya.
Homer, Iliad 23.175-176

[And he threw on the pyre] twelve noble sons of great-hearted Trojans, killing them with
bronze; in his heart he devised grim deeds.

Homer’s comment on the action seems unequivocal, even if some modern com-
mentators have read the second half of v. 176 as devoid of criticism of Achilles.
The exegetical scholia refer to Achilles’ natural ®poTng, and also note that Pa-
troclus’ death ‘has made [Achilles] more savage’ (mAéov fypiwoev). Eustathius
makes three points about this brief passage (in II. 1294.18-23). First, we have
to understand évéBoAde mupf|L, ‘threw into the fire’, from vv. 172 and 174, as
what Achilles actually did to the young men: Homer shrank from explicitness
here, and this silence (formally an EAAen]ig) must be judged appropriate (kapio).
Unlike the case of II. 23.187 considered above, modern readers might judge Eu-
stathius at least over-sensitive here: there is no real risk of unclarity, and the syn-
tax would seem to make Achilles’ action with regard to the young Trojans explic-
it. Nevertheless, the hero’s actions are very carefully described in vv. 168-177, and

47 Cf., e.g., Hunter-Russell 2011, 108; de Jong on Il. 22.395.

48 In the second instance of dewéa €pya in this context, Il 23.24, where the reference is less
obvious than it is in Book 22, Eustathius notes that Achilles was ‘overcome by anger’ (in
I1. 1285.30).
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expressions for ‘threw in the fire’ occur three times in a brief space; such a pat-
tern suggests to Eustathius that the ‘omission’ in vv. 175-176 is deliberate and
prompts him to ask ‘why?’. These should still be the instincts of a modern com-
mentator, however much they are rooted in the analyses of ancient grammari-
ans. Secondly, the language in which the young Trojans are described, peyafv-
HwV vigag €00Novg, dignifies them (Gmooepvivag), and, finally, Homer explicitly
calls Achilles’ action kakdv. In a subsequent addition to the commentary, Eusta-
thius goes further:

[Achilles’ action] was beastlike (Bnptwdrng) and truly barbarian, if one reflects upon the fact
that we are told that it was the custom of Gauls to sacrifice the prisoners, whenever they
enjoy some success in wars. That custom, however, had some rationale, as it was an offer-
ing to the divine, like a sacrifice, whereas Achilles’ action is of a completely different kind.
Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 1294.22-24

Eustathius here extends the traditional criticism of Achilles — ‘beastlike and truly
barbarian’ is an intensification of the scholiastic charge of OpoTng and &yplotng
against Achilles — but his use of the case of the Gauls as a comparandum for
Achilles’ action also has an interest beyond that.*® Aristotle seems to have ex-
plained Achilles’ dragging of Hector’s body around Patroclus’ tomb from the
fact that such actions were still in his day a Thessalian funeral practice
(fr. 389 Gigon = 166 Rose); such appeal to ‘other’ customs was of course a stan-
dard way of dealing with literary ‘problems’. Eustathius is heir to such a tradi-
tion, but here uses the existence of this custom among ‘barbarians’ as evidence
for the abhorrent nature of Achilles’ action; Aristotle’s Thessalians were at least
Greeks, whereas Gauls are entirely beyond the pale. If anything, the comparative
method here complicates the difficulty of the text, rather than providing a ‘sol-
ution’.

For Michael Choniates, as we have seen, Eustathius was an Odysseus, as
well as an Achilles. No figure comes of course more readily to mind in any rhet-
orical context than Odysseus,’® but Michael uses this figure in a perhaps surpris-
ing way at one crucial point of his eulogy. Eustathius’ death was a falling asleep:

49 Eustathius draws his example of the Gauls from Athenaeus 4.160e where the custom is cited
in a quotation of verse by Sopater (fr. 6 K-A); Eustathius, however, seems to have known Athe-
naeus only in a version of the Epitome (cf. van der Valk I Ixxxiv—v; Hunter 1983, 32), and in the
Epitome the Gaulish custom is cited but the poetic context concealed. On Eustathius and the
customs of other populations see Cullhed, this volume.

50 For some aspects of the use of the figure of Odysseus in Comnenian literature cf. the bibliog-
raphy in Pontani 2015, 392 n. 473.
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[Sleep] escorted you through the Gates of Dreams to death or, to put it more fittingly, con-
veyed you as if from your stay here in a foreign land to your homeland over there, just as in
poetry a heroic wise man of much wandering is conveyed while sleeping from a foreign is-
land to the island which bore him.

Michael Choniates, Funeral Oration for Eustathius 302.6—-11 Lampros

The allusion to Odysseus being transported by the Phaeacians from Scherie to
Ithaca could hardly be clearer:

WG 1 pippa Beovoa Bohdoong KOPAT ETapveEY

GvBpa @epovoa Beoio’ Evaliykia pnde’ Exovta,

0G Tptv pev péAa oM a0’ Ghyea 6v katd Bupov, 90

GvBp@V TE TITOAEPOVG GAEYEVG TE KUPATA TIElPWV*

81 TOTe ¥ dtpépag eUSe, Aehaopévog 00’ EmenoveeL.

Homer, Odyssey 13.88-92

So did [the Phaeacian ship] cut through the waves of the sea in its swift course, bearing a
man whose counsels were like the gods’. In the past he had suffered very many griefs in his
heart, as he passed through the wars of men and the grievous waves; but at that time he
slept quietly, forgetful of all that he had suffered.

Eustathius has gone home: Heaven is where he really belongs (not much later
Michael describes the Gates of Heaven opening to receive him (303.23-24)).
The Homeric allusion, as so often, is not mere idle display: like Odysseus, Eusta-
thius too was a man ‘whose plans were like those of God[s], who before had suf-
fered very many griefs in his heart’ but now was asleep, ‘forgetting all that he
had suffered’. Why the Phaeacians did not wake Odysseus up was a famous Ho-
meric ‘problem’ which Eustathius had of course discussed (in Od. 1733.1-23);*!
once again, then, Michael offers us a truly Homeric Eustathius.

Eustathius and allegory

As what mattered to Eustathius in the commentary on Dionysius Periegetes was
‘the useful’ (cf. above), so too in the commentaries on Homer. In the Preface to
the Iliad-commentary (in Il. 2.17-47), Eustathius stresses his wish that the com-
mentary be yprowov for young men who are still learning and who wish to un-
derstand Homer in order to use that understanding for the benefit of their own
rhetoric; we have already seen such a model of ‘benefit’ in Eustathius’ use of the
image of the Sirens, and there is certainly something in common between how

51 For discussion and further bibliography cf. Hunter 2009a, 199-201; Hunter-Russell 2011, 155.
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Eustathius wants us to read Homer and how we are to read his commentaries. A
particular problem, however, is posed by myth and the question of allegory, for
allegorising is a crucial weapon in making poetic myth ‘useful’ in an educational
context. Eustathius notes that Homer is not to be criticized for being ‘full of
myths’, because his myths are not there to make us laugh, but rather ‘they are
shadows or screens (moapoametaopata) for noble thoughts’, some of which
Homer himself created, whereas others which were pre-existing have been trans-
ferred (¢Axopevol) to serve a useful purpose in his poetry; both kinds of myth are
to be interpreted allegorically (in II. 1.35-40). Eustathius’ language here is rem-
iniscent of the interpretative language of the neo-Platonists, notably Proclus,
for whom the surface meaning and language of the poems are indeed a set of
‘screens’ which those who properly understand will remove in their reading to
reveal the allegorised truth which they conceal, a truth which will however al-
ways remain invisible to the uninitiated and the vulgar.>? Thus, for example, Pro-
clus notes, in regard to poetry about the gods, that these surface features of the
text, which apparently assimilate divine society and behaviour to our own, are
rather ‘appropriate screens (moapamnetdopata) for ideas about the gods, which
are transferred (¢Axopeva) from events which came after the gods to the gods
themselves’ (in Plat. Remp. 1.66.7-9 Kroll).>> Myths seek to conceal the truth
‘by screens which can be seen’ (moapametdopata @awvopeve, 1.73.15-16 Kroll,
cf. 1.74.18-20), a phrase which draws on the distinction fundamental to any al-
legorising interpretation, namely that between what the text ‘appears’ to say and
what it ‘really’ means. Both Proclus and Eustathius are, of course, concerned
with the useful teaching which lies concealed behind the ‘screens’, but Eusta-
thius sees Homer’s aim, not entirely unlike his own, as much more strictly intro-
ductory and educational: ‘because they are attractive to the many, Homer wove
myths into his poetry with the intention that the outward appearance (t0 mpo-
@awvopevov) would lure and bewitch those who shunned the subtleties of phi-
losophy so that he might catch them, as they say, “in the nets”; once he had
given them a taste of the sweetness which lies in truth, he would release them
to go their own way and search for that sweetness elsewhere’ (in Il. 2.1-4). Hom-
er’s aim in fact was precisely in line with how the educational tradition had used
him for centuries, namely as an introduction to the higher studies of philosophy;
this is, for example, the principal perspective from which Plutarch presents po-
etry in How the young man should study poetry.>*

52 Cf., e.g., Festugiére 1970, 62-63; Sheppard 1980, 16-17; Lamberton 1986, 185.

53 Both the language and the thought go much further back than Proclus, cf., e.g., the opening
sections of Dio Chrysostom 5, ‘the Libyan myth’ on which cf. Hunter 2017.

54 Cf. esp. Plutarch’s programmatic statement at aud. poet. 15f-16a.
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In Plato’s Republic (2.378d-e), Socrates, speaking of some of the most noto-
rious acts of violence by Homer’s gods against each other, notes that such pas-
sages cannot be accepted into the ideal city, ‘whether they have been composed
with or without underlying meanings (Urévolan)’, because the young are unable
to discern what is and is not such an underlying meaning. Almost immediately
before, Socrates had outlawed stories such as Ouranos’ castration by his son in
Hesiod’s Theogony ‘even if they are true’ (2.377e-378a); if, however, they must be
told, it should only be to a very small group, and in secret after appropriate sac-
rifices. From these two passages Proclus developed the view that Socrates/Plato
held that there were two kinds of myth, each appropriate to a different audience
at different stages of intellectual development:

One kind of myth is educational (mawdevTik6v), the other initiatory (teAeoTik6v); one con-
tributes to ethical virtue, the other to our union (cuvagn) with the divine; one can benefit
the majority of us, the other is appropriate for very few;* one is common and familiar to
men, the other secret and inappropriate to those who do not strive to be completely situated
in the divine; one corresponds to the condition of the souls of the young, the other scarcely
reveals itself after sacrifices and mystical training.

Proclus, On the Republic 1.81.13-21 Kroll

In accordance with the purpose of the Commentaries, Eustathius gives pride of
place to the first, educational myths; these are what his readers will find xpn-
owpa. The distinction which he proceeds to draw concerns the kind of interpreta-
tion to be applied to the Homeric text, and he sets his discussion (in Il. 3.13-34)
within the history of previous interpretation.”® For Eustathius, the two extremes
are represented by those who ‘turn everything into allegory’, even events and
characters which are rooted in reality, what Eustathius terms & 6poAoyovpévwg
ioTopolpeva, ‘so that the poet seems to speak to us in dreams’.”” On the other
side are those ‘who have torn off Homer’s wings and never allow him to soar
aloft’, by refusing to allow any allegorical interpretation; for these people,

55 Proclus’ word éAayioTolg picks up Resp. 2.378a6.

56 What follows re-uses some material from Hunter 2016, which should be consulted for the
background to Eustathius’ discussion. Eustathius is heir to a very long tradition, not just of al-
legorising itself, but of classifications of types of allegory, and Eustathius’ division was not the
only one current in late antiquity and Byzantium - cf., e.g. scholia on Odyssey 1.8 h, 1.26j Pon-
tani etc.

57 Cesaretti 1991, 241 n.13 suggests that Eustathius here recalls Dio’s criticisms of Homer at
11.129; Eustathius certainly knew the Trojan Oration, cf. in Il. 460.10-12. As for Eustathius’ target,
Cesaretti 1991, 231 suggests allegorists such as Metrodorus of Lampsacus from the fifth century
BC (cf. Hunter 2012a, 92, citing earlier bibliography); it is tempting, however, to think that Eusta-
thius is thinking of allegorists nearer in time to himself than Metrodorus.
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whose ‘lawgiver’ was Aristarchus,”® myths are just that — myths. For Eustathius
the third way, and the way he will follow, is the way of careful examination and
discrimination, rather than the imposition of totalising and undiscriminating
systems; he will not be the last scholar to use such a rhetoric about the differ-
ence between his work and that of others, nor will he be the last whose practice
is much less clearcut, and much more of a compromise, than his proclaimed
methodology.”® Eustathius lines himself up alongside oi dkpiBéotepot, who
take the trouble to investigate the material properly: that which is historical is
accepted as it is, but with myths, such readers first consider their origin, nature
and plausibility and then the nature of the truth which lies within them, which
must be revealed through allegorical interpretation, or — in the evocative lan-
guage which Eustathius inherited — 6epomneia, whether that be guowk®g (‘pertain-
ing to the nature of the world’) or kata 180¢ (‘ethical’, ‘moralising’) or icTopik@®s,
by which last method Eustathius means that many myths contain a central core
of reality, an event or events which really did happen, but that reality has been
distorted by mythical material to make it more marvellous (tob 8¢ p6ov 0 &GAn-
0eg exPladopévou mpog O Tepatwdéatepov) and must therefore be recovered by
the interpreter.®°

Eustathius’ Commentaries contain allegories from right across the board,
from the simplest and most familiar to what can seem the most remarkably re-
cherché, although Eustathius does not of course necessarily endorse every theory
or interpretation to which he offers space, and it is not rare for a modern reader
to feel that mutually incompatible reading strategies have simply been juxta-
posed. Often, as for example in his ample commentary on the song of Demodo-
cus about the adultery of Ares and Aphrodite (in Od. 1597.42-1598.9), Eustathius
offers a list of competing allegories as part of making his commentary ‘useful’,
though in the case of Demodocus’ song it is clear that Eustathius in fact endorses
a simple a fortiori moral didacticism which demonstrates that ‘even among those

58 Eustathius is of course referring to Aristarchus’ famous view (schol. D Il 5.385, cf. in
I1. 40.28-34; 561.29-30) that ‘what is said by the poet should be accepted mythically, in accord-
ance with poetic licence, and readers should not busy themselves (reptepyadopévoug) with any-
thing beyond what the poet said’; for differing assessments of what Aristarchus actually meant
by this cf., e.g., Porter 1992, 70-74; Niinlist 2009, 180-181; Niinlist 2011. Eustathius’ description
of his own work — mepiepyaoetal mov [Tovg pvBoug] dkoAoVBwg Tolg mMaAatoig — may indeed
scornfully pick up Aristarchus’ verb.

59 For a helpful survey cf. Cesaretti 1991, 222-274.

60 Eustathius makes very similar points at the head of the Odyssey-commentary, where the pur-
pose of 10 Tepateveabat is the creation of ndovn and ékmAngg for the audience (in Od. 1379.13-
14). On the akpiBéotepol see Pagani, this volume; on the general issue, see van den Berg, this
volume.
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above us (oi kpeittoveg) wicked deeds do not prosper’ (cf. Od. 8.329).¢* Often, of
course, it will be the relative didactic weight which determines to which allego-
ries Eustathius gives space: when Athena tells Zeus that Odysseus ‘longing to see
even the smoke rising from his own land, desires to die’ (Od. 1.58-59), Eustathius
notes an allegorical interpretation by which Homer chooses to dwell on smoke,
which like philosophy mounts up to the sky, because philosophical knowledge at
first seems murky, whereas the full revelation (i.e. the fire which causes the
smoke) is brilliant and bright. If you cannot attain that full and final revelation,
then the murky first beginnings are much better than nothing, just as even if you
cannot stuff yourself with honey, a little taste is something to be desired (in
0d. 1391.46-48); Eustathius’ pupils and colleagues will not have needed to
have the lesson made any plainer.

As an illustration of very familiar and relatively simple allegorising, we may
take the case of Athena as @povnoig or ovveolg; this is one of Eustathius’ most
common allegorical strategies, and it was one which had a very long history,
stretching back in fact to the beginnings of allegorical interpretation itself.®
The account, for example, of Nausicaa’s reaction to the appearance of the
naked Odysseus, when all her maidservants flee, gestures to this interpretation,
even though that is not made explicit:**

oin & AAkwvoov Buyatnp péve: TijL yap ABnvn
0Gpoog évi @peotl Biike kal £k 8éog €ileTo yuiwv.
oti| 8 dvta oxopévn:

Homer, Odyssey 6.139-141a

Alcinous’ daughter alone remained, for Athene put courage into her heart and removed fear
from her limbs. She stood still facing him.

Nausicaa alone remained and did nothing ignoble (Gyevvég) because of her good sense
(oVUveowg). For this reason the poet says that Athena put courage into her heart and took
fear from her limbs ... [Nausicaa] reckoned sensibly (gppovipwg) that there is nothing fright-
ening on the island ... and so there is nothing to fear in the man who has appeared. This
also demonstrates Homer’s skill in the arrangement of his narrative (8ewvotng 81 16 ebmAa-

61 On the use of this verse as a ‘moral’ for the story of Ares and Aphrodite cf. Hunter-Russell
2011, 108; Hunter 2012b, 96.

62 Cf., e.g., Democritus, 68 B2 D-K; LfgrE I 210-211; for further discussion and bibliography on
this allegory cf. Hunter 2012a, 60—67; Hunter 2014b, 34-35.

63 So too, Eustathius observes that it is appropriate that it is Athena who is responsible for mak-
ing Odysseus larger and more handsome to look upon, ‘because it was his phronesis which made
him admired and seem more impressive’ (in II. 258.1); van der Valk ad loc. suggests that Eusta-
thius has misremembered that it is Laertes who is transformed at Od. 24.368-370, but cf.
0Od. 6.229-235, 18.69-70.
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ototepov). If the king’s daughter had fled, Homer’s fiction (mAdoig) would have become
bathetic (xax6{nAov) and succeeding events would not have been plausible.
Eustathius, Commentary on the Odyssey 1555.28-31

So too, in Iliad 2, when Odysseus rises to address the army after having quashed
Thersites’ shortlived impudence, Athena stands beside him in the guise of a her-
ald to command silence so that everyone in the audience could hear what he has
to say and ‘take note of his advice’ (Iliad 2.279-282). For Eustathius, Athena here
(as so often) represents Odysseus’ good sense (oUveolg): the Greeks fall silent be-
cause they want to hear what Odysseus has to say, as they know of that quality of
good sense and intelligence (in Il. 220.14-17). That expectation itself obviated the
need for a herald, but Homer necessarily represents this sequence of events with
the typical ‘divine machinery’ of epic.®* Again, when in Odyssey 13 Athena shows
Odysseus the landmarks of Ithaca to prove to him that he has finally reached
home and scatters the mist which had prevented him from seeing clearly, this
is really the workings of @povnoig: Odysseus knows that the Phaeacians have
not cheated him, and Athena’s words represent an internal process of reflection
and dawning memory, by which he recognizes long familiar landmarks one by
one; the mist which Athena scatters is the ‘mist of forgetfulness’ (in
Od. 1743.35-39), and many modern readers of Homer would attest, I think, to
the continuing power of such a critical account.

In the tradition of Homeric criticism, this allegory of Athena assumed partic-
ular importance with regard to Odyssey 1, where Athena’s advice, given in the
guise of Mentes, to Telemachus to go in search of information about his father
was standardly interpreted as the stirrings of @pdvnoig within the maturing
young hero.® This simple allegory was also often found in conjunction with
the allegorizing of Athena’s father, Zeus, as voiig, as @povnoig is a product of
the mind, and indeed its ‘natural’, desired state. Eustathius notes that, even if
Zeus/the mind is darkened by anger or desire and turns away from the light of
Athena/phronesis,®® this will never last long (in Il. 717.43-44). The allegory also
comes prominently into play at two crucial moments of the poem involving
Achilles. Athena’s appearance to Achilles in Iliad 1 when he is choosing between
drawing his sword on Agamemnon or checking this angry impulse is naturally

64 Eustathius’ explanation must also be set within the context of a rich critical tradition about
the speeches of Odysseus and Nestor in Iliad 2; in that tradition Odysseus is indeed the ‘people’s
choice’.

65 Cf. Hypothesis c Pontani and the scholia to Odyssey 1.44c, 270a etc.

66 Eustathius is fond of the epithet pwa@dpog for Athena, cf. van der Valk I 704; this is not, I
believe, attested before Eustathius, though it is obviously connected with the goddess’ associa-
tion with the moon, for which cf. LfgrE I 211.
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seen as Achilles coming to his senses, as dyxivowa and @povnoig now take over
(in II. 81.28-82.22).%” Secondly, in considering (in II. 1267.6-25) the scene in Iliad
22 in which Athena tells Achilles to stop pursuing Hector around the Trojan walls
as she will deceive him into standing to face Achilles (vv. 214-225), Eustathius
begins by noting that, although Homer might seem to downplay Achilles’ prow-
ess by giving Athena all the credit for his victory, this is not in fact problematic,
for us or for Homer; for Eustathius ‘the facts’ (f] ioTopia) are clear: ‘Hector was
brave, but was overthrown by Achilles who was bravest’.®® The distinction be-
tween iotopia and the elaborations and ‘allegories’ of poetry and myth, to
which (for Eustathius) Athena obviously belongs, is fundamental to Eustathius’
procedure as a commentator (though not of course just his alone), and it is to
poetry that Eustathius next moves:

In its typical fashion, poetry prefers to set out events in ways surpassing the normal (tepa-
Twdéatepov), rather than to set them out as they happened (GAn8@cg) but in a less exalted
way (tamewvotepov). Here he prefers to show Achilles as dear to the gods than as just brave;
many other people are brave, but it is rare to be so loved by the gods ... This passage is also
educative, if the divine cares about men to this extent.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 12671017

If the last observation in this passage is very clearly owed to Eustathius’ Chris-
tian perspective, then what follows is a remarkable rationalising account of
Achilles’ thought-processes: the whole scene seems to hint (bneppaiverv) that in-
telligence (@ppovnotg) has come to Achilles’ aid. Realising that both he and Hec-
tor were tired, Achilles stopped for a break, which caused Hector, as a result of
his own (deceptive) reasoning, also to cease from running away and to stand to
face Achilles. One has a choice in fact, notes Eustathius: either we simply under-
stand that Achilles had a rest-break, after which he was too strong for Hector, or
that, in addition, Hector gained new courage to face Achilles; either way @pdovn-
olg/Athena was responsible, destroying Hector and bringing glory to Achilles (in
I1. 1267.18-24).

67 On the allegorising tradition of this scene cf. Hunter 2012a, 60-67. Hera’s role in sending
Athena is interpreted either in connection with Agamemnon’s royal status or, in a later addition
to the commentary, through the familiar equation of Hera with anfp: ‘Understanding, which is
Athena, is sent because the afterthought arising from change of mind comes upon him in ob-
scurity (Gepiav) and darkly and, as it were, unseen and unexpected’ (in Il. 81.43-44). For Eusta-
thius’ further assimilation of Athena’s intervention to Socrates’ dawpéviov (in I1. 82.9-11) cf. Max.
Tyr. 8.5-6; Hunter 2012a, 63 n.71.

68 On Eustathius’ fondness for Achilles, and his belief that Homer was similarly fond, cf. above
pp. 27-28.
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Even if with such a well established allegory as Athena ~ @pdvnatg, howev-
er, the commentator and reader must exercise judgement; ‘allegorical’ reading is
not simply a matter of ‘global change’, so that wherever Athena is named, one
can substitute @povnolg. Part of the depth of Homeric poetry precisely arises
from the interpretative demands it makes upon readers. In Iliad 5, for example,
Athena encourages Diomedes to fear no one, not even Ares, in combat and takes
her place beside him in his chariot by dislodging his comrade Sthenelos:

¢ @apévn Toévehov v &g’ tnmwv Moe youdde,
XEpl ALY £pvoac’, O & &p’ éupoaméwg GmopovoEey:
i 8 &g Bippov EPatve mapal Alopndea Siov
gppepovia Bed péya 8 EBpoye @nywog GEwv
BpBoovvnt: Sewvnv yap Gyev Beov Gvdpd T GploTov.
Homer, Iliad 5.835-839

So saying, she pulled Sthenelos back with her hand and pushed him out of the chariot to
the ground; he quickly leapt clear. With great eagerness the goddess then mounted the cha-
riot alongside the noble Diomedes; the axle made of oak creaked loudly under the weight,
for it bore a dread goddess and the best of men.

Eustathius here weighs up the options:

Note that this passage is entirely unallegorical (&vaAAnyopntov) and an excellent example
of poetic marvellousness (moinTikn Tepateia). It is not possible to understand as factual
(vogiv iotopk@c) that Sthenelos stepped down from the chariot through some inner
thought (katé Tiva oUveotv) so that Diomedes would himself be both rider and charioteer,
unless such a myth is to be read to mean that Diomedes so cleverly (8e£wwtata) controlled
the whole business of fighting in the chariot that the charioteer Sthenelos is not even to be
reckoned into the deeds.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 612.36-41

Eustathius thus works through the possible ways in which this passage could be
read with the common allegorisations of Athena as ‘forethought’ (oVveoig etc.) or
‘skill’ (6e£10T¢); one he rejects outright and another he offers without apparent
confidence. He may have been strengthened in his view that this scene is not to
be read allegorically by the following verses (athetised by Aristarchus) in which
the chariot groans beneath the weight of the great hero and the dread goddess;
intellectual qualities such as oVveoig tend to be imagined as ‘light’ rather than
heavy. It is, however, typical of Eustathius’ methods that he then proceeds to ad-
dress this question, but in a way which does not sit particularly comfortably with
his earlier discussion. He notes that the question of how Athena could weigh so
much had been raised, as she should be ‘weightless’, and he cites a neo-Platonic
solution to the problem: the intelligible (t0 vontoév) is indeed weightless, but
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when it takes on perceptible form, then it appears to have weight. Rather, how-
ever, than trying to combine Eustathius’ views on, first, Athena’s removal of
Sthenelos and, second, the groaning chariot into one single ‘coherent’ view,
we should note that here Eustathius, like the ancient commentators, moves
from single problem to single problem, even when they appear close together
in the text and might well be thought to be related.

The Commentaries contain some remarkable examples of ‘physical allegory’,
such as an extended discussion (in Il. 150.40-152.25) of Hephaestus bringing an
end to the quarrel of Zeus and Hera at the end of Iliad 1 as ‘heat’ bringing about a
reconciliation between ‘dry’ and ‘wet’. The sources of many of these allegories
are unknown, though modern scholars are fond of evoking the name of Demo,
a female Homeric critic of perhaps the fifth century AD who is indeed cited on
more than one occasion by Eustathius.®® Let me consider here a relatively
straightforward physical allegory from Iliad 23. In that book Achilles prays to
Boreas and Zephyros to come to fire the pyre on which lies the body of Patroclus,
surrounded by dead animals and the bodies of twelve young Trojans:

£v0’ abT GAN évonoe modapkng 8iog AXIAeDG:

0TaG Gravevde Tupfig Botolg APET &vépolat

Boppiit kai Ze@Vpwt, kal OTOXETO iepd KAAK* 195
TOAAG 8¢ kal omévBwv ypuotwt Sémai Artdvevev

£NBEpev, Bppa TayloTa Tupl PAeyeBoiato vekpoi,

YAn e ogbarto kanpeval. wka 8¢ Ipig

apawv diovoa petdyyehog AAD’ GvEpOLOLY.

ol pév Gpa Zewipoto duoaeog aBpodot EvBov 200
ilamivnv Satvuvto B2ovoa 8¢ Tpig éméotn

BnAd@t émt MiBéwt. Tol & wg dov dpOaApoiot

TAVTEG GVAIEaV, KGAEOV T€ v €ig € EkaoTo.

Homer, Iliad 23.193-203

The swift-footed noble Achilles had a different thought. He stood away from the pyre and
prayed to the two winds, Boreas and Zephyros, and he promised them fine sacrifices. Pour-
ing many libations from a golden cup, he begged them to come, so that the corpses could
be consumed by fire as soon as possible, and the wood would quickly catch alight. Iris
heard the prayers and quickly went as a messenger to the winds. They were all together
feasting in the dwelling of the stormy Zephyros. Iris arrived at a run and stood on the
stone threshold; when they laid eyes on her, they all leapt up, and each of them called
her to himself.

The swiftness of Iris’s response is marked by her sudden intrusion, mid-verse,
into the narrative, prompting Eustathius to draw his students’ attention to Ho-

69 On Demo cf. Pontani 2005, 87-88, citing earlier bibliography.
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meric technique (kod 8pa T katd TV Iptv, in I1. 1295.65); he points out that either
Achilles prayed also to her, but Homer did not mention this (the principle of
KAT& TO OLWTWHEVOV),”® or else it was simply Iris’s job (which, standardly in
epic, it was) to report such things to the winds. What follows, however, offers ap-
parently a clear and explicit two-part explanation: first, | &GAAnyopia, and then 6
pbBog. The allegory here is a physical one. Iris is the rainbow, and rainbows are
signs not just of rain and war, but also sometimes of winds;”* when the winds
leap up at her arrival, this indicates that the appearance of the rainbow has stir-
red the winds to blow. They all leap up, because rainbows can rouse winds from
all directions; Iris herself, however, departs quickly because rainbows do not lin-
ger long, and she heads off to Ocean because rainbows are associated with mois-
ture and appear in fact through raindrops (in Il. 1296.1-6). As usual, scholarly in-
terest has been focused on Eustathius’s sources, but what is striking here is both
the didactic clarity and completeness of Eustathius’ exposition and the typical
independence of the allegorical interpretation from the narrative which calls it
forth. Behind such physical allegories stands (again) the idea of the poet as
teacher, and an interpreter, such as Eustathius, here stands in for, almost ventril-
oquises, the poet’s teaching. The closer that teaching is to our own (and to Eu-
stathius’ students’) experience, the greater the poet’s authority; this authority,
established through what is now seen to be an accurate account of the physical
world, carries over into the non-allegorical narrative: the poet who accurately re-
ports the physical world can also teach us about the moral and ethical world.

After the allegory, the pd6og,”* that is simply the narrative of the poem as the
poet tells it. Here Eustathius is perhaps uncharacteristically brief: ‘Each of the
winds calls Iris [to himself] as they are in love with her (épdvtag) (in
II. 1296.17-18). Eustathius knew, as did the scholiasts, that poets after Homer
had created a romantic relationship between Iris and Zephyros (in Alcaeus
fr. 327 V they were the parents of Eros),” but here the Homeric text clearly invited
a rather more ribald reading. A beautiful woman entering a male feast can mean
one of only a few things, and it was easy enough to see each of the winds sud-
denly competing for her sexual favours, like symposiasts squabbling over a flute-
girl; the exegetical T-scholium in fact makes the tentative suggestion that the

70 Cf. Niinlist 2009: chap. 6.

71 For an association of the two cf., e.g., Anaxagoras fr. 19 D-K; Empedocles fr. 50 D-K (cited by
Tzetzes in the Allegories of the Iliad, Goldwyn-Kokkini 2015, 274); West on Hes. Theog. 266.
72 Eustathius in fact returns to physical allegory concerning the winds after dealing with the
udbog (in II. 1296.10-12), but not to Iris’ relationship to the winds.

73 Plutarch himself offers an elaborate, Platonising allegory of this fragment at Amatorius 765d-
f, cf. Hunter 2012a, 195-197. For the later attestations of this version cf. Page 1955, 271 n.7.
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winds’ erotic excitement can be explained by the fact that they were a bit tipsy
(GkpoBwpakeg). Iris, however, makes her excuses and beats a hasty retreat. One
strand of ancient interpretation certainly took this view; the schol. bT II. 23.206a
observe that Iris tells a lie in order to escape these pestering men (ot £évoyAodv-
Teg, the standard verb for ‘sexual harrassment’). Of this, there is not a word in
Eustathius, and it is not, I think, unreasonable to infer that he here averts his
students’ eyes from a type of male behaviour that he certainly would not want
them to imitate. Rather, he follows another line, familiar also from the scholia
(schol. bT II. 23.206b), that the gods really have withdrawn from Troy, now
that the course of action concerning Achilles and Hector has been decided (in
II. 1296.24-25). As always, however, Eustathius is alive to how one part of the
poem corresponds to another. So here, he recalls how, at the onset of the
pivig, Thetis reported to Achilles at IL 1.423-424 that all the gods had gone off
to the Ethiopians; Eustathius’ point is not that we have what we would call a
simple ring-composition, but rather that the two instances of divine feasting
with the Ethiopians are quite different, and ‘this is a sign of Homer’s skill as
he avoids, as far as possible, sameness in his writing’ (in II. 1296.25).
Eustathius turns his attention elsewhere also to Iris, and comparison with
his discussion of Iliad 23 may prove instructive. In Iliad 5 Iris, again entering
the narrative without introduction, leads Aphrodite away from the battle after
she has been wounded by Diomedes. The bT-scholia on Il. 5.353 observe that
Iris’ role here is because ‘she serves all the gods in common or is £pwTikn
[i.e. and therefore associated with Aphrodite]’. Eustathius follows this tradition,
but seeks to explain it in terms (again) of the physical allegory: because of the
rainbow’s beautiful colours it has ‘something of Aphrodite’ (Tt éma@poditov)
about it, and it is therefore closely connected to Aphrodite (in Il. 555.31-33). He
then turns to Iris’ speed, another characteristic which is always foregrounded
in poetry. From the allegorical point of view, this (again) is to be understood
from the fact that rainbows appear and disappear very quickly (555.36), but
when looked at puBikdg, i.e. as poetry depicts the anthropomorphic Iris, she
has wings to indicate her speed, as also does Hermes, who is, like her, a messen-
ger, and ‘speed is the virtue of the messenger’. Eustathius also notes here, as he
does elsewhere (cf. below), that Iris and Hermes share an etymology from ipev,
interpreted as ‘to tell, announce’.”* In a subsequent addition to his text Eusta-
thius notes that he has already observed that Iris appears in two forms, one an-
thropomorphic (cwpatoedrg) and the other ‘the sign in the sky’; as an example

74 The etymology is not, of course, original to Eustathius, cf., e. g., Plat. Crat. 408b; Etym. Mag-
num 475.38-40 Gaisf.
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of the former manifestation he cites Iliad 3.121, where Iris (again without explicit
narrative causation) comes as a messenger to Helen, having taken the shape of
Laodike, ‘the most beautiful of Priam’s daughters’, in order to make Helen come
to watch the duel between Paris and Menelaos.

The exegetical bT-scholia on II. 3.121 note that Iris must have been sent by
Zeus to Helen and they offer two reasons for the choice of Iris: ‘a woman can per-
suade another woman’, and secondly — the explanation we have found else-
where — Iris is an épwtikf goddess and ‘is always present with Aphrodite’.
This second explanation presumably not only assumes the very close relation-
ship between Helen and Aphrodite, but also the fact that after having spoken
to Helen, Iris is said to throw ‘sweet desire’ into Helen’s heart to see her former
husband. Eustathius’ note on the passage (in Il 391.21-34) is, once again, ar-
ranged into &AAnyopia and piog, although this time it is the latter which
comes first. Under this heading, Eustathius places the now familiar (to us)
wings, denoting speed, and the etymology of her name. The physical allegory
is of course of the rainbow, and here Eustathius notes that the etymology
from eipew, ‘to tell, announce’, is appropriate here too, because rainbows ‘an-
nounce in the midst of the rain that something is to happen’; for this reason
‘she is said to be the messenger of Zeus, that is of the air’. It may, however,
not be obvious to us what a rainbow might have to do with Helen being
drawn to the walls of Troy, particularly as — as Eustathius in his note on
I1. 5.353 implicitly acknowledges — Iris here takes on a very human shape to ad-
dress Helen.” Here therefore Eustathius calls on ‘the more common treatment
(Bepameia) of the myth’, namely that Iris represents @nun, ‘report, rumour’, a
kind of allegorising (though that is not the word which Eustathius uses) for
which the etymology from eipew is also appropriate.”® It is rumour about the
duel, here transmitted by Laodike, which brings Helen out on to the walls,
just as when at Il. 2.786-806 Iris tells Priam of the mustering of huge Greek
forces, that too is the operation of @run. Here we might well think that we are
very close to epic modes familiar from elsewhere, most notably Virgil’s Aeneid.
Virgil’s famous picture of malicious Fama may in fact suggest at first, not just

75 Such considerations do not, however, deter Tzetzes for whom Iris’ likening of herself to Lao-
dike does indeed mean that she became a rainbow, ‘from which Helen realized what was going
to happen, as if someone had given her a full and clear account’ (alleg. Il. 3.82-87 = Goldwyn-
Kokkini 2015, 136).

76 @nun is one of the meanings of Iris found at Etym. Magnum 475.45 Gaisf.
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Homeric Eris, but also the rainbow, in a gesture to the linkage between Iris and
@nun which Eustathius attests:”

Fama, malum qua non aliud velocius ullum:

mobilitate uiget uirisque adquirit eundo, 175
parua metu primo, mox sese attollit in auras

ingrediturque solo et caput inter nubila condit.

Virgil, Aeneid 4.174-177

Rumour, the quickest of all evils: movement gives her strength, and she increases in force
as she proceeds. Small at first through fear, soon she raises herself to the sky and treads the
earth with her head hidden in the clouds.

In the Commentaries the allegorical and the non-allegorical in fact constantly
bleed into each other, as Eustathius jumps backwards and forwards through
his material, repeating here, reworking there. Another excellent illustration of
this is the discussion of one passage of the Iliad which is itself at least quasi-al-
legorical, namely Achilles’ famous account to Priam of the human condition:

WG yap EnekAwoavto Beol Selloiot PpoToioty,

{wew dxvupevolg avtol 8¢ T dkndéeg eiotv.

Sotol yap Te mibot katakeloTal €v Aog ovBeL

Swpwv ol Sidwal, Kak®V, £Tepog 8¢ Edwv:

DL pév K Gppeifag Smnt Zevg TepTKEPALVOG,

GANOTE PEV Te KOKDL & Ye KOpETAL, GANOTE & £0OAGL 530
L 8¢ ke TV Auyp@v Swnt, AwpnTov Enke,

Kai € kaxn BouPpwaoTig €ml xB6va Siav ENavvel,

ottt & olite Beoiol TeTipévog olte BpoToioty.

Homer, Iliad 24.525-533

This is the fate which the gods have allotted to wretched mortals, that they should live in
grief; they themselves are free from cares. Two jars stand on Zeus’s floor containing the gifts
he gives: [one contains] bad things, the other good things. The man to whom Zeus who de-
lights in thunder gives a mixture sometimes meets with ill and at other times with good.
However, the man to whom he gives [only] grim things is brought to ruin, and evil hunger
drives him over the holy earth, and he wanders honoured by neither gods nor men.

Achilles then proceeds to apply this lesson both to his own father, Peleus, and to
Priam himself; both had been very prosperous, but now they live out a wretched
old age which has brought them nothing but pain. Since at least the time of Pin-
dar (cf. Pyth. 3.80-82), these verses and their sentiment were echoed, discussed

77 On Fama cf. above all Hardie 2012 (where, however, there does not seem to be any mention
of Iris and the rainbow).
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and sometimes rejected, as by the Platonic Socrates (Resp. 2.379d) who banned
them from the ideal state on the grounds that they make the god responsible for
kakd. Much has been written about the consolatory effect of Achilles’ image, a
point already made in the scholia and repeated by Eustathius (in II. 1362.57),
who was of course very conscious of the ‘rhetorical genre’ of the speech, but Eu-
stathius’ discussion of the image offers a particularly interesting example of the
cumulative way in which some parts of his commentary unfold and of how what
is by any standards a remarkable Homeric passage has prompted commentary
which pays particular attention to the power of Achilles’ fable to generate multi-
ple interpretations, once the ‘literal’ meaning has been established.

The exegetical scholia on IL. 24.526 note that when Achilles says that the
gods are Gkndéeg, ‘without cares’, he must be talking about the truly divine,
TO @Voel Bglov, for the gods of poetry, particularly of course those of Homer, cer-
tainly feel grief and other human emotions; that Homer’s gods are avBpwmorma-
Belg is a commonplace of ancient and Eustathian commentary. The scholia also
quote Epicurus to the effect that ‘the immortal and indestructible neither feels
trouble nor provides it to others; therefore it has nothing to do with anger or
grief” (Kyr. Dox. 1).”® The scholia on the following verses about the jars cite Plato’s
condemnation of them in the Republic, but explain that Achilles has invented the
jars in order to console Priam. Eustathius helpfully puts these notices about Epi-
curus and Plato together as ‘what the philosophers say’ (in Il. 1363.8), to be op-
posed to the poetic view of gods with human emotions which include an unwill-
ingness to allow those beneath them to enjoy equal happiness, a view expressed
with allusion to a passage of Herodotus (7.10€).”® Eustathius then proceeds to ex-
plain the mixture of good and bad that Homer sets out as the model for human
life, illustrating this from Demodocus in the Odyssey ‘to whom the Muse gave
good and bad’ (Od. 8.63); human beings are unable to get unmixed good things
from the one jar that contains them, but may get unmixed bad. In a subsequent
addition to the commentary, Eustathius illustrated the inevitability of mixed for-
tune by two characters (including Ptolemy Philadelphus) drawn from the pages
of Athenaeus.®

78 Text and interpretation of this saying are very disputed.

79 van der Valk notes that Eustathius ‘pretends’ (‘simulat’) that he has taken the observations
direct from Plato and Epicurus, rather than from scholia; whether or not this is correct, such a
perspective entirely ignores the utilitarian purpose of teaching for which the commentaries are
written, cf. above p. 11.

80 Eustathius seems to have made much greater use of Athenaeus when adding to the commen-
tary in Thessaloniki than he did in Constantinople, cf. van der Valk I xvi—xvii; it is natural to
connect such differences to the availability of books.
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Having explained, as it were, the ‘literal’ meaning of Achilles’ jars,® that
human life necessarily involves misfortune, Eustathius now turns to various
forms of allegorical interpretation; as often, the shift is marked by iotéov 8¢, ‘Ob-
serve, moreover ... (in Il. 1363.27). The most common way of deflecting Plato’s
charge against the verses was to explain that Zeus here stands for ‘fate’, but Eu-
stathius notes that “Zeus’ could here stand for vodg, ‘mind, intention’, a very
common allegorical equation.®” Not just Zeus’s mind, but human intention
and will can cause both good and evil, and so the two jars may represent differ-
ent ‘states of mind’. If so, Eustathius continues, then human beings may indeed
receive any of the three possible options — unmixed good, unmixed bad, and a
mixture of good and bad. The first is ‘complete blessedness’ (Gxpa pakaploTng)
and the second ‘wretchedness in the soul’ (dA0TNG Yuxikn), both of which are
presumably to be understood in Christian terms: pagan texts, particularly great
texts such as Homer, teach eternal messages, which for Eustathius and his pupils
must be understood in Christian terms. The third option utilizes the fundamental
division for any priest between the religious or spiritual realm and that of ‘ordi-
nary’ life, for the category of ‘the mixed’ refers in this scheme to our day-to-day
life (katdoTtaolg MOATIKR), in which we all must indeed accept human limits to
good fortune.

Eustathius’ Christianising interpretation is testimony to the extraordinarily
productive power of Achilles’ image, which — as is often pointed out - is in
many ways closer to folktale and fable than to ‘high poetry’. Eustathius too
feels something of this ‘strangeness’ about the image, for he draws attention
to the spherical shape of jars which associates them with the heavens above;
by choosing mifot, Homer has been concerned, in Eustathius’ account, to lend
TO ogpvov to an image for which more vulgar equivalents could easily have
been found (the gifts of the gods could have been made to ‘lie on the floor or
be kept in boxes or pits’). Eustathius also notes that mi@ot are common in mythic
tales; he cites (again) the story from Iliad 5 of Ares bound and chained and the
leaky jars of the Danaids. In a subsequent addition to the commentary, Eusta-
thius collects some appearances of mifot in proverbs and takes the chance to
offer an allegorical (oupfoAk@g) interpretation of Hesiod’s gnomic advice on
how best to use a mifog (Op. 368-369). The discussion of the jars then closes
with an account of the difficult syntax of the verses, made all the more necessary

81 I pass over an intervening note in which Eustathius contrasts the Homeric passage with the
Hesiodic jar which Pandora opened; Eustathius will have known that the scholiastic tradition
made the Homeric passage Hesiod’s ‘source’ (schol. A and T IL 24.527-528a-b, cf. Hunter
2014a, 244), but that is not his interest here.

82 Cf., e.g., LfgrE 1 210, above p. 36.
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by the fact that, as Eustathius observes, some thought that Homer indicated that
Zeus had in fact three jars, two of bad things and one of good. Eustathius ap-
peals to Homeric usage in ruling that there were only two jars, though he will
admit that Homer has been guilty of unclarity; the syntactical discussion is, as
often, indebted to the same grammatical tradition which has fed into the scholia.

The Achaean wall

At the opening of Iliad 12 the narrator foretells the complete obliteration by Pos-
eidon and Apollo after the fall of Troy of the Achaean fortification which had
been constructed at the end of Book 7; the interpretative problems concerning
this narrative sequence remain of great interest to modern students of the
Iliad, and offer a very interesting test-case for Eustathius’ use of the critical her-
itage and for the focuses of his commentary.®* I will here follow his discussions
sequentially (though with some omissions), in order to confront the text as his
students and readers may have done; some of the problems which modern schol-
ars find in the conception and role of the wall will, therefore, here find little dis-
cussion, because Eustathius did not in fact discuss them, but this itself will, I
hope, carry its own instructive value.

The making of a defensive wall and ditch to protect the Greek ships and en-
campment is first suggested by Nestor at Il. 7.325-344, and the Greeks carry out
Nestor’s instructions almost to the letter at 7.433-441.3% The scene then switches
to Olympus where the gods are watching the Greeks at work. Poseidon com-
plains to Zeus that the successful building of this wall, although the Greeks

83 Cf. Porter 2011, which has been an important stimulus to the present discussion. Some of
Porter’s arguments have elements in common with Ford 1992, 147-157, though Ford rather sees
the wall as (in part) an image for the composition of the Iliad itself: ‘I conceive of the episode
of the wall, for all its ancient elements, as formulated along with the plan to construct a mon-
umental text of the Iliad of the sort we now have’ (p. 151); some of the concerns of Ford and Por-
ter are picked up by Bassi 2014. Scodel 1982 stresses that the obliteration of the wall by flood
marks a complete break between the time of the heroes and the time of Homer and his audience,
and West 1995 associates the destruction of the wall with the Assyrian destruction of Babylon in
689-688 BC. Cf. further Grethlein 2008, 32-35.

84 Eustathius (in Il. 689.54-55) notes that the okoAoreg of v. 441 were not in fact mentioned by
Nestor and, with a properly didactic eye, he points out how, quoting (but not spelling the quo-
tation out) Eur. Hipp. 436, this shows that ‘second thoughts are wiser’. Clearly, though Homer
does not say so explicitly, the Greeks gave further thought, beyond Nestor’s speech, to what
kind of fortifications were needed; on this exegetical principle of kot T0 olwmnwpevov cf. Niinlist
2009, Chap. 6.
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had offered no sacrifices to the gods, will lead to a decline in concern with the
gods and also to the eclipse of the walls of Troy which he and Apollo had built:

Zeb métep, N P& Tig 0Tt PpoT@V EM Ameipova yoiav

66 TG T ABavaToLoL VOOV Kal PATY Eviel;

ovy Ophatg 8 Te 81 avTe Kapn KopdWvTEG AxXatol

TEYOG ETELi00AVTO VEDV Vriep, Apgl 8¢ Thppov

fAaoav, 008¢ Beoiol 860av KAEITAG EKATOMPAG; 450
ToD & fitot kAéog éotat Boov T Emkidvatatl MW,

ToD & émAnoovta, T0 £yw kot @oifog AOAwV

fpwt AoopedovTt oAiooapev GOARoOVTE.

Homer, Iliad 7.446-453

Father Zeus, is there any mortal on the boundless earth who will in the future reveal his
intention and plan to the immortals? Do you not see that now the long-haired Achaeans
have built a wall in defence of the ships and dug a ditch along it and have not offered
splendid hecatombs to the gods? The fame of this wall will stretch as far as dawn is scat-
tered, but they will forget the wall which I and Phoebus Apollo laboured to build for the
hero Laomedon.

Zeus, however, will have none of this, but grants that once the Achaeans have
left, the wall may be utterly destroyed:

“@) momot évvootyar’ elpuOBEVEC, olov Felmeg.
GANOG Kév TIg ToDTO Be@V Beioele Voo,

0G 0£0 TIOAAOV GpavpdTEPOG XEIPAG TE HEVOG TE
00V & fitot kA£og €oTat ooV T Emkidvatal MW,
dypet pav 8T &v avte Kapn KopdWVTEG Ayatol
olywvtat ovv viuet @iy &g matpida yoiav, 460
TEY0G GvappnEag TO pév ei¢ GAa mdv katoyedalt,
avTig 8 Aidva peydAnv Ppapdbotot kohvpat,

(WG KEV TOL pPéya TETYOG GpaASUVNTAL AXOU@V.”
G ol pev ToadTta TPOg GAAARAOLG dydpevov,
Svoeto & NéNog, TeTéheaTo 8¢ Epyov Axatdv.
Homer, Iliad 7455-465

“Shame, Earthshaker of mighty strength, for what you have said! Some other god might fear
this scheme, one much weaker than you in might and strength. Your fame will stretch as far
as dawn is scattered! Come then: when the long-haired Achaeans return in their ships to
their own dear land, then break down the wall and pour it all into the sea and cover
over the whole shore again with sand, so that the Achaeans’ great wall will be nothing.”
Thus they spoke to each other; the sun set and the Achaeans’ task was completed.

Since the Achaeans finished the task as the sun set, the building of the wall had
taken them one long day. At the opening of Book 12, the poet reports how Pos-
eidon and Apollo did indeed obliterate all trace of the wall after ‘the city of
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Priam had been sacked in the tenth year’. The passage naturally attracted critical
attention as one of the very few places where the poet explicitly refers to Trojan
events that lie outside the scope of his poem and, in particular, to the fall of Troy.
Eustathius himself links this to the familiar critical notion (cf. esp. the scholia on
Iliad 1.1a-b), going back at least to Aristotle, that although Homer severely lim-
ited the time-frame of the events of the Iliad, his technique allowed him to em-
brace events outside that frame:

Observe that, just as in the previous book Homer had, in full accordance with his technique
(e0peBOBWC), inserted some of what happened before the Trojan war, such as the raising of
the army and associated events,® so here, through the trope of ‘foreshadowing’ (mpoava-
@wvnotg), he vividly (yopy@g) and briefly sets out the end of the war and some of the
events after that ... This is his normal practice, so that, even if the opening he laid down
for the Iliad was the wrath of Achilles, nevertheless we would not fail to hear about
some of the major events outside that, namely what happened before the wrath and
after it.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 889.38-43

Before turning in detail to the Olympian conversation in Book 7, Eustathius dis-
cusses the Greek wall:

Observe that the ancients (ot maAatoi) took the view that this Greek wall was a fiction (mA&o-
pa) of Homer. It did not, they say, happen in truth, but the poet invented (¢mA&ooato) the
wall-building beside the ships and what happened there; he was not relating an event
which happened but setting forth one as though it had happened (oVx’ ioTop@dv mpdypa
yevopevov GAN g yevopevov ekTiBépevog), nor was he speaking the truth, but rather sup-
posing what might have happened (t& eik6ta 8¢ VroTIOEpevoG). His purpose in doing this
was later on to be able to exercise (¢yyvpvaon) his rhetorical skill in [the depiction of] sieg-
es (teyyopayion) and the dangers associated with them, which was for various reasons not
possible with Troy itself, but particularly because of Achilles’ wrath; without Achilles, the
Trojans could not be hemmed in their city and endure a siege, because the will of Zeus
which had been announced before [Iliad 1.5] had to be brought to fulfillment. The poet in-
vented (£mA\doato) the construction of towers at the ships very convincingly (ovx drufavwg)
thanks to the rich variety and abundance of his writing (81 mtévu moAARV TowiAiav kal
eomopiav ypa@hg).

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 689.56-63

In drawing attention to the fictionality of the wall, as something which ‘might
have happened’ rather than as something which did, and to the fact that this
is an opinion which he has inherited from ‘ancient’ scholarship, Eustathius
uses what would have been to him and his pupils a very familiar classification

85 The reference is to Nestor’s account at Il. 11.769-790.
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of narrative material into the ‘true’, the ‘as if true (fictional)’ and the ‘fantastic/
mythical’. In the repetitive fullness with which he notes the difference between
what is true and merely probable, it is perhaps not fanciful to hear the careful,
didactic voice of the teacher, making sure that his pupils understand. What mat-
ters to Eustathius, moreover, is the opportunity that this poetic fiction gives him
to highlight Homer’s rhetorical virtues, and the way the note is constructed
makes it impossible to identify where the views of ‘the ancients’ end and Eusta-
thius takes over. Homer wanted to exercise (or practise) the rhetorical descrip-
tion of a Tetyopayia, a ‘battle involving walls’,* a term which need not be syn-
onymous with ‘siege’, but which easily slips into such a meaning, as suits
Eustathius’ didactic purposes. Eustathius’ use of £yyvpvalewv points clearly to
rhetorical exercises or progymnasmata. Aelius Theon cites the siege of Plataea
in Book 3 of Thucydides as a model for the exercise of ekphrasis (118.25-26
Sp. = p. 67 Patillon-Bolognesi), and ekphraseis of a melopayia and a vavpoyio
are preserved under the name of Libanius (8.460-464, 489-490 Foerster).®”
For any Byzantine of the twelfth century, however, sieges were not simply a sub-
ject for school-exercises, but a familiar and awful reality; long before the siege of
Thessaloniki in 1185, which he describes so vividly in his history of the Norman
sacking, Eustathius will have known all about the kivSuvol associated with such
events (in Il. 689.59). There is, of course, as in fact Eustathius’ own introduction
to his account of the siege of Thessaloniki makes clear, no gulf between the de-
scription of ‘real’ events and a concern with rhetorical convention and appropri-
ateness, such as he ascribes to Homer here. It was indeed that very concern and
the extraordinary riches of his poetic talent which made Homer’s account ‘utter-
ly convincing’.%®

If, for Eustathius, the Achaean wall can be explained through rhetorical
need, the reason why that rhetorical need could not be fulfilled through a
siege of Troy must be explained somewhat differently. It would, of course, be
very easy for us to say that the whole design of the Iliad excludes a siege of
Troy, which might ultimately have led to its fall, and Eustathius’ explanation
is not in fact far removed from that consideration of the whole sweep of the
poem. A siege, he explains, is incompatible with Achilles’ wrath and hence with-
drawal from fighting, because only Achilles could make the Trojans stay within

86 This explanation also survives, though less clearly expressed, in the schol. T Il. 12.3-35.
Plato, Ion 539b2 shows that Tetyopayio was a title given to all or part of what we call Iliad 12.
87 Cf. also Aphthonius prog. 12.2. p. 148 Patillon.

88 Eustathius frequently refers to the mowilov element of Homeric poetry (cf. van der Valk II
lvi-ii), but it is noteworthy that Aphthonius stresses the need in ekphrasis to use different oxn-
pata in order to lend 16 mowiAov to the description (12.3 Patillon).



50 —— Richard Hunter

their walls, and this too does not fit with the ‘plan of Zeus’, here clearly under-
stood as the promise to Thetis to grant success to the Trojans until the Greeks
recompense her son’s outraged honour (Iliad 1.508-510).8° Whatever one might
think of this explanation, what is notable is the way Eustathius places his discus-
sion of the building of the wall within a wider view of the narrative. The differ-
ence that Achilles made is, of course, a recurrent motif of ancient discussion of
the design of the poem. The exegetical scholia on the opening verse note, as one
explanation of why Homer began in what was to be the last year of the war, that
the Trojans did not come out to fight while Achilles was actively engaged on the
Greek side, and so there was actually little action to describe, and this is an ex-
planation which Eustathius too offers (in Il. 7.6-14). Eustathius thus places the
making of the wall within a view of the economy of the poem as a whole;
with such a view, ancient and modern worries about why the Greeks only got
around to building a defensive wall in the tenth year of the war fade into insig-
nificance. So too, van der Valk (I 493) suggests that the Christian Eustathius de-
liberately ignored an explanation which is found in the exegetical scholia to Iliad
12.3-35, namely that Homer could not stage operations at the walls of Troy be-
cause they had been built by (pagan) gods; to focus on this, however, is to
fail to appreciate how Eustathius has in fact thought through Homer’s overall
strategy.”®

Having explained why Homer has introduced the wall, Eustathius then turns
to the Olympian conversation which guaranteed the wall’s eventual destruction.
Here Homer’s purpose was to prevent anyone proving that he had invented the
wall by pointing to the complete absence of any traces ‘of such a famous piece of
wall-building’ (in II. 689.68).°* Poseidon’s anger and jealousy (p86vog) and his
rousing of Zeus against the Greek failure to sacrifice will lead to the complete
obliteration of the wall and hence to an explanation of why no single trace of
it survives. The instruments of that obliteration will naturally be ‘earthquake
and floodwaters, which are in the control of Poseidon together with Apollo’ (in
Il. 690.4-5).> Homer can therefore (though Eustathius does not, for once, use
a culinary metaphor) ‘have his cake and eat it’: he can both have a ‘most brilliant
Telgopayia at this invented wall’ and also ‘avoid being convicted of lying’, for,
and now Eustathius cites Aristotle (fr. 162 R = 402 Gigon, which Eustathius pre-

89 At in I 20.21 Eustathius notes this explanation as one of several current for the Aog BovAn
of Iliad 1.5.

90 Porter 2011, 13-14 discusses the relevant scholium.

91 This motive is expressed more briefly in the exegetical schol. T Il 7445 and 12.3-35.

92 On Apollo’s role cf. below p. 56-58.
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sumably took from Strabo 13.1.36), ‘the poet who devised the wall also obliterat-
ed it’.”

Two points of note may be mentioned here. We know from the scholia that
Zenodotus, Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus all concurred in the
athetesis of Iliad 7.443-464, i.e. the Olympian conversation, on the grounds, as
represented by the surviving schol. A Il. 7.443-464a, that it was an unhappy an-
ticipation of what is said in Book 12. Eustathius presumably knew of this athet-
esis, but (as often in such cases)®* he does not mention it, perhaps because to do
so would weaken the force of what he is teaching, namely that Homer is operat-
ing to a well-devised scheme in which each part plays its role. He will, moreover,
pick up and elaborate the themes of divine anger and jealousy and of Poseidon
as a god of earthquake in his subsequent discussion; here (in II. 689.63-690.8)
they are merely briefly adumbrated, because it is Homer’s purpose in creating
the divine conversation, not the nature of Homer’s gods, which for the present
moment is where Eustathius’ attention is directed. Secondly, Eustathius’ other-
wise unusual emphasis on the obliteration of the fictional wall reflects a long
tradition, visible not just in the scholia, of critical interest in this poetic construc-
tion;* Eustathius’ discussion, however, is directed towards the whole sequence
as an illustration of Homeric poetic technique. That Eustathius is less interested
in the notion of fiction than in how this particular fiction functions within the
Homeric text is hardly surprising, but the holistic view of the text which he
here takes is in fact one which ancient (and Byzantine) commentators are
often accused of lacking.

It is the entirely fictional nature of the wall which also accounts, in Eusta-
thius’ explanation, for why Homer has it built in a single day (v. 465) and says
so little about the building. Eustathius now moves to a consideration of this mat-
ter before going back to the individual details of the speeches of Poseidon and
Zeus, because this hangs together with the previous discussion of Homer’s strat-
egy. That the wall was finished so quickly is not improbable given the large num-
bers of Greeks available (in I 690.9, 18), and Homer says so little about the con-
struction — no architects, no builders, nothing about where the wood and other
material came from etc. etc. — so as not to waste words in a great rigmarole about
something which was a simple invention;”® to do so would have thrown suspi-

93 Cf. also Strabo 2.3.6, citing Posidonius, and the schol. T Il. 7.443-464c.

94 For a further example cf. below p. 60.

95 Cf. Dio Chrys. 11.75-76; Philostr. Her. 7-8.

96 van der Valk II 494 notes here a typical Byzantine interest in the proper construction of
walls.
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cion ‘on his whole poem’ and would have created disbelief ‘also about what real-
ly happened’ (690.16). Eustathius draws attention to Homer’s elaborate descrip-
tion of the fetching of the wood for Patroclus’ pyre (Iliad 23.109-126) as an exam-
ple of how Homer could describe building operations if he wanted to; Patroclus’
‘little pyre’ (OAlyn mup&) was the object of ‘many words’ (moAvg Adyog) and an
elaborately detailed description from Homer,”” whereas nothing comparable ac-
companies the building of the wall. In his discussion of the differences between
Patroclus’ pyre and the Achaean wall, modern critics might perhaps say that Eu-
stathius anticipates the idea that ‘effects of the real’ lend plausibility to fiction,
were it not for the fact that, for Eustathius, Patroclus’ pyre is not fictional. On the
other hand, Homer has made entirely plausible (mi@avov) the fact that the wall
was so completely swept away, as it had been built in a day as an improvised
structure on sand (in II. 690.18-19); Eustathius here operates very close to a
form of ‘rationalising’, but he has his eye principally on how well Homer has
handled the whole fiction of the wall and its destruction.

One aspect of the whole episode which for Eustathius obviously belongs to
pbBog, rather than to the ‘as if true’, are the Olympian gods. Eustathius now
turns briefly to them, juxtaposing their mythical status to the m@avotng of Hom-
er’s handling of the wall. At one level it is important for Eustathius’ students to
remember that ‘nothing happens without God’ (in 11.690.20), but these are Ho-
meric gods and, as was very familiar in ancient criticism, Homer makes his
gods act avOpwrtivwg, ‘like human beings’, and éunadag, ‘with human emotions’
(690.21, 26).%® The idea is perhaps most familiar to us from ‘Longinus’, On the
Sublime 9.7. So here Eustathius elaborates on a point he has briefly mentioned
before, namely Poseidon’s emotions. The god acts from @B6vog, a notorious
characteristic of ‘the Greek gods’, and @W\oTia, and he acts against the Greeks,
even though they are his @iAoy; he also stirs Zeus to anger against an ‘impiety
deserving of punishment’. Eustathius thus assimilates a scene which, as we
have seen, aroused considerable critical discussion, to the ordinary patterns of
Homeric poetry. When Poseidon merely mentions the wall and the ditch
(7449), rather than repeating the detail of vv. 440-441, Eustathius sees here
too very ‘human’ emotions: ‘Observe that in his anger Poseidon did not speak
at length about the fortification. He said nothing about the towers and the stakes

97 Eustathius does not want us to remember that here Homer refers to the péya fipiov for Pa-
troclus and Achilles at II. 23.126.

98 Cf. Van der Valk II 107; Eustathius commonly comments on the fact that Homer’s gods are
avBpwmonadelg, cf., e.g., in II. 1363.10, 1597.50 and the following note.
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or even about the nature of the ditch, but it is as though the very mention of the
fortification upset him’ (in Il. 690.47-48).%°

Eustathius returns to the fictionality of the wall when he considers Posei-
don’s claim that ‘the fame (kAéog) of [the Greek wall] will stretch as far as the
dawn light scatters’, whereas the wall which he and Apollo built will be forgotten
(Iliad 7451-453):

The ancients said that poets also had to be prophets, and this is how Homer appears both
elsewhere and here when, trusting in the power of his own eloquence (Aoyt6tng), he has
Poseidon say that ‘the fame’ of the wall he has invented ‘will stretch as far as the dawn
light scatters’, that is over the whole earth beneath the sun, as far obviously as his own
poetry is distributed. The expression is hyperbolic, for ‘as far as the dawn light scatters’ em-
braces both the inhabited and the uninhabited world; the sun’s brightness spreads over de-
serted lands also. This could however be understood differently, with reference, not to
space, but to time. In imitation of Homer, Euripides says ‘gratitude lasts a long time’ (He-
cuba 320), and so here it could be understood that the fame of the wall will be eternal and
everlasting, for as long as the light of day shines. This is clear from the fact that Poseidon
says that ‘they will forget’ our wall, thus opposing forgetfulness to long memory ... Observe
also that here the poet puts his own invented (mAaotév) wall on a par with the historical
and real wall of Troy. Only the fame of both of them lives on, while in reality neither is visi-
ble, but the Homeric one is now the more renowned. Because of the poet’s eloquence, this
wall exists in some way, having come from nothing, whereas the real Troy has in the sweep
of time passed from real existence into nothing and disappeared.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 690.54—64

James Porter has rightly drawn attention to the remarkable nature of Eustathius’
reflection on how Homer’s poetic fiction now has an ‘existence’, in contrast to
the ‘real’ wall of Troy.'*® There is indeed much one could say about T0 pr| 6v

99 The exegetical T-scholium on I1. 7445 note that Apollo does not speak at all in the exchange
whereas ‘Poseidon, being a pro-Greek god [or ‘though he is a pro-Greek god’] seems to accuse
the Greeks amaf®g’. The adverb is difficult to understand, and Cobet suggested &podg; Porter
suggests that the term implies that Poseidon is ‘acting inconsistently, as though he lacked all
feeling for the Greeks whom he otherwise favors’ (Porter 2011, 16). This interpretation might
be supported by the scholium on v. 450 which notes that the lesson there is that, though Pos-
eidon is friendly to the Greeks, he grants no pardon when they do not reverence the gods. Eu-
stathius’ discussion perhaps suggests another solution. Might Poseidon speak not anafdg, but
rather éunadic? I once also toyed with avBpwmnonabig: for the adverb cf. Hermogenes 391.18
Rabe, and the exegetical scholia regularly use the adjective of Homer’s gods (schol. (b)T
IL. 4.2a, 5.563, 13.521a, 14.168a, 176b), and cf. Eust. in Il 563.44.

100 Porter 2011, 17-20; Porter 2016, 370-371. Taplin 1992, 140 observes, ‘The reason why we, the
audience, know about the wall, despite its total obliteration, is that it is preserved in poetry ...
The poet prompts the thought that it is significant that the gods have not obliterated the Iliad’;
Taplin makes no reference to Eustathius. See also van den Berg, this volume.
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and the idea of fiction, just as there is much to be said about the very long tra-
dition of contrasting the permanence of poetic ‘monuments’ with the inevitable
decay of their physical counterparts,'® but from Eustathius’ point of view it is
indeed the lasting power of Homer’s poetry which is proved here. If one looked
back from twelfth-century Constantinople (or Thessaloniki) at the classical past,
there were physical ‘ruins’ and ‘survivals’ or ‘traces’ everywhere, though Troy
was not alone in having utterly disappeared. More potent than any such physi-
cal, archaeological remains, particularly for a teacher, priest and scholar like Eu-
stathius, was the immanent power of the book of classical poetry that one could
hold in one’s hand: this really did have an existence, whereas the physical world
of Troy had utterly disappeared. Homer was, as we might be tempted to say, Eu-
stathius’ contemporary. It is indeed the sweep of time, 1| Tob xpévov @opd, and
Homer’s power to survive it, which Homer’s wall has impressed (once again)
upon Eustathius’ consciousness. We may here catch something genuinely Byzan-
tine.

Here again we can point to the kind of earlier critical tradition upon which
Eustathius was drawing. A bT-scholium on Iliad 7.451(a) reads as follows (in
Erbse’s text):

100 8’ fitol kAé0g £0TaL, (donv T’ €mikidvaTtal QW) : lowg S TV Toinow
avTod* 8itd yoap TavTnV TO TE0G doididv £oTv, oL Sopndev Toig "EAAno, GAN ‘Oprpw
YEVOUEVOV EVEKEV TAG £ aDT® HAXNG.

‘the fame of [the Greek wall] will stretch (as far as the dawn light scatters)‘: Perhaps be-

cause of his poetry, for it is because of this that the wall is celebrated, not built by the
Greeks, but created by Homer because of the battle over it.

The scholium is lacunose, and the reference to Homer in atob comes in rather
suddenly, but the meaning can hardly be doubted, and is confirmed - in as
much as such things ever can be — by the passage of Eustathius we are consid-
ering.'®? The scholiast, like modern scholars, found Poseidon’s prophecy*®® puz-
zling (hence iowg, ‘perhaps’) and wondered whether the reference was to Hom-
er’s poetry. No such uncertainty for Eustathius - far from it. From his
perspective, Homer’s prophecy of the fame of his poetry and of everything in
it (such as the Achaean wall) has more than come true.

101 Important moments in that tradition include Pindar, Pyth. 6.5-14; Simonides, PMG 531; and
Horace, Odes 3.30.

102 Porter 2011, 21 seems to interpret 81 Tryv moinotv adtod, at least at the first level of reading,
as ‘owing to the making of [the wall]’, but that cannot, I think, be correct.

103 Eustathius too saw Poseidon as a tool of Homeric prophecy, in II. 690.52-54.
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In the passage cited above Eustathius offers a second possible interpreta-
tion, to which he obviously feels drawn: Poseidon does not say that the fame
of the Greek wall ‘will stretch as far as the dawn light scatters’, but rather ‘for
as long as the dawn scatters its light’, i.e. forever,’®* and he sees support for
this interpretation in Poseidon’s following verse: ‘{men] will forget’ the wall
built by Poseidon and Apollo. ‘Forgetting’ is a function of time, rather than
space. ‘Haud recte’ is van der Valk’s laconic comment on this second interpreta-
tion, which is, however, hardly a foolish one: kA£og is habitually associated with
time — kA€og d@Oitov does not die, but escapes the ‘forgetting’ of death and is
forever, just as, Eustathius notes, is the fame of the Greek wall. It would be
very pointed indeed for Poseidon, an immortal, to prophesy that the Achaean
wall will be ‘immortal’, whereas the divinely made one will ‘perish’ and be for-
gotten.

Space and time may, of course, co-exist in such contexts, but it is time which
predominates in Greek thinking, particularly in the context of poetic survival. We
may think of Theognis’ prophecy of Kyrnos’ fame (Theognis 237-254): from one
point of view, Kyrnos, like the Achaean wall, is a poetic construct and construc-
tion, who owes his very existence, present and future, to the poet; he will not
‘lose his kleos, even after death’ but he will be celebrated ‘as long as there is
earth and sun’ (Theognis 245, 252, cf. in Il. 690.59).% A Hellenistic inscription
in fact declares that the kleos of Homer’s poetry will last ‘while night and the
sun revolve’ (SGO 06/02/18, vv. 7-8). We may say that time and space do indeed
already co-exist implicitly in the words which Homer gives to Poseidon, and that
Eustathius is drawing a false division in opposing two interpretations which in
fact work poetically together; if, however, it was the grammarian and teacher
in Eustathius which made him express the matter in terms of alternative interpre-
tations, ‘space’ vs ‘time’, it was his deep sympathy with how traditional concepts
were expressed which brings him to make this distinction and to draw out the
implications of Poseidon’s concern with ‘forgetting’ in ways which go well be-
yond anything that modern commentary has to offer.

When Eustathius picks up the story of the wall in his commentary on Book
12, he begins first with the theme of the wall as Homer’s mA&opa (in II. 888.52-

104 Whether the textual variation in v. 451 between 6oov and 6onv (Aristarchus), of which Eu-
stathius might have known, played any role in alerting him to the possibility of alternate inter-
pretations cannot move beyond speculation. In his famous translation, Richard Lattimore in-
deed took the text to mean ‘as long as dawnlight is scattered’, but to what extent this was a
‘deliberate misinterpretation’ I do not know.

105 Another telling example is the famous epigram on Midas’ tomb to which Simonides re-
sponded (PMG 581), cf. Yunis on Pl. Phdr. 264d4-7.
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54), and then with its destruction by Poseidon and Apollo. Here one detail seems
to stand out as surprising:

Together with the foundations, Homer also removed the possibility that he could later be
found out [i.e. be shown to have invented the wall] and he brought the wall down through
the agency of Poseidon and Apollo, that is through earthquake, as was reasonable (gik6g),
and inundation; the first of these is under the control of Poseidon, the ‘earth-shaker’ (oet-
oixBwv) and the one ‘who makes the earth quake’ (évvoaiyaiog), and the second is control-
led by the sun which gathers the clouds (ve@eAnyepétng).

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 888.53-57

Eustathius assumed readers who knew that the gods who destroyed the fictional
wall are themselves to be understood as poetic allegories for natural phenom-
ena: the wall was utterly destroyed by seismic movements and floods, which
Homer typically (‘mythically’) presents as gods. Poseidon’s seismic role is expect-
ed,®® and it is Zeus who, as also expected, sends torrential rain (Iliad 12.25-26,
cf. in I1. 889.1, 26). Apollo’s role seems to be that of Poseidon’s helper, and Homer
makes him bring all the local rivers together in an overpowering torrent (Iliad
12.24, cf. in Il. 889.26). The purpose of the note cited above is to explain the sim-
ple allegory by means of stock epithets of the gods concerned; vepeAnyepétmng,
‘cloud-gatherer’ can only be Zeus, but the sun makes a completely unexpected
appearance with that epithet, and the sun certainly has nothing to do with
the alleged destruction of the wall.'” Eustathius repeats the explanation a few
pages later, and here again there seems to be some confusion:

The earth-shaker is obviously responsible for the earthquake ... and Zeus, as has been ex-
plained, the sun, for the inundation, as he sent down rain not just once but continuously
through Zeus’s air and brought the mouths of the rivers together in flood.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 890.38-40

In this latter passage there is no mention of Apollo and his Homeric task of turn-
ing the mouths of the rivers seems rather to be ascribed to Zeus. In contrast to
this apparent confusion in Eustathius’ explanations, Tzetzes identifies Apollo
here as time, ‘which is completed through the movement of the sun’ (alleg.

106 The history of the ‘rationalisation’ of ‘Poseidon’ as referring to earthquakes goes back at
least to Herodotus 7.129.4, where however de-mythologising is only at a half way point: if you
think that Poseidon causes earthquakes, then it is reasonable to say of the effects of earthquakes
that they are the works of Poseidon.

107 In other contexts, of course, particularly neo-Platonic ones, Zeus could be interpreted as
the sun, cf., e.g., in Il. 987.33.
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I1.12.8-9, 18),'°8 and a role for time might well seem at least true to the resonance
of this extraordinary Homeric passage.

Homer seems to describe two separate cosmic phenomena which led to the
obliteration of the Achaean ramparts: Apollo brought the rivers together and un-
leashed their combined force at the wall (Il. 12.24-25), whereas ‘Zeus’ rained con-
tinuously (12.25-26); Eustathius’ paraphrase (in Il. 889.26-29) makes plain this
division of labour. Poseidon is imagined to have directed operations (Il. 12.28)
and to have used the water to sweep away the Greek foundations and then cov-
ered over all the erstwhile traces with sand (12.27-33). Given that in Book 7 Zeus
had given Poseidon permission to destroy the wall, once the war was over, and
that at 12.17-18 the destruction is said to have been the plan of ‘Poseidon and
Apollo’, it would have been easy enough for any ancient reader to understand
the reference to Zeus in 12.25 as an allegorical facon de parler, with the ‘real
gods’ involved being Poseidon and Apollo, acting out of protective jealousy for
their own Trojan wall. On the other hand, the manner of the destruction strongly
suggests the work just of Poseidon, the powerful god of earthquake and water.
For an ancient reader attuned to allegorical interpretation, Apollo’s presence is
an awkward one,'® for Apollo’s principal cosmic manifestation, the sun, has
no role to play in the destruction, unless we were to imagine a rather different
version in which, after the wall had been swept away, the action of the sun
dried up the waters leaving what is now to be seen at the site: sand with no
trace left of the wall (cf. 12.30-32 on Poseidon’s ‘repair work’).

In Pseudo-Heraclitus’ Homeric Problems the destruction of the wall is indeed
entirely the work of the allegorised Poseidon (qu. Hom. 38), and we may recall
how in Book 7 Apollo had been silent as Poseidon remonstrated with Zeus
over the Greek fortifications; in discussing that passage, Eustathius had noted
that Poseidon was responsible for earthquake and inundation ‘together with
Apollo’ (in Il 690.5), and the awkwardness of Apollo’s role here is again very
plain to see. What then we perhaps have in the references to the sun in Eusta-
thius’ discussion of the opening of Book 12 are remnants of an attempt, in
which, as we have seen, Tzetzes succeeded, to find a role for an allegorised Apol-
lo in the destruction, but an attempt which failed before the clear indications of
the text. We may even be able to trace the origin (or one of the origins) of such an
attempt. In discussing the epithet ‘holy’ for Troy in the second verse of the Odys-
sey, Eustathius first notes the standard ancient explanation, namely that the city

108 Cf. Goldwyn-Kokkini 2015, 232. Apollo as the sun is Tzetzes’ standard interpretation of the
Homeric god.

109 That at Il 21.446-449 Poseidon — in a speech to Apollo — claims all the credit for the build-
ing of the Trojan walls certainly does not lessen the oddity of Apollo’s role in Book 12.
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was founded by Poseidon and Apollo, and then he catalogues a couple of ‘ra-
tionalisations’ of this story. One of these is that any form of building requires
‘Poseidon’ (i.e. water or moisture) and ‘Apollo’ (i.e. the heat of the sun) to dry
out the building-works, and that this entirely general explanation was applied
in particular to the building of Troy (in Od. 1382.50-53). As at the building, so
at the destruction: a place is found for both gods, even at the expense of
some awkwardness.

Finally, it is worth noting that when in Book 15 Apollo breaches the wall as
easily ‘as a child knocks over a sandcastle’ (Il. 15.361-366), a simile for which Eu-
stathius expresses the greatest admiration, both the scholia and Eustathius are
concerned with the question of how the god could do this so easily, when it later
took Apollo and Poseidon nine days (Il 12.25) to obliterate the wall entirely.'*®
Eustathius’ answer (in Il 1019.58-61) is that in Book 15 we are dealing with
‘the Apollo of myth’, i.e. the Homeric Olympian, whereas in Book 12 Apollo
and Poseidon are ‘not the gods of myth’, but are allegorical figures."* What is
most interesting here is not so much welcome confirmation for the above inter-
pretation of the discussion of Book 12, but rather the capacious modes of explan-
ation which allowed Byzantine readers a complete picture of Homeric technique
and which assumed a Homer working with principles of consistency familiar to
them.

Love and sex

It is a commonplace of modern criticism of the Iliad that the scenes in Book 3 in
which Aphrodite compels Helen to visit Paris after his duel with Menelaus and
make love with him and in Book 14 in which Hera ‘deceives’ Zeus by arousing
him to sleep with her, thus being distracted from what is happening in the battle-
field, may be mutually explicative. Paris and Zeus, after all, share verses in
which they express their arousal. The similarity between the scenes was certainly
not lost on Eustathius, and it is of some interest to see how a Byzantine handles
such material. As with the discussion of the Achaean wall of Books 7 and 12, I
shall (as far as possible) follow Eustathius’ discussion sequentially.

110 Critics were also of course bothered by the fact that the gods took nine days to destroy what
the Greeks had built in a day, cf. schol. T Il. 12.25, with Porphyry’s note cited by Erbse ad loc.,
Eustathius, in Il. 890.34-40.

111 For Tzetzes, however, the allegories continue: the Achaean ditch had been weakened by
rain, and ‘the sun made it collapse like a dry loaf of bread’ (alleg. Il. 15.140-141 = Goldwyn-Kok-
kini 2015, 278).
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Eustathius certainly does not dissent from the standard view of the scholia
that the scenes in Book 3 depict Paris as an outrageously dissolute individual,
plunged helplessly in Tpun and &xoAaoia (cf., e.g., in Il. 428.14-16). Aphrodite’s
seductive description to Helen of Paris catches his attention particularly:

dep’ 107, AAEEaVBPOG ot KaAeT 0ikOVSE VéeoBar:
KEWOG 6 Y’ €v BoAGpwt kal SivwToiot Aéxeaotv,
KGAAEL Te oTiABwv Kal lpaocty: 0V8E ke @aing
avdpl poaxeooapevov Tov y’ €NOelv, GAA& xopOvde
#pxea®’, NE Yopoio véov AMyovta Kabilewv.
Homer, Iliad 3.390-394

Come here — Paris is calling you to return to your dwelling. He is there in the bedroom on
the intricately carved bed, gleaming with beauty and fine clothing. You would not think that
he had returned from a duel with a man, but that he was going to a dance or was resting
after a recent dance.

When Eustathius notes that this description would suit ‘a bridegroom or some
other man of truphe’ (in Il 428.10), it is tempting to think that he has caught
some of the sense, as also has modern criticism, that this scene does not just
evoke the first time Aphrodite ‘led’ Helen to Paris’ bed, but is also a kind of ‘wed-
ding’ in which the bride is transferred to the groom’s house.!? Be that as it may,
it is a mark of how Eustathius thinks through the implications of the text that he
works out the basis of Aphrodite’s comparison of Paris to a dancer:

He mocks the luxurious Paris, who is not pained like someone who has been beaten, but
loves like a dancer, having sweated (¢viSpwoag) for a very brief time in the fighting as a
dancer in the dance.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 428.15-16

This might seem to us wrong-headed, as Aphrodite’s comparison refers merely to
Paris’ appearance and dress (as Eustathius (in Il. 428.30) goes on to point out, we
are to understand that Aphrodite not only saved Paris from the battlefield, but
also beautified him), but Eustathius typically sets the comparison within a holis-
tic reading of the scene as one which mocks Paris; it is not so much (despite
Priam’s abuse of his remaining sons at Il. 24.261) that being a xopevTtng is disrep-
utable, as it is transient — Paris is (to put it briefly) a dilettante in warfare. The

112 On Homer’s technique of ‘replaying’ incidents beyond the temporal scope of his poem cf.
above p. 50.
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reference to sweat perhaps picks up a possible implication of Aphrodite’s
otiMwv, ‘gleaming’.*®

Helen’s recognition that the old woman standing in front of her was in fact
Aphrodite was a famous moment for the ancient critics:

WG @ato* Tt & &pa BupoV évi oTNBeTOV BpLvev:

Kai p’ wg oV évonoe Bedg meptkoaAAéa Setprv

otBed © ipepodevTa Kal SppoaTa pappaipova,

Oaupnoev T ap’ Enerta, £mog T E@at €k T 6vOpale

Homer, Iliad 3.395-398

So [Aphrodite] spoke and stirred the spirit in Helen’s chest. When she saw the goddess’
beautiful neck and lovely breasts and sparkling eyes, then she was amazed and addressed
her as follows ...

Two issues dominated ancient criticism: How could Helen recognise the dis-
guised goddess?, Why does Helen speak to the god as she proceeds to do? Aris-
tarchus in fact athetised all of 396-418, thus removing the angry exchange be-
tween god and mortal altogether; his reasons for doing so seem to have been
various, but the improbability of the verses describing the god’s lovely body
(396-397) and the inappropriateness of the exchange of insults seem to have
loomed large (cf. schol. A Il. 3.395). The presence of the allegedly intrusive verses
was ascribed to someone who took Bupov ... Gpivev in v. 395 to mean ‘stirred her
anger’, rather than ‘stirred (i.e. aroused) her spirit/desire’. Those who did not ac-
cept these arguments noted that, as the exegetical scholia on v. 397 ‘lovely
breasts’ put it, ‘there is nothing odd in the goddess appearing naked: she
came to be recognised by Helen, but conceals herself from the Trojan women’.
In other words, the goddess at this moment grants Helen special vision which
she denies to everyone else. Modern critics too would be inclined to note that
there is (at least) a special relationship between Helen and Aphrodite, whether
or not they subscribe to some version of the view that Aphrodite is ‘a projection
of personal emotions’ (Kirk on vv. 396-398); this scene has always been one of
the strongest cases for those who wish to see the interventions of the Homeric
gods as, at least in part, a way of describing internal psychological processes
and drives. As is his habit, Eustathius does not even mention the Aristarchan
athetesis; after all, the scene is a morally didactic one: it shows us Helen strong-
ly, and indeed angrily, resisting Aphrodite’s ‘pimping’ (paotponeia), a harsh

113 Cf. Theocritus 2.79, where the reference is presumably to the use of oil after exercise.
Through éwi8pwoag Eustathius perhaps recalls Xen. Symp. 2.18, the only occurrence of this com-
pound verb in the literature of the classical period, where (the notoriously ugly) Socrates uses it
precisely in the context of dancing.
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word which Eustathius repeats with pointed effect.'** Eustathius also does not
waste words over how Helen could recognize the disguised god, and whereas
the exegetical scholia accept that vv. 396-397 mean that Helen at least saw
part of the female body which is normally concealed, for Eustathius ‘beautiful
neck and lovely breasts and sparkling eyes’ are ‘simply praise of a beautiful
woman’ (in Il. 428.33); we perhaps here catch a glimpse of Byzantine court soci-
ety peeping through the commentary. What, however, Eustathius particularly
draws our attention to is how this ‘simple praise’ of beauty is itself ‘beautified’
(kexoMwmioTtal) in vv. 396-397 by the use of three parisa, or noun-adjective
phrases of equal length; the rhetorician and stylist in Eustathius is never far
away. Thus he also notes that Helen’s angry words to Aphrodite (vv. 406-411)
come out in short, choppy phrases, a familiar effect of anger (in II. 430.24).
When Helen sarcastically accuses Aphrodite of trying to deceive her and sug-
gests that the god will pass her on to one @i\og after another, just as she gave her
to Paris (vv. 399-404), Eustathius suggests that Helen here ‘praises herself as
being famous and worthy of being loved (&£iépactov)’, as Aphrodite would cer-
tainly not behave like this if Helen was not a gift worth having (in II. 429.23-24,
cf. 429.19). The observation is again driven by a concern with the rhetorical effect
of what every character says, with the strategies of speaking; when Nausicaa of-
fers Odysseus the imaginary speech of the jealous Phaeacians about the hand-
some stranger at her side (Od. 6.275-285), another passage which Aristarchus
athetised as being inappropriate to the character speaking, Eustathius not
only expresses his admiration for the ‘wondrous technique’ by which Nausicaa
declares her love as though someone else was speaking, but — as with Helen in
Book 3 - he similarly notes that the princess here subtly suggests to Odysseus
that she is &&iépaotog, given the number of Phaeacian admirers which she
has (in Od. 1563.49). The only other occurrence of the term in the Commentaries
is at in Il. 989.26 where the famous catalogue of Zeus’s conquests which he re-
cites to Hera as a prelude to their love-making, a passage once again athetised
by Aristarchus (as well as Aristophanes before him), is understood as part of
Zeus showing himself &&iépactog; if he has had so many lovers, then there
must be something worth having there! The strategy of explanation in all
three cases is similar. In each of the three cases a plurality (or potential plurality)
of lovers or admirers is implicitly a mode of self-praise; in Book 3, however,
Helen is not speaking to a man whom she wishes to impress, but to Aphrodite,
and Eustathius’ interpretation of her words might have been influenced by his

114 Cf. in Il. 429.8, 24. The idea itself, but not the word, is already in the scholia, cf. Tpoaywyov
in the schol. bT Il. 3.383a.
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reading of the other scenes, in particular perhaps by Zeus’s words in Book 14; as
we have already seen, Eustathius recognised the scene in Book 14 as very close
in some respects to the analogous scene in Book 3.

Central to the critical engagement with this scene was the outrageous behav-
iour of Paris: a man who has just been beaten in a duel by the husband whose
wife he stole can think only of sex. Why does Homer portray him as so degrad-
ed?™ The man is, as Eustathius puts it, simply paxAotatog (in II. 431.20). In a
later addition to the commentary, Eustathius suggests that Paris’ épwpavia is
perhaps (lowg) to be explained by the effect of the kestos which Aphrodite
wears and which plays such an important part in the ‘deception of Zeus’ in
Book 14 (in Il. 431.24-29); the kestos is not mentioned in Book 3, but how else
to explain Paris’ extraordinary desire? Other than Zeus in Book 14, the other par-
allel which springs to Eustathius’ mind is Herodotus’ Candaules, whose obses-
sive eros for his own wife brought him to a nasty end. Eustathius uses exactly
the same parallel in his discussion of Zeus’s desire in Book 14, and there he elab-
orates upon ancient semantic discussions''® to make clear why eros is not what a
man should feel for his wife:

A man might be said to love (@\eiv) his own wife and cherish (&yamndv) her and be of one
mind (6povontik®g €xetv) with her,™ but not eran her. Eros refers to things which are not
in our power or control, as it is an excess of desire for things which we do not really have.
Herodotus indeed reports that Candaules felt eros for his own wife, but this brought him the
bad end we all know about. Zeus too will get nothing good from the eros he feels for Hera,
as he did once in the beginning, but he will lose the chance to watch what is happening.
Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 988.30-33

It is tempting to think that it was consideration of Book 14 which led Eustathius
to his second thoughts on Paris’ behaviour in Book 3. Be that as it may, the par-
allels which Eustathius draws, with Zeus and Hera and Candaules and his wife,
confirm that Eustathius stands in the critical tradition which viewed Paris and
Helen, in this scene at least, as a ‘married couple’, however unusual an example
of the institution. Nowhere is this more striking than in the critical attitude to the
verses which close the scene:

115 For some discussion and bibliography cf. Hunter 2009a, 21; Hunter-Russell 2011, 105.
116 Cf. van der Valk’s note ad loc.

117 When, however, Odysseus famously wishes opogpooivn, ‘like-mindedness’, for Nausicaa
and her future husband (Od. 6.180-185), Eustathius wrily comments that this is actually rarely
found in married couples, most of whom spend all their lives squabbling (in Od. 1558.26).



Eustathian Moments =— 63

n pa, Kai &Gpxe Aéxoode Klwv: Gpa 8 elnet’ dxortig.
Tw pEV &p’ €V TPNTOIoL KATNUVAOOEV AEXEETOLY ...
Homer, Iliad 3.446-447

So he spoke, and led the way to the bed; his wife followed after him. Those two lay on the
worked bed ...

For Eustathius these verses describe ‘chaste marital relations’ (in Il. 434.9); how-
ever strongly one might wish to stress Helen’s cw@poovvn in this scene, I think
that most modern critics would take a rather different view. The exegetical scho-
lia compare the ‘going to bed’ of Zeus and Hera at the end of Book 1, while also
noting that Paris and Helen are not a ‘standard’ married couple:

Zevg 8¢ mpog 6v Aéxog AT OAOUTMOG GOTEPOTINTAG,

&vBa TApog Koa®” 6te v YAukug Urvog ikavor:

£vBa koOnDS Gvapag, mapa 8¢ xpvodBpovog “Hpn.

Homer, Iliad 1.609-611

Then Zeus, the Olympian who sends lightning, went to the bed where previously he slept
whenever sweet sleep took him. He climbed in and slept, and beside him was Hera of
the golden throne.

In that scene also the husband and wife have squabbled immediately before
(though Hephaestus has tried to calm things down), and there too the exegetical
scholia draw a moralising lesson, which one might think anything but appropri-
ate: ‘The poet is teaching [us] that a husband and wife should share the same
bed, so that her absence will not pain him’ (schol. bT Il. 1.611b)."#

Eustathius is alive not merely to the variety of tones in Helen’s short address
to Paris (like a good rhetorician she is moAveidng, in IL. 431.30), but he also en-
visages the scene in his mind’s eye and helps his students to see it. Thus
Paris looks at Helen doépvwg, when really he should cover his head in shame
(in I 431.20), and Helen’s gesture of v. 427, 6ooe maAw kAivaoa, which the exe-
getical scholia see as a further mark of her cwgpooivn, is acknowledged as an
open gesture of multiple possible implications, and here (as so often) Eustathius
has set the pattern for modern commentary.’*® On the one hand the gesture is

118 It would be typical of a scholiast to view things from the male perspective, and the note
gives due attention to the ordering of the Homeric text, but I have wondered whether we should
not read avTny, i.e. ‘so that the husband does not pain his wife by his absence’.

119 Cf, e.g., Kirk’s n. on v. 427. In Tzetzes’ account, Helen is unable to resist Paris’ beauty, de-
spite her inner struggle (moAA& Quyopaxfoaoav pog Eautnv), because Paris was born under the
sign of Aphrodite (alleg. Il. 3.163-171 = Goldwyn-Kokkini 2015, 142).
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almost flirtatious (in I 431.31), but she also seeks to avoid his gaze, because she
knows that the eyes are the source of eros (a very familiar piece of ancient erotic
lore)'?° and she does not want to feel the desire which he himself feels (432.5),
and Eustathius makes the point by drawing a verbal link between op&v and
£pav, though he does not (quite) imply that Helen herself knew of the etymolog-
ical link. For good measure he adds a quotation about desire and the eyes from
Euripides (Hippolytus 525-526) and cites ‘some later rhetorician’ for the idea that
eros flows (péewv) from the eyes.'*

Paris describes his desire by recalling the very first occasion on which he
and Helen made love:

o Yap T OTE | WSE Y’ EpwG PPEVAG AUPEKGAVPEY,

008’ 6te o€ TPWTOV AakeSaipovog €€ EpaTetviig

£n\eov GprA&ag v TIOVTOTIOPOLOL VEETTLY,

viowt 8 év kpavaijt Epiynv @INOTNTL Kal VL, 445
WG og0 VOV Epapal kai pe yAvkdg fuepog aipel.

Homer, Iliad 3.442-446

Never before has desire so covered my mind, not even when I first took you from lovely La-
cedaemon and sailed away with my seafaring ships and made love to you on a rocky island,
as now I feel desire for you and sweet longing lifts me.

Eustathius’ analysis of Paris’ language is a good illustration both of his habit of
accumulating various interpretations, in a manner which was to prove very influ-
ential on the later commentary tradition, and of his persistent attempt to see Ho-
meric language and imagery as hanging-together in a large-scale and meaningful
picture:

appexdAupev [‘covered over’] is either taken from the likeness to a cloud, as eros darkens
the sun which is the soul, or is a metaphor from nets which, when they are spread out,
cover what has been caught,'® or is simply taken over from whatever conceals what is cov-
ered or makes it disappear ... aipel [‘takes hold of’] is from the language of hunting, and so
it follows on from Gupek&Aupey, so that he is saying ‘eros has covered me in his nets and
has caught me, but it is a sweet catching’.

Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad 433.11-32

At I1. 14.294 the poet uses similar language of the effect which the sight of Hera
has upon Zeus, and there (in Il. 987.29-33) Eustathius repeats the explanation

120 Cf., e.g., Calame 1999, 19-23.
121 At Plato, Cratylus 420a9-b4 the link between €pwg and pon is explicit.
122 This explanation is also found in the schol. bT IL. 3.442.
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that dppekdAupev is a metaphor from hunting-nets, but he also notes that one
could take it as a metaphor from clouds (Zeus’s mind is, after all, the sun in some
allegorical interpretations of the cosmos), and — perhaps most surprising of all to
us — he draws a link between the two explanations by seeking to connect this
occurrence of dppekdhupev with Zeus’s subsequent promise to Hera that she
need not worry about anyone seeing them, because ‘I shall conceal (Gu@iko-
Mw) us in a golden cloud’ (v. 343), and by the fact that the word vepéAn de-
notes a particular kind of hunting-net, a fact which Eustathius illustrates from
Aristophanes, Birds 194.>> Here it is (again) tempting to believe that at least
his knowledge of, if not his commentary on, the passage in Book 14 has fed
back into the commentary on the analogous scene in Book 3, where the interpre-
tation of dupekdAvev as a metaphor from clouds seems to come in very unex-
pectedly; if this is correct, it may be thought to have implications for Eustathius’
habits of working.

Eustathius’ discussion of the ‘Deception of Zeus’ in Iliad 14 naturally records
allegorical readings of the joining of Zeus and Hera (in II. 986.60-987.6), but what
is perhaps of most interest, as it has also been to modern scholars, is the famous
passage in which Zeus catalogues his past conquests as a way of expressing to
Hera the strength of his present desire. Eustathius begins by noting that, within
a context which is both erotic and ‘unrelievedly mythical’, i.e. stories about
Homer’s invented gods, Homer weaves in very brief Sinynuata of a similar
kind (in Il. 988.25-26); in other words, Homer’s technique here is, as we might
say, a generically conscious one: the catalogue of erotic narratives, very briefly
alluded to, reinforce the generic sense, ‘myth’, of the framing narrative. Eusta-
thius will shortly return to the importance of the idea of ‘myth’ for this
scene,' but he also subsequently points out that such a catalogue of brief allu-
sions to stories has a didactic function in making the hearer moAvpabrg (in
Il. 988.63). Here, as so often, Eustathius casts Homer’s ideal audience in his
own image.

In Eustathius’ view Zeus is, as we have already noted, trying to make himself
a&iépaotog to Hera by this display of his amorous past, but he is also speaking,
‘already deprived of his nous’ (in Il. 988.28), under the sway of the kestos which
Hera is wearing and which makes him feel &pwg &tomog for his own wife (cf.
above p. 62)."* This disturbance of his intelligence, the taking away of his i
val @péveg as Homer puts it (Il 14.294), makes him ‘pride himself on things he

123 Cf. Dunbar ad loc. and Harder on Call. fr. 75.37 Pf.
124 Cf. below p. 66.
125 Cf. the schol. bT IL. 14.315b.
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should not, artlessly and rather simply’ (&peA@¢ kai drmAovaTepov, in Il. 988.29);
as Van der Valk notes, Eustathius here has in mind rhetorical discussions of
d@élewx as a characteristic of style (cf. Hermogenes, Id. 322-329 Rabe), and Eu-
stathius’ analysis suggests that Zeus is here behaving not unlike, for example,
one of Theocritus’ rustics, such as the Cyclops telling Galatea about all the won-
derful delights of his cave. It might well be thought that this interpretation is not
in fact very far off the mark. It is indeed the style and the manner of expression
of the passage to which Eustathius wishes us to pay attention. The poet has, for
example, ‘beautified this erotic passage with the attractive (eveidng) figure of
negation’,”®® and Eustathius notes that the poet gives Zeus the negative o0
nine times in his catalogue of past conquests; whereas Zeus dwells on this ‘con-
spicuous figure’ and also on the repeated reference to the fact that his unions
bore fruit, he uses the word ‘I desired’ (Apacdunv) ‘very sparingly’,’* only
once in fact (v. 317), whereas it must be understood seven times with the individ-
ual items in the catalogue.'”® Zeus ‘is ashamed of the word épav and does not
wish to dwell upon it’ (in II. 988.39); the whole catalogue is in fact an excellent
example (988.40) of how Homer can emphasise or suppress details in accord-
ance with rhetorical need.

Eustathius then proceeds to a lengthy demonstration of how Zeus’s cata-
logue illustrates Homer’s stylistic poikilia:'*° to put it simply, Homer takes our
minds off the sex by holding our attention on his style and manner of expres-
sion. The variation operates at every level of the catalogue: Zeus lists more mor-
tal women than goddesses; he names the children of the mortals, but not of the
immortals; the goddesses are given epithets, but the mortals — except for Danae
— not, whereas the children of the mortals are given epithets, except for Minos;
one mother and one child are followed by one mother and two children, then
two mothers in one verse, each of whom had one child, then two mothers in
two verses, and so on (in Il. 988.41-56). Ancient critics had also been interested

126 On the oyfjpa kot Gpotv, which may amount to what we would consider little more than
repeated anaphora of ov, cf., e.g., Hermogenes 293.16-25 R; Anon. riepi oynudtwv III 129-130
Spengel.

127 This seems to be the meaning of ntwyk@®g at 988.39, i.e. it is a synonym of EAndg imme-
diately following at in Il. 988.40; van der Valk suggests rather the meaning ‘furtively’. ntwyw@g
also resonates against the illustration of the richness of stylistic poikilia which follows.

128 The grammatical observation is also found in the schol. A Il 14.317a.

129 Erbse’s note on the scholium to v. 317 transcribes the whole Eustathian passage, which he
thinks contains material from scholia which have not survived; Janko’s note on vv. 313-328 refers
to Eustathius’ ‘fine analysis’ and offers a summary of that analysis. Eustathius returns to the fa-
vourite theme of Homeric poikilia at in Il. 990.32, in the context of the variety of ways in which
Hera can allude to Zeus’s desire for sex, without being too explicit about the physical act.
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in why Zeus says 0gdg £pog 008¢ yuvaukog, but then catalogues his mortal con-
quests first. One explanation (cf. schol. T Il 14.315c) offered was that &pwg for
one’s own kind (e.g. a god for a god) was less fierce than for someone of a differ-
ent kind (e.g. a god for a mortal); Eustathius explicitly ascribes this view to ‘the
ancients’ (in II. 988.59), but he adds that familiar evidence supports the point:
‘for many men who are seized by desire prefer slave-girls to women of good fam-
ily’ (988.61). As so often, it would be very nice to know what (or whom) precisely
he has in mind. It may of course (rightly) be objected that a man’s desire for a
slave-girl does not represent the same disparity of nature as that of a god for
a mortal, which the schol. T Il. 14.315c describes as a desire for something
ToP& QUOLY, but we may either simply forgive Eustathius for a not particularly
apt analogy of hierarchies, or we may wonder just how revealing that analogy
is of how slaves were regarded in Eustathius’ world.

The final verses of the scene are a famous example of almost cinematic
metaphor and distraction:

1 pa, kai dykag Epapnte Kpdvov maug fiv mapdxottiv:

Tolot & Umo xBwv Sia PLEV veoBnAéa moiny,

AwTév 0 éponevta ide kpokov N8’ VakwBov

TIVKVOV Kal pohakov, 0G Gro xBovog Uoa’ Eepyev.

T@L &Vt AeEGabny, mtl 8¢ ve@éhnv EooovTto 350
KOATV xpuoeinv' otiArval 8’ anémuttov Eepoat.

Homer, Iliad 14.346-351

So he spoke, and the son of Kronos took his wife in his arms. Beneath them the earth sent
forth fresh grass, and dewy clover and crocus and hyacinth thick and soft to form a high
barrier between them and the ground. There they lay and a lovely golden cloud enveloped
them, as sparkling dew dripped around.

A standard critical approach to these verses is outlined by the exegetical scholia
on vv. 347-351:

As he has to describe a vulgar matter, the poet has turned his verses in another direction,
namely to the flowers which grow up from the earth and to the cloud; in this way he has
stopped us wondering (moAvmpaypoveiv) about what happens next.

schol. bT II. 14.347-351"°

130 On the idea of moAvmpaypovelv here cf. Hunter 2009c, 60-61.
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Eustathius duly offers a version of this explanation (cf. in Il. 991.9-10)," but he
typically also adopts a stylistic approach to the moral problem raised by the
verses. Thus v. 346 is harsh in its verbal expression ‘so that the passage should
not be entirely pleasant and smooth’, and Homer also gets the matter over with
very quickly (in Il. 990.52, cf. 991.30). In the end, however, Eustathius has (in his
second thoughts) to admit that ‘though neither “love-making” (@AOTNTL) nor
“took up in his arms” (&ykag Epapmtev) are very decent (oepvov), nevertheless
the poet had no other way to express this passage more decently, however
hard he tried to express it appropriately’ (991.39).

Eustathius and Koraes

In 1804 Adamantios Koraes published in Paris a two-volume edition with ample
commentary of one of the last great works of pagan Greek literature, the Aithio-
pika of Heliodorus.”® In the long prefatory epistle to his edition, Koraes surveys
the history of the Greek novel in antiquity, and then follows this with a scathing
attack on what we now call the Byzantine novel; much of Koraes’ scorn is of
course reserved for the utterly artificial language (as he sees it) of such fiction.
When he comes to Heliodorus himself, Koraes naturally draws attention to the
very Homeric narrative structure of the Aithiopika and to Heliodorus’ marvellous
depiction of character, which is indeed worthy of being mentioned in the same
breath as Homer’s. He then turns to the nature of his own commentary, and in
particular to its very full coverage of linguistic matters, particularly as regards
the relation between ancient Greek and ‘this new language which we speak
today’. Here Koraes says that his model for the commentary was the ‘wise and
useful bishop’ Eustathius. For Koraes, it was truly remarkable that, at a time
of cultural and linguistic decay and political enslavement, when the despised By-
zantine novel was being produced and ‘other barbarous writings saw the light of

131 Eustathius also (in II. 991.19) repeats the critical observation (schol. bT Il 14.347) that
Homer did not include roses among the flowers which the earth sent up because it would not
be very nice to sleep on their thorns (!); the implication is that roses would have been expected
in such an erotic context. He adds however that perhaps it was also not the season for roses,
because roses do not bloom at the same time as crocus and hyacinth. Eustathius’ interest in
flowers and gardening is familiar from his letters and other texts, but it is hard here not to re-
member the Cyclops’ words to Galatea at Theocritus 11.58-59. Here one might think that Eusta-
thius’ didacticism is somewhat misplaced.

132 On Koraes’ edition of the Aithiopika cf. Tabaki 2010, 161-167; there is an Italian translation
of the prefatory epistle in Rotolo 1965.
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day, which are fit only to be buried beneath the earth for all time’, Eustathius
interpreted the first and greatest poet of Greek wisdom, ‘from whom all waters
... flow’, citing Iliad 21.196-197, which - as Koraes well knew, though he does
not let on — Eustathius himself had quoted at the head of his Iliad-commentary
(inI1. 1.9). No one can doubt the services which Eustathius had performed for the
Greek people; he was truly @\oyevrig, as in the scholiastic tradition Homer him-
self was @W\éAANv, though here again Koraes does not make his ‘learned’ allu-
sion explicit.

Koraes’ expansive and self-confessedly digressive prefatory epistle (cf. Tag
HOKPAG Hov TIPEKPATELS, p. Vo' top) becomes indeed itself an exercise in Eusta-
thian mimesis; we may recall Michael Choniates’ praise (287.22-288.2 Lampros)
for how Eustathius’s lectures were filled (and filled out) with mopekBaoeig
which gave the student a complete picture, going far beyond merely explaining
the text in hand, and how these ‘digressions’ were anything but ‘inappropriate
excursuses’ (£§wpot napadpopai).’*® Here again, there is a direct line of descent
from the Homeric text itself. Just as ancient criticism never tired of pointing to
the poikilia of the texture of the Homeric poems, which always kept the audience
refreshed and attentive through variations of scene-type and emotional level, so
Eustathius advertises the variety and careful structure of the Commentaries
which ‘are not stretched out in a single text and body of unbroken continuity,
which would weary the reader with the lack of breaks’ (in Il 2.43-44); rather,
‘anyone proceeding on his way through [the Iliad commentary], will find many
places, as it were, to stop and rest’ (2.46).

Koraes then proceeds to discuss why Eustathius was not in a position to deal
diachronically (as we would say) with the Greek language and in particular with
the correction (816pOwotg) of the ‘common language’, as extensively as Koraes
has done in his commentaries:

By ‘correction’ of the language I mean not only the changing of various barbarous words
and structures, but also the preservation of many others which all who have not carefully
investigated the nature of the language try to remove from the language as barbarisms. In
Eustathius’ time such correction was not possible. The time when things are collapsing is
not the time for rebuilding.”* The sensible house-owner laments from afar the inevitable
destruction of his house; when the ruins have fallen and the dust has scattered, then he
approaches and gathers what he can from the ruins in order to build a new house. At
long last the desperately desired time for rebuilding has arrived, and day by day the

133 Cf. Browning 1995, 85. Not all moderns have agreed with Michael’s assessment, of course.
134 Earthquakes were, of course, not unfamiliar to Koraes; the present passage perhaps evokes
the state in which he found Smyrna and his own family-house on his return in 1779, cf. Kitromi-
lidis 2010b, 5.
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Greek people are enriched by new Eustathiuses and freed from the horrors of [the language
of Byzantine novels].

There follows Koraes’ favourite subject of the reform of how the Greek language
is currently taught and what should replace that;'** there is more here than just
the fact (remarkable enough in itself) that Eustathius has been adopted into, be-
come indeed a standard-bearer for, Koraes’ project for the rebirth of the Greek
people and the Greek language, to become almost an Enlightenment figure
avant la lettre. Koraes is here, in fact, at his most Eustathian, both generally
in the close connections he draws between language and morals, and also
more specifically. He draws, he tells us, on his experiences with non-Greeks in
declaring that once one ‘has drunk to the full the cup of this sorceress which
is the language of the Greeks’ then one is no more a slave to the mere pleasures
of the body; the beauty of the Greek language is in fact more entrancing than the
Trojan elders found the beauty of Helen (pp. vB'-vy)."*® The allusion, of course, is
to the Homeric Circe whose bewitching and metamorphosis of Odysseus’ men
had been allegorised, many centuries before Eustathius, as the enslavement to
bodily pleasure which the sight of beautiful women can produce in the unwary.
Odysseus, however, was protected by the p®Av which Hermes had given him,
and in the allegorical interpretation which Eustathius had accepted (in
0d. 1658.26-30), Hermes was understood as A6yog with p@Av as noudeia, ‘edu-
cation’.™ The root of p@Av, Homer tells us, is black, and this means, in Eusta-
thius words, that ‘for those starting out on education, the end (té\og) is obscure
and hard to see’ — the first steps are anything but ‘sweet’, but the flower is white
because the end of education truly is ‘bright and gleaming, and sweet and nour-
ishing’.

Koraes — perhaps under the influence of other ancient allegories, such as the
explanations for the drug which Helen placed in the drink of Menelaos and Tele-
machus — has re-mixed Circe’s potion, so to speak, so that it is now Adyog which
entrances, Greek Adyog to be precise, and which protects the young from the

135 Cf. esp. Mackridge 2010.

136 Cf. Mackridge 2010, 132.

137 This allegory is of a very common kind; we may compare Dio Chrys. 16.10 where the magic
potion that Jason received from Medea for protection against the fire-breathing bulls and the
dragon was in fact received from @po6vnoig, with Midewa implicitly connected with pfjtig and
prdopat. Dio says that we should follow this example and ‘show contempt to all (such) things,
for otherwise everything will be fire for us and everything sleepless dragons’. In most extant ver-
sions of the story, Medea’s ointment only protected Jason from the bulls, the dragon being over-
come with different magic.
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lusts of the body. Koraes does not conceal that learning Greek properly is diffi-
cult, but ‘the reward for the labours is inexpressible pleasure (R8ovn))’ (p. vy);
here again it is impossible not to be reminded of Eustathius’ account of the
‘sweet’ (N8V) rewards of education as represented by the p@Av which protected
Odysseus. Both Eustathius and Koraes address themselves to young men, véol,
and their aim is to help by offering 10 xpfowov (cf. in Il 2.21); Koraes has, he
tells his addressee, no aim other than offering ‘common benefit to the Greek na-
tion’ (ve). Eustathius remains above all an educator and a didactic model. Kor-
aes indeed once planned a new six-volume edition of Eustathius’ Homeric com-
mentaries, but for various reasons (including, of course, money) it never came to
pass.>® When Greece recovers, Koraes proclaimed, it should raise statues of Eu-
stathius, an honour which - as far as I am aware — remains unbestowed, though
Athens has done the right thing by Koraes himself;*° there he sits outside the
University building on Panepistimiou, an elderly man slightly bowed forward
like a kindly and didactic uncle, as though carrying the whole of Greek tradition
on his shoulders. The now somewhat worn inscription declares that the statue
was erected so that young men should have a model to emulate; Eustathius
would have deserved no less.

Homer and Heliodorus, Eustathius and Koraes. The temptation to play with
the parallelisms and differences is almost irresistible. Heliodorus was well
known and influential in the eleventh and twelfth centuries,'*® and seems also
to have been subject to allegorical critical practices ultimately derived from Ho-
meric criticism.*! Although Eustathius cites Heliodorus only rarely in the Iliad
commentary we may, I think, assume that he knew the novel, and its ‘Homeric’
qualities, well.**? Homer and Heliodorus frame classical antiquity, in one influ-
ential (and, who knows?, possibly even correct) view; Eustathius and Koraes
were both strikingly interested in the history of the Greek language and how it
was spoken in their own day, even if the Bishop lacked Koraes’ reforming

138 Cf. Paschalis 2010, 113-116.

139 Cf. Kitromilidis 2010b, 27.

140 Cf. Gartner 1969; Agapitos 1998.

141 On ‘Philip the Philosopher’s’ famous allegorisation of the Aithiopika cf. Hunter 2005.

142 Van der Valk I cvii lists two instances (in IL. 55.32-34, 160.15-16), both in the commentary on
Iliad 1; we should perhaps add in Il. 159.25 (also on Iliad 1) where fjuépa SiayeAd looks like a
borrowing from the very opening of Heliodorus’ novel. A principal witness for Byzantine appre-
ciation of Heliodorus’ ‘Homeric’ qualities is Michael Psellus’ comparison of Heliodorus and
Achilles Tatius from the previous century, cf. Dyck 1986b; Psellus’ account of how Heliodorus
‘gives the reader breaks through variety and novel diction and episodes and turns of every
kind’ (61-62 Dyck) assimilates him closely to a familiar scholiastic view of the Homeric poems.
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zeal."? Homer’s poems were the ideological charter which had founded Greek
identity and which was at the heart of how its living sense was handed on
from generation to generation; Heliodorus’ Aithiopika has ‘identity’, both
Greek and other, at its very centre, and is clearly constructed not just as a rewrit-
ing of Homer, but as a monument to be set alongside the epic poems. The capa-
cious inclusiveness of Heliodorus’ narrative and Eustathius’ Commentaries al-
lows both to be seen (with hindsight) as innovative repositories of tradition
and also as pointing forward to new literary and scholarly forms which would
come to dominate their respective worlds. Even more important perhaps is the
fact that Eustathius and Koraes both use Homer and Heliodorus respectively
as leaping-off points for the promulgation of a larger educational and moral
agenda. Homer was never just another text, or even simply just the best text:
he was always much more than that.
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Lara Pagani

Eustathius’ Use of Ancient Scholarship
in his Commentary on the lliad: Some
Remarks

1 Introduction

The Commentary on the Iliad is by far the longest among the known works of Eu-
stathius, who was certainly no champion of conciseness or brevity'. It was com-
posed, as is commonly agreed for all of his works dealing with philological top-
ics, in an early phase of his activity, prior to his appointment as Archbishop of
Thessalonica®. During that first period of his life, he had fulfilled the role of pai-
oTwp TOWV PNTOpWV at the so-called patriarchal school of Constantinople?, after
having very probably been active as a private teacher of grammar and rhetoric*.
In a sense, it is precisely this background as a teacher that should be considered
as the humus for the monumental Commentary, as is confirmed in a statement by
Eustathius himself in the proem. He declares that far from having been asked by
some important person to take on the task, the request had come from his “dear
pupils” (mpog @idwv OANT@OV), who held him in great respect. His intention, he

This research was carried out within the framework of the project “Omero, Esiodo, Pindaro,
Eschilo: forme e trasmissione dell’esegesi antica”, financed in the program FIRB - Futuro in Ri-
cerca 2012 by the Italian Ministero dell’lstruzione, dell’Universita, della Ricerca. English trans-
lation by Rachel Barritt Costa.

1 Cf. e.g Wilson 1983, 197-198, who, however, seems to give an excessively negative assessment
of Eustathius’ prolific style (see Pontani 2005, 170 n. 376: “forse troppo severo”); a more bal-
anced judgment is found in Browning 1992, 141-142 (cf. Browning 1995, 85-86).

2 On the problematic reconstruction of the biographic data of Eustathius and the phases of his
career, see Cohn 1907, 1452-1453; Browning 1962, 190-193; Wirth 1980; Kazhdan/Franklin 1984,
115-140; Browning 1995, 84-85; Schonauer 2004. For a thematic classification of Eustathius’
works, see Browning 1962, 186-190. It is difficult to establish a firm chronology within the over-
all body of his works because the cross-references that can be found in them sometimes give
contradictory indications. This leads to the impression that “revisions were continually being
made or even that all the main works were in preparation concurrently”: Wilson 1983, 197-
198 (cf. van der Valk 1971, cxxxvi—cxxxix; van der Valk 1976, xci—xciii; Pontani 2000, 13-14).
3 On the debate about the existence of a patriarchal academy and an imperial university, see
Pontani 1995, esp. 318-321, with the reference bibliography.

4 Browning 1962, 192; Browning 1992, 141; Browning 1995, 84. The main source on Eustathius’
activity in Constantinople is the Funeral Oration by Euthymios Malakes (PG 136.764).
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states, is to go through the whole of the Iliad, drawing attention to what is useful
for the reader. But, he continues, in no way does he propose to address his work
to the experts, who undoubtedly already have profound knowledge of the mate-
rial he has collected. Rather, what he seeks to do is to address himself to those
who are at the beginning of their studies or who need to refresh their memory?®.

Eustathius also makes it clear that his text will not go back over all the in-
sights that have been acquired on Homer: instead, he hopes to put forward ele-
ments that will make it easier for the readers to approach the poet and to be able
to reuse and imitate him in their own rhetorical compositions®. The Commentary
can be utilised, according to its author’s explicit declaration, either by reading it
together with the Iliad or as an independent text. Furthermore, the Commentary
does not present itself as a unitary fabric: on the contrary, it appears as a se-
quence of isolated explanations, each one clearly demarcated and distinct
from the others’. This structure is made clearly visible by means of a series of
expressions of didactic nature®, which highlight the transition to a new topic,
or also by the conjunction 6T1, which signals the introduction of data derived
from a different source and thus underscores the change of subject matter. Inter-
nal cohesion is assured by a series of references to elements already mentioned
earlier in the work, which warn the reader that he should consult another pas-
sage of the Commentary in order to find out more on the same topic®.

Thus, the work in question does not have the nature of a school textbook:
rather, it is a sort of Companion, where readers can search for further details
on individual elements about which they need to acquire information. That
the Commentary was indeed intended for this kind of use is suggested by the
presence of a series of annotations in the margins of the autograph manuscript,
which constitute a sort of index and were designed to make the work more con-
sultable, by making it easier for readers to locate the specific points they wished

5 Eust. in Il. 2.18-23; cf. Wilson 1983, 198; Browning 1992, 141-142; Browning 1995, 85-86. A
translation of the first part of the Eustathian proem can be found in Herington 1969.

6 Eust. in II. 2.23-39. For an appraisal of Eustathius’ insistence on the utilitarian element, in the
context of Byzantine mentality, see Cesaretti 1991, 223; cf. also Kolovou 2012, 161-162; Cullhed
2014, 18*-21*. On the links with the sphere of rhetoric, see above all Niinlist 2012.

7 Eust. in II. 2.39-46. This is also pointed out in the proem to the Commentary on the Odyssey
(1380.11-13): see Pontani 2000, 41.

8 E.g. dpa (“see” [in the sense of “cf.”]), iotéov &Tt (“it should be realised that”), onpeiwoat
(“notice [that]”), {ntnTéov (“it is necessary to investigate”), etc.

9 Cf. Kolovou 2012, 158-159.

10 Thus Browning 1992, 141-142; Browning 1995, 85-86: cf. Kolovou 2012, 161-162.
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to look up™. In fact, its nature as a discontinuous text is already revealed in the
very title, TlapekBolai €ig v Oprpov TAdSa, i.e. “Digressions on the Iliad of
Homer”. More specifically, as shown in the fundamental study by Kambylis,
the term napekBoAat indicates both the “excerpts” from an author and the com-
ments on such excerpts. Eustathius’ work is made up as a series of annotations
on individual passages of the Iliad, which are ordered according to a sequence
that follows the unfolding story of the poem, but it is not immune to the author’s
marked tendency to move from one subject to another by association of ideas>.

Eustathius created his “reference book” by selecting and gathering together
a range of materials that he considered to be significant in connection with the
Homeric text. In assembling his excerpts, he drew on the most disparate aucto-
ritates of the earlier eras*. Thus readers were able to find in a single book a great
mass of information which would have otherwise been scattered throughout in-
numerable works and would have been extremely difficult to have available all
together.

The operation carried out by Eustathius ties in well with Byzantine cultural
inclinations® and presupposes, as rightly pointed out by Hartmut Erbse'é, the
possibility of having a richly stocked library close at hand, as well as of being
able to rely on a very good memory. But that is not all: the knowledge built
up by the ancient writers was not only made accessible, but it was also illustrat-
ed in frequent additional explanatory notes drawn up by Eustathius himself.

11 Browning 1992, 142; Browning 1995, 86. On the pair of codices that represent the witness of
the work that is almost unanimously considered as an autograph of Eustathius, Laurentianus
Plut. LIX 2 and 3 (= L), see van der Valk 1971, ix—xxii; van der Valk 1976, ix-x; Cullhed 2012,
esp. 445-447 and Cullhed 2014, esp. 8*-9*. On the marginal annotations of L, see van der
Valk 1971, xii-xiv, esp. xiii: “Omnes hae annotationes ad usum lectorum codicis erant adiectae,
ut locum quem quis consultare vellet, sine magno incommodo inveniret. [...] quod Martini [...]
iam opinatus erat, omnibus indiciis confirmatur: additamenta scilicet ab Eustathio ipso postea
fuisse adiecta”. The margins of L contain another type of annotations, i.e. real additions to the
content of the commentary, which have been written by Eustathius as well, probably at a later
moment and drawing materials from a different library: van der Valk 1971, xiii and xvi—xvii; van
der Valk 1974, xlii; Cullhed 2012, 446-447.

12 Kambylis 1991, 14-18; see also van der Valk 1971, lix and n. 2; Kolovou 2012, 151-153 and Ko-
lovou, this volume.

13 Browning 1995, 85.

14 Cf. Wilson 1983, 200: “for anyone anxious to have a full collection of ancient criticism of the
greatest Greek poet, Eustathius put all that was required into a single reference book”. Cf. also
Browning 1992, 142-143 and Browning 1995, 85.

15 For an overview of this aspect, with discussion of various different positions, see Pontani
1995, 328-351, with the mention of Maas 19522, 490.

16 Erbse 1950, 1, followed by Hunger 1978, 64.
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These notes aimed at clarifying and exemplifying the meanings of the texts in
question, or at highlighting connections with his own age'. In this regard, it
should be borne in mind that Eustathius was addressing a 12th century public,
who needed further explanations concerning the linguistic or historical aspects
to supplement the information he found in his sources.

The manner in which Eustathius’ commentary presents the material often re-
sults in an inextricable tangle of data deriving from different sources, which are
sometimes difficult to identify’®. In fact Eustathius’ work, far from being the
creature of a merely mechanical compilator, was that of an erudite scholar
who, perhaps wishing to appear even more erudite’®, sometimes offered no men-
tion, or barely a generic mention, of the source from which he was drawing his
material; at times he quoted an auctoritas to whom he actually had no access but
whom he found cited in an intermediate text that he carefully avoided mention-
ing?°; in some cases he gave misleading indications®, or enriched the observa-
tions taken from other authors by adding his own considerations, occasionally
thereby distorting the meaning. Van der Valk’s edition (1971-1987) provides a de-
tailed apparatus fontium for each passage and contains an in-depth study of the
sources used by Eustathius®. It seems clear that in a number of cases Eustathius
was able to draw on a textual tradition that was less deteriorated than the one
we can rely on today??. The texts available to him included a vast range of lexico-

17 For examples that illustrate the generally recurrent sequence in Eustathius’ mode of presen-
tation, see Hunger 1978, 65: excerpt from an ancient source, paraphrase of the excerpt in ques-
tion, mostly with an emphasis on the stylistic-rhetorical aspects but occasionally (also) with the
assertion of ethical judgments as well as a series of details held to be worthy of mention, with
explanations of a linguistic or factual nature intermingled in a jumbled way, without any appa-
rent structuring or subdivision.

18 To put it in the words of van der Valk himself, “often he [scil. Eustathius] consults different
sources and concocts a mixture in which the original elements can hardly be recognised” (van
der Valk 1963-1964, 1 14): cf. Erbse 1950, 1 and van der Valk 1971, xlviii.

19 Van der Valk 1971, xlviii: “Docti [...] commentatores vel auctores, sicut Eustathius, doctiores
videri cupiebant”; cf. e.g. van der Valk 1963-1964, 1 3-4, 17-18.

20 Van der Valk 1971, xlviii; cf. van der Valk 1963-1964, I 5 n. 21.

21 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 13, with the reference to Erbse 1950 in n. 48

22 Van der Valk 1971, lix—cxiii; van der Valk 1976, xlii—Ixxvi.

23 For example, he had available an exemplar of Strabo without the lacuna of book VII, a com-
plete version of the lexicon of Herennius Philo, a fuller copy of Stephanus’ Ethnika, he was fa-
miliar with Arrian’s Bithyniaka, which are lost today, etc.: cf. Wilson 1983, 199. It is unsatisfactory
merely to state (Wilson, ibid.) that “in general Eustathius repeats or paraphrases information
that we already possess in the collections of the scholia on Homer or in some other author
whom we can still read. He does not have very much of his own to add, and he is not an
acute textual critic”.
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graphic and grammatical works, the major poets of the classical and Hellenistic
age we still read today, the main scholiographic corpora (or the constitutive parts
of such corpora), the historiographers, some orators and philosophers, and the
ubiquitous Strabo, Stephanus of Byzantium, and Athenaeus®*.

2 The scholia

In this paper my attention will focus on Eustathius’ treatment of the material that
had come down to him from the philological-exegetic work of the ancient gram-
marians on the Iliad, and which had eventually found its way into a correspond-
ing corpus of scholia. Scholars agree that Eustathius had access to all the cate-
gories of scholia known to us today, and it is generally believed that he read
them in a richer version than the one that has come down to us in the margins
of the manuscripts®. It has been demonstrated that he made use of 1) the so-
called “exegetical” scholia, which he is believed to have derived from an exem-
plar similar to the Townleianus manuscript®®, 2) the D-scholia, which by their
very nature were a fundamental resource for the explanation of words or for par-
aphrases of Homeric expressions, as well as for the presentation of episodes
from mythical history, and 3) a manuscript he defined as a commentary “by
Apion and Herodorus”, which has been recognized as a close relative of ms. Ven-
etus A%,

24 In addition to the Praefationes of van der Valk’s edition cited above (n. 22), see Cohn 1907,
1460-1486; Erbse 1950, 1-22; Hunger 1978, 65-66; Wilson 1983, 199. In particular for the use of
Stephanus’ Ethnika in Eustathius’ works see Billerbeck 2015.

25 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 3-28, 86-106, esp. 88; van der Valk 1971, 1x-1xiv. On this topic, see
also Cohn 1907, 1460-1469; Howald 1929; Erbse 1950, 1-2; Erbse 1953; Erbse 1960, 153; Coletta
1983; Pontani 2005, 173-178 (specifically with regard to the commentary on the Odyssey). Further
details infra, n. 27.

26 London, British Museum, Burney 86 (11th cent.).

27 Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, gr. 454 (822) (10th cent.). According to van der Valk 1963-1964, I
1-69 (cf. van der Valk 1971, LXI), the codex of Apion and Herodorus used by Eustathius had an
ancestor in common with Venetus A; so already Erbse 1960, 121-173. On the other hand, in the
view of Mazzucchi 2012 (442-447), the work of Apion and Herodorus was one of the two anti-
graphs used by the copyist of Venetus A. According to Howald 1929, who disagreed with the vi-
sion which predominated at that time (the general picture is given in Cohn 1907, 1460), Eusta-
thius used only the commentary of Apion and Herodorus (so already Cohn 1907, 1463-1464,
who argued that the manuscript used by Eustathius must have been similar to the model of
the Genavensis gr. 44), in which Eustathius would have found the scholia deriving from the
Viermdnnerkommentar (see immediately infra, in the text), the exegetical and the D-scholia al-
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The denomination provided by Eustathius is problematic, as Apion and Her-
odorus are for us unknown figures. To date, it has not been possible to ascribe
them with certainty to any historical-cultural context, although it can be hy-
pothesized that their work may bear some relation to the Umopvnua TALG80g
which the Etymologicum Genuinum mentions on several occasions as one of its
sources®. According to van der Valk, the title quoted by Eustathius should be
connected to the reference made by Hesychius, in the preface of his Lexicon,
to collections of Lexeis of Aristarchus, Apion and Heliodorus. Thus, according
to this interpretation, Apion and Heliodorus (not Herodorus) should be identi-
fied, respectively, with the glossographer of Oasis and the commentator of the
Odyssey (both 1st cent. CE). Marchinus van der Valk conjectured that Eustathius,
faced with an anonymous commentary and seeking to enhance its importance,
decided to associate it with the names of two esteemed Homeric lexicographers,
though in doing so he made a small mistake in the name of the second one®.

A few years ago this hypothesis was judged as unreliable by Carlo Maria
Mazzucchi, who put forward the view that Eustathius should not be credited
with inventing an attribution of authorship for the commentary in question.
Rather, Mazzucchi suggests, Eustathius is quite likely to have found the work al-
ready ascribed to the mysterious couple (irrespective of whether the names were
real or pseudonyms). Mazzucchi further maintains that a prosopographical in-
vestigation supports placing the two figures within the framework of a Christian
Neoplatonic school of Alexandria in the times of John Philoponus (6® cent.).
However, the mystery seems unlikely to find an incontrovertible solution: accord-
ingly, the denomination “Apion and Herodorus”, with its abbreviated version
ApH, seems set to continue to fulfil its function as a conventional label, the
exact meaning of which is hard to determine. Nor are there any clear-cut data
on the format of the work Eustathius claims to have used as his source; was it
still a separate commentary or was it already digested “like a frame” around
the Homeric text? The latter option is often taken to be unquestionable®, al-

ready all collected together. The demonstration that Eustathius also used other collections of
scholia is due to Erbse 1953. For a review of the situation see Pontani 2005, 173.

28 Erbse 1960, 128-131; Alpers 1991, 252-257; Pontani 2005, 148; Mazzucchi 2012, 441-442. There
is considerably less agreement with regard to the view that this was the work referred to in con-
nection with the renovation and recovery, including graphic restoration, of ancient and ruined
texts of Homer, which Cometas (9th cent.) proudly attributes to himself in several epigrams (AP
15.36, 37, 38, 40): Alpers 1991, 252-257; Alpers 2013, 69-72; see also Pontani 2005, 143 (with addi-
tional bibliography at n. 297), 148 and Mazzucchi 2012, 442 n. 143.

29 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 27-28. See also Cohn 1907, 1464-1465.

30 Cf. Pontani 2005, 143, 148. This opinion is also shared by van der Valk 1963-1964, I 25-29 and
Alpers 1991, 253-254.
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though as early as in Erbse, and more recently in Mazzucchi, it has been argued
that the way in which Eustathius refers to the work of Apion and Herodorus
seems to tilt the scales in favour of an autonomous text rather than a marginal
commentary>.

What does seem clear, however, is that Eustathius found in this source ma-
terials that we generally classify as traceable to the Viermdnnerkommentar®. The
Viermdnnerkommentar is a compilation of four philological-grammatical treatis-
es which go back to the early imperial age, respectively by Aristonicus (On signs),
Didymus (On the diorthosis of Aristarchus), Herodian (Prosody of the Iliad) and
Nicanor (On punctuation)®. As is well-known, it is through this route that the ac-
quisitions of the erudites of the Hellenistic age, concerning the interpretation
and constitution of the text of the Homeric poem, eventually found their way
into the scholia of Venetus A.

If, as has been argued, the codex from which Eustathius obtained this type
of material was a close relative of Venetus A, it is conceivable that, like Venetus
A, at the end of each Iliadic book it should display a subscription mentioning the
four treatises that had been the source for the mass of material (or at least part of
the material) that accompanied the text of the poem. Even if this were the case, it
would hardly be surprising that Eustathius did not explicitly associate each of
the annotations with one or other of the four authors, because the subscription
at the end of each book would not have made it possible to pin down the author-
ship of each individual annotation®. Instead, Eustathius opted for collective in-
dications, such as the aforementioned “Apion and Herodorus”, which he quotes

31 Erbse 1953, 23-24; Mazzucchi 2012, 441-447.

32 The term is now customary, even though Erbse himself (1969, XII) defined it as a “verbum
haud satis memorabile”. In addition to excerpta from VMK, the ApH used by Eustathius must
have contained, according to Erbse 1953, 21-22, a good quantity of D-scholia, but none (or
only a very small quantity) of the exegetical scholia.

33 Nothing more is known about this work than the information provided by the subscriptions
of Venetus A, nor is it clear who created it or when. According to Lehrs 1882°, 31-32, followed by
Ludwich 1884, 78-82, a time range that outdates Herodian’s lifetime by too long a period cannot
be taken into consideration; van der Valk 1963-1964, I 107, recently followed by Dickey 2007, 19,
was in favour of a dating within the 4th century. In contrast, Erbse 1969, xlv-xlviii had gone as
far as Late Antiquity (5th-6th cent.). For greater detail, cf. Pagani 2014, esp. 46-47.

34 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 27; van der Valk 1971, 1xi. For Cohn 1907, 1461 Eustathius’ silence
should instead be taken as a symptom of the absence of subscriptions in the exemplar he called
“Apion and Herodorus”.
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about sixty times®, or ot dkpiBéatepot, “the more precise ones”?®

which, as we shall see, requires some further investigation.

Other formulations pointing to Eustathius’ use of various types of scholiastic
material include oi maAawot (“the ancient ones”, which, however, is very generic
and could refer to different sources such as the lexicographic tradition or even
other material)®, oi oxoAwaoTai / 6 oxoAlaoTrg, or Ta oxOA (at times specified
as moAawd), ot tod Oprpov vopvnpatiotai (“the commentators of Homer”), t&
mohaud vopvApata (“the ancient commentaries”), oi ‘Opnpidat (with the same
meaning as the previous phrase), or other variants®. In many other cases, the
acquisition of material from the scholia is not reported in any detail, and it is,
at best, accompanied by a statement that the passage in question was not ob-
tained at first hand, expressed by the insertion of the verb @aot (“they say”).

Among the many possible examples, we shall now present just a few in order
to corroborate the general picture we have outlined. We shall of course refrain
from going into the details of the individual problems of Homeric philology
raised by each passage: rather, our aim is to offer a rapid overview of Eustathius’
modus operandi.>

, an expression

2.1 Apion and Herodorus

As far as the quotations from Apion and Herodorus are concerned, I will mention
three passages that have been studied in relation to the question of whether the
work thus named by Eustathius was an independent continuous commentary or
a collection of marginal scholia. In the first passage, which pertains to II. 1.20 (in
II. 28.2-7, text 1), Eustathius invokes the above-mentioned pair in connection
with a particular reading and interpretation of a phrase of Chryses’ speech to
the Achaeans. In mentioning the two authors’ work, Eustathius states that “a
book by them on the Homeric poems is transmitted” (Mv BiBAiov €ic T& ToD ‘Opr-
pov @épeTtan)*?. The scholia concerning this point consist only of two very short

35 Cf. Erbse 1953, 21-22; van der Valk 1963-1964, 11 and n. 2; Mazzucchi 2012, 442-443. They are
cited independently of one another in a handful of cases: see Cohn 1907, 1460; Mazzucchi 2012,
443 and nn. 154-155.

36 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 10-11.

37 Van der Valk 1963-1964, 1 8 and n. 31, with an addendum on p. 603; van der Valk 1976, xli.
38 Van der Valk 1971, xli—xlii; cf. Cohn 1907, 1460.

39 The texts discussed are collected all together, and numbered, at the end of this paper.
40 According to Eustathius, the text he refers to as Apion and Herodorus handed down a differ-
ent version of IL. 1.20: moida 8¢ pot Aoatte @iAny, & 8 drowva 8éxeabat, with both verbs in the



Eustathius’ Use of Ancient Scholarship in his Commentary on the lliad =——— 87

notes, both traceable to Aristonicus (Sch. Il 1.20a' and a?). As these notes treat
the problem differently from Eustathius, it was surmised by Erbse, followed
also by van der Valk, that here Eustathius had access to a scholion, possibly
of Nicanor, which has not come down to us*.

In the second passage, connected to I1. 1.59 (in Il. 47.13-25, text 2), Eustathius
speaks of the “commentaries by Apion and Herodorus on Homer” (¢v Toig Ari-
wvog kal ‘Hpodwpov &i¢ Tov Ounpov vropvipact) as a source of information
concerning the mythic events preceding the expedition against Troy narrated
in the Iliad**, as well as the internal chronology of the events in question®’. Eu-
stathius, who concludes by saying that these accounts present numerous contra-
dictions, seems to have gleaned the information from several scholia to different
lliadic passages** (Sch. Ariston. I 9.668a, Sch. ex. Il 9.668b, 24.765a", b). Eusta-
thius’ statement that he derived this material from the “hypomnemata of Apion
and Herodorus”, when the information in question can be found mainly in exe-
getical scholia of the manuscripts of group b and in T, is explained by van der
Valk* either as a mistaken attribution due to memory failure on the part of Eu-
stathius, or as a deliberate distortion by means of which Eustathius aimed to bol-
ster the importance of the material he was presenting*®. However, the problem
can perhaps be somewhat reduced in the light of the fact that at least part of

infinitive, postulating that they were governed by the verb doiev of 1. 18: “as far as you are con-
cerned, let the gods permit you [...] to release to me my daughter and to accept the ransom”). The
participle a{opevot “venerating” of 1. 21 would thus represent a case of hyperbaton and would
refer to “Atreides and Achaeans” of 1. 17. The explanation given by Aristonicus in Sch. IL. 1.20a
and a’ refers only to 8¢xe00ai, which is interpreted as an infinitive with the meaning of an im-
perative.

41 Erbse 1969, 15, app. ad loc.; van der Valk 1971, 45, app. ad loc.

42 There is a mention of the first expedition of the Greeks, who had wrongly landed in Mysia
only to be chased away by Telephus, and then of the events involving Achilles on Skyros, the
birth of Neoptolemos, and Odysseus’ clash with Philomeleides on Lesbos.

43 The opportunity for the digression is given by Achilles’ statement in II. 1.59, according to
which the Greeks will have to return home from Troy, “driven back” (moAwmlayy0évtag), a
verb which some took to mean “driven away again”, precisely as an allusion to the first Greek
expedition, i.e. to a mythic tradition which was regarded as a creation of the so-called neoteroi
poets and was therefore considered unknown to Homer. Cf. Eust. on I1. 1.59 (in IL. 46.36-44); Sch.
Ariston. II. 1.59¢; Sch. ex. Il. 1.59d; Sch. D Il. 1.5%.

44 The episode of Philomeleides is the only one for which it is not possible to find an antece-
dent in any of our scholia: cf. van der Valk 1963-1964, I 25 and n. 88; van der Valk 1976, 76, ad
loc.

45 Van der Valk 1963-1964, 1 25.

46 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 25. However, this is not the only case in which exegetical material
of bT is attributed by Eustathius to Apion and Herodorus: see Cohn 1907, 1461-1462.
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these data also appear in Venetus A, and one may therefore surmise that they
may also have been present in the ApH used by Eustathius, since this is consid-
ered to be related to A. Thus, his “extensive” attribution of the entire block of
information to ApH becomes even more easily justifiable.

The formulations used here by Eustathius, who in speaking of ApH talks
about a “book” and a “commentary”, have led to the assumption that the two
passages may support the view that ApH did not consist of a series of marginal
scholia, but was rather an independent text’. However, van der Valk*® has set
the two above mentioned passages against a third one (on Il 22.74 [in
Il. 1257.53-56], text 3), in which Apion and Herodorus are mentioned in connec-
tion with their “scholia on I1” (¢v T0ig €ig TO T oyoAiolg). This is another case in
which Eustathius comments on a Homeric passage using scholia to a different
passage. Here the problem concerns the gender and accent pattern of a word,
and the explanation quoted by Eustathius comes from a scholion traceable
back to Herodian (Sch. Hrd. Il. 16.548a)*. Part of the material has also been in-
corporated into the exegetical scholia of T (Sch. ex. Il 16.548b") and, in a very
concise form, into the b family (16.548b?), as well as into the Etymologicum Ge-
nuinum (AB, s. v. katakpfiBev). According to van der Valk, the fact that here Eu-
stathius identifies the work of Apion and Herodorus as “scholia” testifies to the
true nature of the work in question as an array of marginal annotations. The con-
trasting formulations we noted earlier are explained by van der Valk through the
conjecture that, since they appear on the first two occasions in which the work is
cited by Eustathius, they merely had the function of bolstering the importance of
the work itself, by defining it as a “book” and a “commentary”. However, while it
can be conceded that in the age of Eustathius the term oy6Alov communicated,
as it does to us today, the idea of material arranged like a frame around a main
text — though this was not the case in earlier periods, at least until the 9th cen-
tury®® - the Eustathian terminology, as we will see, is so far from being univocal
that great difficulty is encountered in drawing any definitive conclusion®'.

47 Erbse 1953, 23; Mazzucchi 2012, 442-443, who also adds a series of examples in which Apion
and Herodorus are introduced by Eustathius as personae loquentes: see the discussion supra, 84.
48 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 25.

49 What is at stake is the word ka&pa (“head”) in Il. 22.74, which Homer is said to have known
only as a neuter noun accented on the penultimate syllable, but of which existed as well the
form kapn, a feminine oxytone. The discussion of the scholion that can be traced back to Hero-
dian concerns the accent pattern of the adverbial form xpfifev in II. 16.548 (“from the head right
down to the feet”).

50 See Montana 2010, esp. 185-192 and Montana 2014, esp. 24-34.
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2.2 The more precise ones

As for the expression of praise oi dxpiBéatepol, “the more precise ones”, which is
not uncommon in ancient erudite literature, in this form or in similar ones®?, in
Eustathius, according to van der Valk, it is basically equivalent to the indication
“Apion and Herodorus”3. In the commentary on IL 6.197-199 (in Il 636.28-29,
text 4) Eustathius ascribes to the dkpiBéotepot a mythographic observation on
the different genealogy of Sarpedon in Homer as compared to that presupposed
by more recent poets®. It seems fairly clear that the source for this remark re-
sides in a scholion that can be read in manuscript A, traceable back to Aristoni-
cus, one of the “four men” (Sch. Ariston. Il. 6.199).

The indication ot &kpiBeoTepol can likewise be traced back to a scholion by
Aristonicus in the Eustathian passage on Il. 9.378 (in Il 757.49, text 5), where the
subject matter is a phonetic phenomenon connected with the explanation of the

51 Somewhat strained, in my view, is Erbse’s explanation (1953, 23 with n. 1) of the contradic-
tory expressions of Eustathius: according to him, the word oxoAtov could be used to refer to the
individual explanations of a commentary.

52 Ol akpiBéotepol can be found in the scholia to Aristophanes, Euripides (with the addition
T@V ioToploypd@wv), Aratus, Apollonius of Rhodes, Lycophron (oi & T@v ioctopik@v and
Aot GxpiBeaTatot loTopikol oLYYPOYELG Te yewypawol), whereas ol &xpiBéaTatol T@V TaALDV
is in the scholia to Hesiod, €v Toig dkpiBeotaTolg T@V Gvtiypdgwy in the scholia to Aeschylus, év
TOlg GkpiBeoTdTolg again in the scholia to Aristophanes.

53 See van der Valk 1963-1964, I 11, who effectively says: “Thus he refers by this term (sc. oi
akpBéotepol) to VMK or at least to the Commentary which contained it, a fact
which might be expected”. There is a notable difference between speaking of VMK material
and referring to the commentary in which Eustathius read this text, namely, as far as one can
tell, “Apion and Herodorus”. If, as has been said, ApH was probably a relative of Venetus A,
then the array of exegetic material it contained is unlikely to have been only of the VMK
type. Although it is obvious that Eustathius was capable of referring to the commentary that
he consulted as a material object, it is hardly plausible that he succeeded in (or even that he
was at all interested in) distinguishing which class of scholia each of the annotations he
used actually belonged to (cf. the correct observation by van der Valk 1963-1964, 1 27; van
der Valk 1971, Ixi [cf. supra, 85 and n. 34] on the fact that Eustathius would not have been
able to draw any advantage from subscriptions declaring the provenance of the content of the
scholia, even if the subscriptions had been present in the codex from which he drew his mate-
rial, as they are in Venetus A).

54 In Homer, Sarpedon is not the son of Europa nor is he the brother of Minos (as e.g. in Hesiod
fr. 14114 M.-W.): this fact is also clarified by the relative chronology (xal ya&p ot xpovot ebdnAot)
that emerges from II. 13.449-454 (I draw the indication of the parallel passage from Erbse ad
loc.).
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meaning of a word®. At this point, however, the question becomes more compli-
cated, since the same observation can also be found in the D-scholion ad loc.,
which is not in manuscript A. Here the formulation given by Eustathius seems
to present possible parallels with both sources. But in any case, since the anal-
ogies with Aristonicus (Sch. Ariston. Il. 9.378b) are more substantial®®, the most
likely conclusion is that the label oi dxpiBéatepol alludes to the Aristonicus
scholion, although it cannot be ruled out that Eustathius also used the D-scho-
lion (Sch. D II. 9.378 van Thiel).

But let us now turn our attention to a case that seems to be in contrast with
the above picture, whereas in actual fact it turns out not to be conclusive.

In his commentary on Il. 14.382 (in Il. 992.43, text 6), Eustathius attributes to
the dkpiBeoTepol a variant that is attested in the D-scholia and in a part of the
manuscript tradition of the Iliad, instead of ascribing to the dkpiBéatepot the
rival reading which, according to the relevant scholia as edited by Erbse, Didy-
mus attributed to Aristarchus (Sch. Did. II. 14.382d"' and d?*. The passage has
been the object of considerable debate, because the two alternative readings dif-
fer by no more than one letter; furthermore, in the scholion of the inner margin
of Venetus A (d' in Erbse’s edition) the letter is not as clearly legible as claimed
by Erbse himself 2. This would leave us with the attestation in the scholion of the

55 The item involved is kapog in I1. 9.378: the passage commented on here is Achilles’ response
to the embassy, in which, among other things, the hero rejects the gifts he is offered by Agamem-
non and says: £Opa 8¢ pot Tob dwpa, Tiw 8¢ pv év kapog olon (“his gifts are hateful to me, 1
consider him as if he were a louse™). The point is whether to interpret kapdg as if it correspond-
ed, with an abbreviation of the vowel, to knpog, and thus had the meaning of “death”.

56 Aristonicus asserts that the word “is abbreviated” (ouvéotahtar) and Eustathius speaks of
“abbreviation” (cuoToAf}); both present the change from 1 to o, while the D-scholion presents
the situation from the opposite point of view, saying that “some change the a to n”. However,
it is the D-scholion (and not — as far as we know — Aristonicus) that makes explicit the connec-
tion with death of the spelling with n, kxnpdg, which we also read in Eustathius.

57 The passage in question is found in the episode of the distribution of weapons by the
Achaean chieftains during the deceit of Zeus: II. 14.382 states: £€00A& pév £00A0G £8uve, yépela
8¢ yeipovt 86okev (“the strong man put on the strong ones [sc. weapons], the less good ones
he gave to the less good man”). The variant §6oxov for 86okev (“they gave” for “he gave”) is
documented as the lemma of Sch. D II. 14.382 (which glosses the verb with a more prosaic £5i-
Sovv) and is attested in some manuscripts, among which Lond. Bibl. Brit. Burney 86 (T), Oxon.
Bodl. Auct. T.2.7, post correcturam, Genav. gr. 44, likewise post correcturam (a more extensive list
can be found in Allen 1931, III 56), as well as in P.Morgan = P.Amh. inv. G 202 (4" cent. AD; LDAB
2120; MP? 00870).

58 A check on the digital photograph of the folio 188r of the ms. Venetus A (the entire manu-
script is visible in high resolution digital photographs published under a Creative Commons Li-
cense, at the web address <www.homermultitext.org>, thanks to a project set up by the Center


www.homermultitext.org

Eustathius’ Use of Ancient Scholarship in his Commentary on the lliad =—— 91

Townleianus (d?), but it has been pointed out that the lemmata in this codex are
sometimes unreliable®®. Accordingly, it cannot be excluded that the reading Eu-
stathius attributes to the dkpiBéotepol may have been none other than the one
espoused by Aristarchus, rather than the rival reading®.

After arguing in favour of this position, in line with the approach of Arthur
Ludwich, van der Valk in his edition of the IlapekBoAai eventually bowed to the
authority of Erbse, suggesting that Eustathius could have made a material error
and that an over-hasty reading of the scholia could have led him into a mix-up
between two variants that were so similar to each other®’. Be that as it may, this
particular case would not contrast with van der Valk’s overall view of the inter-
pretation of the dxpiBéotepol in Eustathius.

The case of the next example (on IL. 6.21 [in II. 623.13-19], text 7) is quite dif-
ferent. Here Eustathius outlines the content of a mythographical narration, draw-
ing first and foremost on the exegetical scholion present in manuscript T and
classified as 35b by Erbse. He then introduces a different explanation, which
he traces back to the dkpiBéotepol. The best parallel for the latter explanation
is represented by another exegetical scholion present in manuscript T and in
the b family (35a in Erbse’s edition), and only in a less substantial way by a
D-scholion that can be read in various manuscripts, among which A%, Thus,

for Hellenic Studies of Harvard University) suggests that at the very least the reading should be
considered uncertain: in actual fact the reading 86okov not only cannot be ruled out, but it
would seem to be preferable to 86okev.

59 See van der Valk 1963-1964, II 151 n. 307. A check on the folio of ms. T which contains this
scholion (f. 154r), also available in a digital online version (British Library Digitised Manuscripts,
<www.bl.uk/manuscripts>), shows that the termination of the verb is replaced here by a sign of
abbreviation, that is systematically used for -ov: accordingly van Thiel 2014, II 504 prints 86okov
as a lemma.

60 A more detailed study on the subject can be found in Pagani 2016.

61 Van der Valk 1963-1964, II 151 with n. 307, basing his argument on Ludwich 1884, 378-379,
championed the reading 86oxov in the scholion of the inner margin of Venetus A, and also
maintained that the lemmata of the Townleianus were unreliable; van der Valk 1979, 663,
app. ad loc. was more inclined to maintain the view that there had been a mistake on the
part of Eustathius, following Erbse 1974, 655, app. ad loc. (see also Erbse 1953, 32).

62 The problem concerns the city of Pedasos, mentioned in Il. 6.21: Eustathius opens his discus-
sion by stating that it is a city in the vicinity of Halicarnassus and it takes its name from Pega-
sus, because the inhabitants, according to the myth, had promised Bellerophon that they would
grant him whatever part of the region the horse Pegasus would succeed in demarcating by rac-
ing around it during a single night. This is the part that corresponds to the exegetical scholion
35b. However, according to the dkpiBéotepol, the poet is referring here to a different Pedasos,
located in Troas and formerly called Movnvia. The city was captured by Achilles when the
hero’s hesitation about laying a relentless siege to the city was overcome thanks to a message
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the expression oi dkpiBéotepot would appear to be referring here to the exeget-
ical scholia of bT®.

Once again we note that the terminology Eustathius uses to quote his sour-
ces can serve to detect some trends, but it is not usable for schematic and me-
chanical classifications. It would thus appear more prudent to assume that Eu-
stathius used the term dxpiBéatepot to refer to his source whenever he felt that
the particular source in question was better than others, and that such a circum-
stance most likely concerned the commentary by Apion and Herodorus, to which
he generally awarded great importance.

2.3 The ancients

The term which is both most generic and most extensively used by Eusthasius to
indicate his sources of exegetic-philological material is oi maAaioi. The passage
which treats Il. 1.47 (in Il 40.38-39, text 8) quotes the interpretation given by
“all the ancients” with regard to the image of Apollo shooting arrows against
the Achaeans in book 1 of the Iliad. This interpretation has a parallel, although
somewhat approximate, in the description found in a D-scholion (Sch. D II. 1.50
van Thiel)®.

In another case (on Il. 1.463 [in Il. 135.38-40], text 9), Eustathius invokes the
niohawot as a source for the information according to which the inhabitants of

that a young maiden of the city — who had fallen in love with him - sent to him written on an
apple: the message revealed him that the besieged inhabitants of the city had no water left and
consequently they would soon have to surrender. This is the part that corresponds to the exeget-
ical scholion 35a. The same ioTtopla is told, with a formulation that is further removed from that
of Eustathius and does not mention the ancient name of the city, in the D-scholion.

63 Van der Valk 1963-1964, 1 10 (cf. van der Valk 1976, 237, app. ad loc.), on the other hand, be-
lieves that this case provides a confirmation of his theory. If we interpret his theory by assuming
that Eustathius uses the term oi &xpiBéatepot to indicate the commentary in which the VMK ma-
terial was contained (i.e. ApH) rather than the VMK material itself (cf. the statements in this re-
gard supra, n. 53), then the confirmation in this passage could be sought in the congruence be-
tween what Eustathius identifies as the opinion of the dkpiBéatepot and the note in the D-
scholion: in fact, this note is contained in Venetus A, and therefore one might presume that
it was also present in its relative ApH; however, as stated earlier, the closest parallel for the pas-
sage Eustathius assigns to the dxpiBéotepot is still the exegetical scholia of bT and not the D-
scholion.

64 The image was taken to be a poetic description of the plague that afflicts the Achaeans’ en-
campment. In effect, the D-scholion specifies that the identification of Apollo as the cause of the
pestilence is linked to the fact that he is the sun god, given that every outbreak of the pestilence
arises as a result of heat exhalation.
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Cuma used a specific piece of equipment during their sacrifice. It may be sur-
mised that Eustathius drew this particular item of information from the corre-
sponding exegetical scholion®.

In Eustathius’ commentary on Il. 13.28 (in Il. 918.44-45, text 10) the situation
is more complex, as the moAalol are mentioned with approval because they op-
pose an explanation concerning certain morphological aspects of a word, where-
as the parallel explanation that we read in the exegetical scholia (Sch. ex.
I1. 13.284’, a’) merely quotes the two competing hypotheses, without taking a po-
sition®. It is only in the scholion of Aristonicus (Sch. Ariston. IL. 13.28b) that one
finds a preference which is consistent with that of Eustathius, although it is for-
mulated in an inverse manner®. It seems plausible to assume that Eustathius de-
rived his material partly from the exegetical scholia (where he found the alterna-
tive between the two explanations) and partly from the scholion of Aristonicus
(where he found the version approved by the Aristarchean doctrine).

As mentioned earlier, the epithet maAatoi is so generic that it lends itself to
indiscriminate use even more easily than the others. Innumerable examples
could be given, but it is sufficient to mention two of them, where this term is
used concomitantly with observations that derive from the Etymologicum Mag-
num and not from scholiographic material (respectively the passage on II. 5.271
[in Il. 547.2-3], text 11, and on I 9.5 [in Il. 732.25], text 12).

65 During the sacrifice for the restitution of Chryseis to her father, it is said that the young peo-
ple held in their hands five-pronged forks called nepnwpBoAa (Il. 1.463): the exegetical scholion
informs us that this type of tool was used only by the inhabitants of Cuma, whereas all the oth-
ers had three-pronged forks.

66 Therefore a number of different hypotheses have been put forward, suggesting that what Eu-
stathius read was a plenior version of our scholia (thus in Erbse 1974, 404, app. ad loc.), or, with a
more contorted line of reasoning, that there existed a scholion of Herodian on the topic, from
which both the exegetical scholion and Eustathius drew some material, but through a different
selection of the information (van der Valk 1979, 434, app. ad loc.). The problem concerns the gen-
itive xevBu@v of I1. 13.28, which is said to derive from a nominative kevBuGg, or, alternatively, to
be the result of a syncope of kevBpwvwv. Eustathius disapproved of the latter solution and, he
asserted, so did the moAatot from whom he drew his material.

67 Aristonicus points out that the nominative from which this form derives is kevBpog, thus im-
plicitly excluding the other possibility, namely that it should arise by syncope from kevOpwvwv.
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2.4 Homeric / ancient scholiasts

As far as more specific terms are concerned, one finds in Eustathius the expres-
sions oyoAwaotai and oyoAw®: thus, in the passage which comments on 1. 2.758
(in IL. 337.43-45, text 13) Eustathius invokes the ‘Opnpikot oxoAwotai for the iden-
tification of a rhetorical figure in a Homeric expression, and for the mention of a
Demosthenic parallel®®. Here the Eustathian model can be recognised in a D-
scholion, where, however, there is no trace of the reference to Demosthenes. It
is likely that the reference has gone lost in the redaction of the D-scholion
that has come down to us.

Elsewhere, Eustathius speaks of malaiol oyoAnotai, as in his note on
II. 15137 (in Il 1009.24-25, text 14), where he documents the specific meaning
of a verb by referring back to what had been said by the exegetical scholia
(Sch. ex. Il. 15.137a', a%, and by adding an observation of his own: namely, he
points out that in a line of the previous book, where the same verb appears in
a more generic meaning, the aAatol oyoAwaotai could perhaps have spoken of
an improper use”.

2.5 Ancient scholia

Eustathius refers to his source as oo\, for example in his notes on Il. 5.487 (in
II. 574.21-25, text 15), where he discusses the accent and aspiration of a word, al-
though the connection with the exegetical scholion ad loc. (5.487a) seems loose.
In fact, the scholion in question reproduces a highly condensed version of Hero-
dian’s doctrine concerning the issue under consideration, as can be inferred
from a scholion of Herodian to II. 18.487 and from two passages taken, respec-
tively, from the Ps.-Arcadius’ epitome of the Katholike prosodia (31.4-8) and
from the Etymologicum Magnum (183.35-184.7), which represent the closest par-

68 As for the meaning of such terms in antiquity, cf. above 88 and n. 50.

69 A paronomasia can be detected in the sequence IIpd6oog Boog (“swift Prothoos™) of I1. 2.758.
The comparison is made with Demosth. 19.137, where the paronomasia is Ap@inoAwv moAw.

70 Thus van der Valk 1976, 528, app. ad loc.

71 What is involved is the verb papmtw, the true meaning of which is identified as “to grasp
with one’s hands”, since an etymological connection is set up with pépn, a word that is attested
(only in Pindar) in the acceptation of “hand”. In II. 14.228 the verb appears in the pericope o08¢
XB6va pédprte modoitv (“nor with his feet did he touch the ground”), a context to which the
meaning identified etymologically does not lend itself and which therefore prompted Eustathius
to make his remark.
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allels to the passage of Eustathius™. It is therefore possible, as was hypothesised
by Erbse and van der Valk, that Eustathius read a more extensive scholion of
Herodian to the Iliadic line commented on here, and that the scholion in ques-
tion was later lost (or replaced by the short version available to us).

In the passage discussing II. 15.680 (in Il. 1037.56-59, text 16) we find a dec-
laration of the sources that shows a careful and precise attention which is oth-
erwise rare. Here, with regard to a Homeric metaphor concerning a rider who per-
forms acrobatic stunts by jumping from one horse to another in a group of four
galloping steeds, Eustathius claims to have found a statement &v maAawoig oyo-
Aot according to which a certain Demetrius, on whose identity he gives no fur-
ther information, not only made a remark about the ancient custom of watching
performances of this kind, but also indicated that similar contests were still or-
ganized in Rome in his day. Eustathius then adds a reference to his own time, as
he sometimes does elsewhere, noting that it was not uncommon among his con-
temporaries to see someone performing the feat described by Homer, albeit with
two horses only’®. A comparison with the exegetical scholion ad loc. (Sch. ex.
Il. 15.683-684) reveals that the Demetrius generically mentioned by Eustathius
was the grammarian nicknamed Gonypesus, known from two other mentions

72 With regard to the word dwiow in Il. 5.487, Eustathius states that according to the scholia the
nominative of this word does not have an accent on the final syllable (thus &), either in view
of the Aeolic accent or as an analogical creation from the future tense of the corresponding verb
(Gntw); he also draws attention to the comparison with Hesiod, who in Op. 426 mentions a Tpt-
omiBapov Gpiv. Furthermore, the fact that the initial o is not aspirated is unexpected because the
verb from which the noun allegedly derives is indeed aspirated; on the other hand, the same
peculiar feature also occurs with &\voig, albeit inversely (although &Avotg has a privative a,
which should by definition be smooth, it is commonly pronounced with aspiration). The scho-
lion ad loc. says that &iow must have a smooth breathing, that it is a special case and that
when it is not accented on the final syllable, then there is a change both in the breathing
and the quantity. The Herodian scholion to Il. 18.487 deals with the same issue, but in relation
to the word &pogav, invoking once more, as an inverse parallel, the case of &GAvotg. Finally, in the
epitome of the Ps.-Arcadius (31.4-8) and in the Etymologicum Magnum (183.35-184.7), it is stated
that nouns in -1g constructed from futures that are not accented on the final syllable, have no
accent on the final syllable. A series of examples are given, to which is added, as a separate
case, the question of &Wpw — &ig: here what is proposed (only in the Etym. Magnum) is the
same Hesiodic example as in Eustathius (although the citation is more extensive). The part of
Herodian’s General Prosody containing this doctrine (in GG III/II 86.12-19) has been reconstruct-
ed by Lentz using, among other things, the passage from Eustathius as a source, and therefore it
cannot be invoked here for a comparison; see also infra, n. 76.

73 Cf.van der Valk 1979, 785, app. ad loc. (“procul dubio Byzantii rem vidit”) and, in general, on
Eustathius’ references to circumstances of his own day, van der Valk 1976, 1xxxix. A collection of
all the excerpta from Eustathius’ works concerning the life of the people (Aaoypaeia) of his time
can be found in Koukoules 1950.
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in the Iliadic scholia, and that the statement according to which acrobatic stunts
of this kind could be seen in Rome “still today” cannot be safely attributed to
Gonypesus, because it could have been an addition by the scholiast himself”“.

2.6 (Homeric) commentators / ancient commentaries

Exploiting the terminological alternation that we have by now seen more than
once, Eustathius sometimes also uses the expressions Unopvnuatiotai and vro-
pvnpoata to refer to the scholia. The first example of this type (on I 5.557 [in
Il. 582.15-17], text 17) once again proposes a problem of accentuation, quoting
a rule (xavwv) and pointing out a special case that represents an exception:
this is attributed to oi Tod Opnpov Vnopvnuatiotal™. Here the closest parallel
is with a scholion by Herodian transmitted only by the codex Genavensis (Sch.
Hrd. II. 5.557), which proves to be congruent with another scholion, again origi-
nating from Herodian, pertaining to a different Iliadic passage (Sch. Hrd.
I1. 12.148a")"°. What these texts suggest is that Eustathius must have ascribed to
the “commentators of Homer” (i.e., in this case, Herodian) the entire treatment
of the question.

In the passage on II. 10.335 (in II. 809.56-62, text 18), Eustathius explains a
Homeric adjective first of all from the point of view of the meaning, describing
the animal with whose name the adjective is connected, and then from the
point of view of the morphology, finally returning to the identification and char-
acteristics of the animal quoted at the beginning”. As is made very clear by the

74 Cf. Erbse 1975, 142, app. ad loc.: “At Eust. in hoc errare vid., quod putat Demetrium tale quid
Romae vidisse; verba enim kot viv 8¢ év Pwun motodot tveg ipsius scholiastae (an Epaphroditi?)
sunt, non Demetrii”.

75 The word otabpdg, which appears in I1. 5.557, follows the rule according to which nouns end-
ing in -pog that have a 8 before the p are accented as oxytones: kpfifpog is a special case that
constitutes an exception to this rule.

76 Cf. Erbse 1960, 202-203; Erbse 1971, 80, app. ad loc. Once again, it is best not to use the pas-
sage of Herodian’s General Prosody that contains this xavwv (in GG III/1 166.24-167.2 Lentz), be-
cause it was reconstructed by Lentz on the basis of, amongst other sources, precisely the passage
from Eustathius: cf. supra, n. 72.

77 In I 10335 it is stated that Dolon puts on a helmet made of marten fur (kpati £ntt kTISENV
Kuvény): the adjective ktiSeog is connected to the noun iktig, which indicated the marten, with
regard to which Eustathius says that it is similar to a smaller Maltese dog, that it feeds on birds,
preys on beehives, has genitals similar to a bone and heals those who are afflicted by a disease
which causes a urination disorder (otpayyoupia). The poet used the adjective without the initial
1: while it must be conceded that in the line in question this reading could be doubtful, because
it could perhaps be read as £r’ ikti8ény, with elision of the preposition, this is not the case fur-
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twofold reference to the Umopvnuatiotai, the whole of the passage can be seen
as a skilful collage of several scholia: first come the exegetical scholia of the b
family and of T, in which, however, Eustathius neglects to mention Aristotle
as the auctoritas for the description of the animal (Sch. ex. Il 10.335c' and c?);
second comes the scholion of Aristonicus in Venetus A, which may be compared
with that of Herodian (respectively 335b and 335a); and, finally, a D-scholion.

In the following example (on II. 23.88 [in II. 1289.50], text 19), Eustathius in-
dicates the mahawd biopvnpata as the source of a textual variant’®, The model he
probably used can be identified in a scholion by Didymus that has come down to
us both in Venetus A and in the Townleianus, with just a few differences (Sch.
Did. II. 23.88a' and a® respectively). According to van der Valk, the mention of
the maawa vopvAparta may plausibly reflect a desire on the part of Eustathius
to flaunt his erudition and to give the impression of having direct access to the
ancient editions that were witnesses of the variant’. I would argue, however,
that the Eustathian passage does not warrant this assumption. Rather, Eusta-
thius correctly declares his source, namely the scholia, resorting to one of the
different formulations that characterize his variety of expressions, and he clearly
states that the variant in question is handed down by the source he cites. In my
view, it cannot be excluded that Eustathius may not have realized that the Didy-
mean phrase ai mAgiovg T@V katd GvSpa was referring to the ancient Homeric
editions that were identified by the name of a scholar or a possessor®®. We do
know that Eustathius was aware of the existence of a number of ancient £x86-
o€lg, because he sometimes cites a few of these through the intermediary of
the scholia®'. However, it is conceivable that the expression in this passage

ther on, in II. 10.458, where the word occurs in an unequivocal position: &mo v KTI8ENV Kuvény.
Finally, Eustathius once again states that the marten is held by some to be a cunning animal,
similar to the weasel, albeit bigger and more furry, and that others believe it to be specifically
a weasel that lives in the wild.

78 The question concerns the second hemistich of Il. 23.88, where there is a mention of the var-
iants aotpayaAotot xohwbeig and dotpaydAnowv épiooag, the second of which is said to corre-
spond to the Ionian use of the name aotpaydAn in the feminine.

79 Van der Valk 1987, 690, app. ad loc.: “Commentator, qui eruditionem ostendere mavult,
monet se rem repperisse £v maAatoig vropvrpact [...J. Quibus verbis nonnumquam quidem uti-
tur, sed in nostro loco spectat ad Schol. verba (ai mAgiovg) T@V kata GvSpa. Recte enim perspexit
eas editiones, quas adiisse simulat, esse veteres”.

80 On the ancient ekdoseis of Homer, see Haslam 1997, 69-74 and Pagani/Perrone 2012, with
bibliography.

81 In Eust. in Il. 6.41-44 one finds a mention of several ancient versions of the Homeric texts,
here called SiopBwoelg (on the alternation of the two terms, see Pagani/Perrone 2012), among
which that of Pisistratus, the so-called &no vapénkog (the copy which, according to the tradi-
tion, was revised by Aristotle, who then gave it to Alexander the Great as a gift), that of Marseille
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struck him as particularly cryptic: accordingly, being conscious that he was deal-
ing with a textual question, he may have proceeded to reformulate the phrase in
a way that he found more congenial: oi mAeiovg [...] ypagovat.

2.7 Ancient Homeridai

Finally, we will mention a term which Eustathius seems to employ, at least some-
times, in a peculiar sense: oi ‘Ounpidat. This term usually indicated the alleged
descendants from Homer, or, in a wider sense, admirers or imitators of the
poet, but in Eustathius on some occasions it designates readers, scholars or com-
mentators of the poet® and, in a couple of cases, specifically the ancient scholia.

In the context of a discussion on the spelling of a Homeric word (on I1. 20.11-
12 [in I1. 1193.27-29], text 20), Eustathius puts forward, purely as a hypothetical
conjecture, the possibility that someone who delights in disputes might come
up with a different textual structure of the line, in order to support one of the
two rival spellings. In such a case, the proponent would clash with the moAatot
‘Opnpidat, who explicitly supported the other spelling. The scholion of Didymus
written in the inner margin of Venetus A ad loc. (Sch. Did. II. 20.12b) is an excel-
lent candidate that could represent the source from which Eustathius drew this
remark®,

(MaoooAwTikn) and that of Sinop (Zwwrukn); in in I 106.36-38 one finds another mention of
the MaoooAwTikr and the Zivwmkn, specifically stated as known via the scholia (kata Tovg
niohawovg: cf. Sch. Did. 1. 1.298¢" and ¢?); in in Il. 366.12-13 the works cited are the MaoooAwTiKA
and the £k8o01g of a certain Euripides (on whom see Pagani 2006), once again with the support
of the scholia (év Toig oxoAiotg, but the Sch. Did. Il. 2.865 that has come down to us does not
represent a satisfactory parallel, and in fact it has been suggested that Eustathius may have
read a fuller version: Erbse 1969, 349, app. ad loc.; van der Valk 1971, 577, app. ad loc.); in
I1. 1334.5-6 once again presents the reference to the MacooAwwTikr, presented as known via
the scholia (katd ToUg Tadawovg: cf. Sch. Did. II. 23.870 —1a' and &%), and with the specific remark
that there had existed many Homeric €x860¢1G (MOA@V £€k800ewv OpnpIK@V YEVOUEVWV); a ge-
neric reference to the reading of “a different ekdosis” (¢tepoing ék860ewg ypagn) can be found
in in II. 722.58-62, with a mention of Heraclides of Miletus (fr. 16 Cohn).

82 Van der Valk 1963-1964, I 575 n. 84; van der Valk 1976, 390, app. ad Eust. on II. 7.58-61 (in
1. 662.60). I owe to Aglae Pizzone the suggestion that Eustathius was well aware of the perform-
ative nature of the Homeridai (as far as the members of the guild of singers are meant with this
name), for which cf. Ferrari 2010 (esp. 26-30) and Shardella 2012.

83 In IL. 20.12 ("Hpawotog moinoev idvinot npamnideoowy) it is pointed out that Homer wrote idvi-
not and not &idvinot. The proposal of the hypothetical provocateurs reported by Eustathius is
noino’ eidvinot, with replacement of the dactylic sequence -noev i- by the spondaic sequence
-no ei-. The scholion of Didymus points out not only that i8vinot should be written with t (rather
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3 Conclusion

Many similar examples could be given, but I trust that the array presented here
will suffice to give an idea not only of the way Eustathius made use of the sour-
ces in which he found philological and exegetical material, but also of the prob-
lems that arise in studying this topic. In the first place, it clearly emerges that
Eustathius developed a particular form of doxography: instead of copying
down all the available pieces of information one after the other, he re-worked
them and thereby created a version of his own, carefully choosing what he want-
ed to take into consideration and digesting it. As a result, any attempt at demar-
cating the various parts is never a trivial operation. To this should be added the
fact that in many cases he does not declare that a given observation is derived
from the scholia, and even the more specific references display his general pro-
pensity to record his sources in a non-systematic manner. Thus, he used mani-
fold expressions, which sometimes seem to be in contradiction with one another.
However, this is true mainly if they are interpreted according to the meanings
that have become the normal practice in the history of modern studies. Consider
for instance the case of oxoAwa and VropvApata: for us, today, these nouns indi-
cate quite different forms of text, whereas Eustathius seems to use them more or
less interchangeably. In other words, we should not attribute to Eustathian ter-
minology a technical and well-defined value. Indeed, not only was he prompted
by the aspiration to display his erudition, but the desire to vary his mode of ex-
pression undoubtedly also played an important role: consequently, the different
formulations should to a large extent be taken merely as synonyms®*.

We should also take into consideration that the structure of the scholia as we
know them today allows us to gain no more than a general idea of what Eusta-
thius may genuinely have been looking at. For instance, we have no certainty
about the content and form of what he calls “the commentary of Apion and Her-
odorus”. On the basis of the information he himself provides, it has been estab-
lished that it was a codex related to our Venetus A, but we do not know exactly
what it contained and what its overall setup was. Some of the apparent incon-
sistencies we find in Eustathius could depend to some extent on this lack of
alignment between the structure of the scholiastic material to which he had ac-
cess and the state in which it has come down to us.

than with 1) but also that noince should be written in full (and not with final elision). Cf. Lud-
wich 1884, 450; Erbse 1977, 5, app. ad loc.

84 On the relevance of this aspect in relation to the search for Eustathius’ sources, see Cohn
1907, 1462-1463.
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In short, in Eustathius we see the figure of an erudite keen to put his erudi-
tion on show, but we can say he was quite justified. He went to the trouble of
consulting material that represented the heritage of the best philology of the Hel-
lenistic era, and we should not be surprised that he constantly wished to put this
merit of his work on display. It cannot be ruled out that this approach may have
led him, as already suspected by van der Valk, to some pretentious formulations,
where more attention is paid to the scenographic effect than to the rigorous ap-
proach desired by present-day Quellenforschung. On the other hand, as we know
from his own programmatic pages at the opening of the Commentary, the work
was aiming primarily not at the creation of a taxonomy of the utilized sources
but rather at the establishment of a reference point and a support for readers
of the Iliad. And as far as this goal is concerned, we may genuinely say, inversely
paraphrasing an assessment made by Wilson, that Eustathius does indeed pass
the test®.

Texts

Apion and Herodorus:

(1) Eust. on II. 1.20 (in I 28.2-7): 8Tt 10 “naiiba 8¢ pot Avoarte @iAny, Ta 8’ Growva
8éxeade, alopevol Alog viov” Amiwv kai ‘Hpddwpog, @v BiAiov eig T& Tod Opn-
pov EEpeTal, S180aat Kal MapepPETWS Ypa@eobal: “maida 8¢ pot Aboai Te @ilny,
T4 & Growa 8&xeabo” AapBavopévou, aaiv, Gro kowod Tod Soiev, tva A&y, OTL
Botev Beol TV Te TOTBa Aot kail Ta Spa AoBeiv. To 8¢ Glopevol ka®’ UrepPatov
@oaotv: Atpeidat kai Axatol, Alopevol Alog viov.

Sch. Ariston. I1. 1.20a"; [...] 10 8¢ 8éyeabau vl mpootakTikoD dnapéu@atov. b(B)T
a% {8&x0au dmowva} dmapéugatov dvti mpooToakTikoD. AR

(2) Eust. on IL. 1.59 (in Il. 47.13-25): ioTéov 8¢ OTL v Toig Amiwvog kol Hpodwpov
£ig 1oV "Opnpov Hopvrpaot yevwaiog &ywv Keitat T £k deutépov Toug "EAAnvag
éri Tpolav otpatedoat T Muoig Ta Tp@TA TPOsPAAGVTASG Kal AMwoBEVTag Lo
TnAépov. Témol 8¢ Tiig TolahTg Kataokeviig dANoL Te kai ovToL. AYAAEVS,
@aot, TNV ZkDpov EAwV kol Anicapevog yuvaikag EKelev TNV "Tew pev 1@ Moatpod-

85 Wilson 1983, 198: “Anyone who fills several pages with the exegesis of the first line of a poem
must be very sure of the quality and relevance of what he has to say, and Eustathius simply
does not pass the test”.
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K\w Sidwotv, avTdg 82 T Tod Avkopndovg Anidapeia ovyyivetat, &g’ g Neo-
nTOAepoG, 6 VOTEPOV GuppayAoag Toig “EAAnct. Sfilov odv, @actv, &G &v Tii
TPWTN Héxn TV kDpov 6 AxIAAeDG Enopbnaev. el yap &v Toig DoTtepov déka ETe-
o1V €iAe TV ZkDPOV, 0UK &v 008E SekaéTng mov Toig “EAANGL ouvepdynoev 6 Neo-
nTOAepog. €Tt 8¢ movoeital, @aot, T@ PAopnAeidn 1@ AeoBiw memaAakéval
'0duooeng, wg év DBuooeix AéyeTal, Katd TOV TPOTOV A0V, RViKa EnefevobvTto
AeaBiotg ot "EAANveg, o)’ 6Te AXIAAEDG EMOAIOPKEL AVTOVG WG TIOAEHAPXOG. Kal
dte 8¢, paoctv, | IInvehonn &pei, 6T “fdn pot T68e €ikooTOV £T0G £0Tiv, &8 0L
08vooedg eig Tpoiav #Bn”, €oTtv Umovoetv, 8Tl THV MPWTNV Sekaetiov WSe
KAKET MAavwpevol avidwoav “EAAnveg. GAAG TaDTa pev oDTwg, £Xovta moAAGS
avtioylog.

Sch. Ariston. Il. 9.668a: LkUpov é\wv: 6Tt 8L TOVTWV Kal TNV TkDpov memoAop-
Krpevny Umo AxIMEwG PeTd TV AWV moAewv mapadibwotv. A

Sch. ex. IL. 9.668b: TkUpov EAwV: 01 PHEV VEWTEPOL EKET TOV TTAPBEVOVA PaoLv, EvBn
TOV AxM\éa v mapBevou oxnuartt TR Andapeia TkatoakAivovowt, 6 8¢ monTrg
NPWIK®OG TavorAiav avTov évBhoag eig TNV Zkbpov amefifaocev o mapbEvwy,
&AN’ GvBpdv Srampa&dpevov Epya, €€ MV kai T& Addpupa Swpeltal Toig CUPPAXOLS.
eile 8¢ TV Zxdpov, &Te eig ADAISA E0TpaToAdyouV S TO eivat ékel AGAOTOG drto-
otavtag Tfig IInAéwg dpxiig “EmAeov i Zkbpov AoAomnida” (fr. epic. auctoris ig-
noti). T6te 8¢ kal TOvV NeortoAepov énabomnowonato. €ikoot 8¢ £tn €oti maong
TG TapaoKeLTig ToD mMoAépov, Wote dUvaTtal O NEOTTTOAEHOG OKTWKXISEKAETNG
otpatevew. T

Sch. ex. I. 24.765a"; (108e) €ikoaTOV £T0G £07Ti: SéKa Yap £Tn E0TPATOAGYOLV, “KO:-
péETNV 8¢ pot inmot / Aaov dyetpovon” (IL 4.27-28): kal yap fikovov Ty ioxuv T@v
Tpwwv: “kal yap Tp®ag @act poxntag <{Eppevar &Gvdpag)” (Od. 18.261) kal
m\oDTov, “kai o€, YEpov, TO Tplv pev dkovopev SAPLov eivan” (I1. 14.543). T& 8¢
8éxa Tabta €t mapexeipadov: GBev OV @OV “€elkooT® EviauTtd {/oikad’
é\eboeabat)y” (0Od. 2.175-176), lowg ANBEpooL Tf] VOTEPY TIXPAXEILATEL TODTO
€imovTOog. 810 TODTO Oi pev poyLg éotpdtevov, wg O8vooelg, oi 8¢ mapnTodvTo,
wg Exénwlog (cf. Il 23.296-299), ol 1€ Atpeibat 8 £autdv EmpéoBevov (cf.
0d. 24.114-119), Tij 8¢ Tovg nept Néatopa Enepmov (cf. Il 11.769-770). yeyévnton
ovv 6 NeontdAepog mept THY MW TNV E£080V ()G £lvar aTOV OKTWKAISEKA Evia-
T@V (cf. I1. 19.326-327), {***) TnAépayog leloiotpatog Meyaméveng (cf. Od. 4.11),
Opéotng. mapexeipalov ovv £v Taig idioug kai BEpovg eig AVAISA dpikvoivTo. Kkai
TOTE Towg Kot Zkdpov EAwv NeomtdAepov €noinoev AxiMevg. T

b: 8BAwG' eikooTOV £10G: Pevdég ol yap eikooToV £T0g ShvaTal iva, &€ oV &ig
10 "TAlov NABev ‘EAévn, elye SexaeTng Pev 1 ToD TMOAEHOV TOPAoKeLT OHOAOYEITAL
yeyovéval, eikoat® 8¢ 08vaoeng éviavT® eig v T8Gknv £maveAnAvube, Ab(BCE*)
T noAVv €v Tf| MAGvn €vBlatpipag xpovov. AT prtéov 8¢ 8Tt 8éka £t €oTtparto-
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Aoyouv xeldlovteg &v Taig ibiatg kai BEpoug eig ADAIBa dpikvovpevol, viv e
€ik00TOV €10¢G €0Tiv 4mo TAG dpriayfig EAévng. Ab(BCE)T émi 8¢ 'Odvoctwg &
8éxa £t TAG oTpartoloyiag ovk GplOunTéov. Ab(BE)T

(3) Eust. on I 22.74 (in II. 1257.53-56): ‘Hp6dwpog 8¢ kai Amiwv v Toig €ig TO Mt
oyoAiolg Aéyouatv kal 6EVTOVWG elpiokeadat kapn kKol OnAVK@DG. 60ev yiveobat
kal 10 “Tpdoag 8¢ katakpfibev Aafe meEvOog”, kai 1O map’ Howddw “dmokpiidev
BAe@dpwv”. €l 8¢ pr| Emiotatal, aotv, 6 MONTNG TO Kapr O0EVVOpEVOV BrAVKOVY,
WG ol GAAot, 008EV BowpaoTov. Kal yap GAAg Tapaldyous @wvag Emiotatat dy-
VOV TAG TIPWTOOETOUG AEEEIG QTV.

Sch. Hrd. Il. 16.548a: xata kpiifev: Apiotapyog SiovAAaBov ékexetat TV AEEW
Kal TIPOTEPLOTIY, VYLDG TGV, Kal 0VK EMoTaTal O TOMTHG TO Kopr OEVVOHEVOV
BnAukov, GAN oi GANOL IGvVTEG. Kal 00BEV BaupaaTtov: Kal yap GAAAG mapaldyoug
Pwvag Eniotatat, Ayvo@v TG MPWTORETOUG aVT@VY AEEELG. Ti 0DV BaPAOTAV, €l
TIOP& TO Kapr 0EVVOUEVOV KapfiBev 0Tl Kal Kpfiev &v ouykomfi; ToUTo 8¢ @nuL,
énel kal ‘Holo8og (Scut. 7) ovtwg éEedetaro, eimwv 0 “(Tiig) Kal Amod kpiibev
BAe@apwv”. A

cf. Sch. ex. Il. 16.548b" katd kpfifev: Ard 10D Kapr 6EVVopEVOD, OTiep O PEV ToL-
NTAG OVK 0i8ev, oi 8¢ &AAoL mavTeg, KapiiBev AV TO GvaAoyov Kai KaTd GUYKOTY
kpfifev. Svartal kol Grd Tod KApnTOG KapnTobev kapnbev kpfibev. Hoiodog
(Scut. 7)- “1fig kal amo kpiibev”. Tveg “Ckat’y Gxpnbev”, Emel not “péya kKipa
kat Gkpng” (Od. 5.313), “OAeto ndoa kat’ Gkpng” (1. 13.722). T

b%: tkapat kopffev TO AvGAoyov kol KOTG OUYKOTV kpfiBev, kol HeTd TAG
npobéoews tkatakpiidev. b(BCE’EY)

EGen. (AB), s. v. katokpiifev: mopd 10 05uVOpEVOV YiveTal kapfifev kol KoTa
ovykomrv “kpiifev”’. ToUto kal ‘Holodog €£edéfato eimwv: “kal Gmod xpiibev
BAepapwv”.

The more precise ones:

(4) Eust. on II. 6.197-199 (in Il. 636.28-29): oi 8¢ vewTepot EDpwmng kail Atog viov
Tapmn8ova Aéyovteg kal &8eA@ov avToV ioTopoivieg Tob Mivwog GAAoV £kelvov
Taprmdova yeveahoyodaot maAatdTEPOV, (0§ PAOLY 0i AKPIBETTEPOL.

Sch. Ariston. Il. 6.199: 1 8 £tex’ GvtiBeov Tapmnbova: 6TL kad’ ‘Opnpov Tapmndwv
Vi0g Ebpwrng ovk €0ty 008” AdeApog Mivwog, wg ol vewTepol: kal Yap ot xpovol
evdnlol. A
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(5) Eust. on I1. 9.378 (in Il. 757.49): oi 8¢ &xpiBéatepol TO “kapog” Gvti ToD KNpog
Kal BavaTov @aoct ovaToAfj Tod n &ig a.

Sch. Ariston. I1. 9.378b: Tiw 8¢ puv év kapog aion: 6Tt ouvéotadtal Takdg &V Kapog
GvTl ToD &V kNnpog A

cf. Sch. D I1. 9.378 (van Thiel): &v kapog aion’ [...] TweG petatpémovoy 10 a €ig 1,
' Q kaTd KNPdG, dkovoVTEG KaTd BavéTov. ZYQ.

(6) Eust. on Il 14.382 (in IL. 992.43): 10 8¢ “xeipovt 860ke” 860KOV Ypapouatv ol
akpIBEaTEPOL, TOUTEDTLY £8i80VV 01 PACIAEIG.

Sch. Did. Il. 14.382d": (86okev:) oUTwg Apiotapyog S6okev. A
d’: 860kev: obTwg ApioTapyos. &v Tiot 8¢ “Sdke”. T

(7) Eust. on II. 6.21 (in I1. 623.13-19): 6Tt /| pev npog Kapig kai AAkapvao@ ITHSa-
060G ano Tnydoov Tod inmov, Mg @act, KaAeital, VY’ oL Kal MEPLEYPAQP. V-
£0X0VTO YOp oi €kel kata TrVv ioTopiav T® BeAepopovtn xwpav dwoewv, fv
o vuxBnuépw meprtpoydoet. 810 kal yapaypa inmov €yovov oi €kel. £ott 8¢
kai GAAn ITAdacog Tpwikn dxupwTtdtn, 1 méAat Movnvia, Ng Eviabla Kot
TOUG AKPIBEATEPOUG pepviioBal Sokel & nom‘rﬁg fv ToAlopk @V AxIAAeVG Kal dU’
OXupoOTNTQ ps?\)\wv ompcxxToq Umoywpetv eilev dAAWS €k TPodoatag. napesvog
Yap €ow TEX@V ovoa Kal ToD AxIAEWS EpacBeion Enéppupe pijlov, &v w Eypope
Tade “pr| omedd’, AxtA\ed, mpiv Movnviav €Ang. V8wp yop ovk EveoTt, Sup@at
KOK@OG”. 6 &' émpeivag eile TV mOA omavilovsav HSatog.

Sch. ex. IL. 6.35a: TIndaoov ainewvnv: Tavty v [INdacov mpdTepOV pev Movn-
viav @aot kohetobat. AYIAEwG 8¢ anTHV £l ToAD TOALOPKODVTOG, £iTa PEAAOVTOG
Gvaxwpetv trielodiknt mapbévog Tig Epacdeion avtod &v uRAw Eypopev “un
onedd, Axt\ed, mpiv Movrviav €Ang / V8wp yap ovk Eveotl. Tdupdort
KAK®G”. O 8¢ mepipeivag vmétage v mOAw b(BCE’EY)T xai II8acov wvopaoe
S v mapBévov. b(BCE’E")

b: ITRSacov: v mpog Kopig kat AAkapvao{(a)®, fjv &mo Irydoov kahobov: Ort-
£0Y0VTO YOp Swaoey abT® xwpav, fiv 6 inmnog vuxbnuépw meprtpoydoer 810 kal
Xapaypa Tod inmov Exovatv. £0Tt 8¢ kai GAAN Tpwdag, fiv Gua Avpvno{oy@® Kota-
Aéyel (sc. II. 20.92). T

Sch. D 11. 6.35 (van Thiel): IIn8acov aimewviv, ®VAakov 8§ €Ae ANiTog flpwg: Ax\-
Aevg émtl TV Tpwik@V MoAEpwv Topd@V TAG TEpLoikoug oAeL TAG TAlov dikeTo
£ig v maAat KoAwvetav, vuvi 8¢ TINdaoov kKahovpévny. AneyvwkoTog 8¢ avtod
TV &ig TéAog moAlopkiav kol PEAAOVTOG AVaXWPELV, YAt TapBEVOV EvTog ovoaY
ToD Teiyoug épacdivat 10D AxMEwg kal AaBoboav piidov émypapar kal pipat
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£ig TO péoov TV Axaudv. fv 8¢ obTwg émtyeypappévov: pun omedde, AXIAeD, Ewg
av Kohwvetav EAng D8wp yap ovk EveaTtt, Suhdaot kak@®G. TOV 8¢ AxIMEa oUTwG
grpeivavta EAETV TNV TOAW Tf| Tob D8atog £vdeiq. ioTopel AnunTplog O tdokn-
™me. ZYQXRA

The ancients:

(8) Eust. on II. 1.47 (in IL. 40.38-39): 811 y&ip Aoluwdng vooog v 1| Tod AmdAAwvog
Tofeia Katd TOV Aa@v kal &L ToD ToUTOV KakoD avTog aiTlog, TAvTeS ol
noAatoi Qaot.

Sch. D Il. 1.50 (van Thiel): &pyovg: [...] ol 8¢ GAnbéotepov kal @NOCOPWTEPOV
AéyovTeg @aolv 0Tt Grag pEV Moo &mo Ek@Aoywoews yivetal, yifev Gvage-
popevog £€ avabupidoews. 810 kal TOv AnOMwva @aolv aitiov, £nel 6 avTog
givat Aéyetat ¢ RN 16 KaTa@AEyovTt TV Yijv. ZYQAR

(9) Eust. on Il 1.463 (in Il. 135.38-40): év 8¢ T@® “véol 8¢ map’ avTOV EXOV TE-
nwpoAa xepol” paoiv ol maAaioi, WG oi pev GAAot tpiolv Emelpov 6BeNOTG, ol Aé-
yowTto &v tptmBolar pévot 8¢ oi Kupaiot — AioAkdv 8¢ obTol £0vog — mepnw-
BoAoig Expdvro.

Sch. ex. Il 1.463: mepnwpPola: [...] kal ToUg pev GAAoug Tpiotv dBelois meipely,
Kupaiovg 8¢ @aot mévte. b(BCE)T

(10) Eust. on Il. 13.28 (in I 918.44-45): TO 8¢ “kevBu@V” &m0 evBelag £oTi TG O
KEVOUOG, WG SpuPOG, 0TAOUOG, BaBpog. Tovg 8¢ eimdvtag adTd ouyKekOPOAL €k
TOD KEVBHWVWV £V OLODVTEG OVK AmodéyovTal ol maAauof.

Sch. ex. Il. 13.28a"; TGvToBev €k KEVOU@V: Ol PEV GUYKOTAY, o 8e O KeVBPOG (WG
tTevdpdct), Tok@g, wg PaduAsog Babuleipwy. T

a’ TO 8¢ kevBUV ol pPév cuyKomNV Paoty, ol 8¢ 6Tt kevBu®v Takdg eipntat. b
(BCE’EY)

Sch. Ariston. IL. 13.28b: €k kevBu@V 008’ fyvoinaav: [...] kai Ot kevBP@V elprkev:
1 8¢ 6pon £oTv keVOPOG WG “avAOG” (x 18). A

(11) Eust. on Il 5.271 (in IL. 547.2-3): Tiig 8¢ @ATVNG TPWTOBETOV TO PAYEWV | TO
MGo0oBAL KATA TOVG TIOAALOUG, 6 0Tt yevoaoBal. 60ev kal @ATVWTOV, PO, TO
oavIdwTOV, Kal EATVOHRTA, saviSwpata oTéyng SiayAvea [...].
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EM 789.15-19: @ATvn: mapd 1O @ayelv @&yvr Kal @atvr. dOvatat 8¢ kal mapd 10
oT®, 10 €00iw, WG TO TGoacdal, TTaTvn Kal eaTv.

(12) Eust. on IL 9.5 (in II. 732.25): [...] einelv 8¢ kaTd TOUG MAAAIOUG, O EPWHEVOG
8o 10 olov mveioBat S @hiav, 810 kal glomvidog 6 aUTOG TTaAPa AGKWOL.

EM 43.30-35: Attng: O épwpevog mapd 10 dewv, 6 0Tt véey* 6 eloTvEWY TOV
EpwTa TQ €paoTii. @aol yap yiveoBatl TOv EpwTa £k ToD eiomveiobat £k THG pop-
@fG ToD €pwpévov. 60ev kal elovnAag kahoDol TOVG £PaoTag Tap& AGKWaOLy.

Homeric / ancient scholiasts:

(13) Eust. on IL. 2.758 (in IL. 337.43-45): oi 8¢ Pr|TOpEG Kal TTapovopaciav TO ToLoD-
Tov oxfpa (sc. MipdBoog B06g) kahobowy, ¢ oi Ounpikol ETxoAaaTai Qact, TPo-
QEPOVTEG €iG OpOLOTNTA Kal TO AnUocBevIKOV: “POTOV PEV Ap@inoA, TOA
NHETEPOV”.

Sch. D 11. 2.758 (van Thiel): [Ip6600og B06¢: ToDTO TO OXfija TOPOVOTio KAAETTAL.
ZQ

(14) Eust. on II. 15.137 (in II. 1009.24-25): 10 8¢ “pdprretv” ol maatol Tyohaotal
KuploAekTelobal @aotv émi ToD Xepol CUAAPBAVELV. Hapn YE&P, Paoty, ol XEIpeS,
60ev Kkal EVHAPES, TO EVXEPES, Kal papvaobatl TO S8id Xewpdg payeodat. oi Tololtol
8¢ &v 1@ “ovde xBOVa papmte modoTiv” eimolev Gv lowg apaxpNOTIKADG Prdfval
TO POPTITELV.

Sch. ex. IL. 15.137a": papet & €&eing, 6¢ T aitiog 6g Te Kal ovKi: [...] TO 8¢ pappet
Kupiwg TO Xepal cUAANPETAL papn Yap ai XEIPES, EVBeV kal eDpPNG. SnAot ¢ kal
AmAQ@G TO kaToAaBelv: kal “papvacdat” (I 9.317, al.) 10 S xepwv paxeodar. T
a’: kupiwg xepol cUANAYETAL papn Yap N Xelp kata MivBapov (fr. 310 Sn.), 60ev
Kal eVpapEG. dnAol 8¢ amA@¢ kal TO katohapBavey: kal “papvacdal” 8¢ tO S
XEWP@V paxeodat. [...] b(BCE’EY)

Ancient scholia:
(15) Eust. on II. 5.487 (in Il. 574.21-25): @act 8¢ T& ZxoAla 8¢ov eivat Bapvveodat

TV eVbelav ToD &iowy, tva Aéyntat &g f| wg AloAkdv, kaba kal ‘Hoiodog Tpt-
oniBapov &pv @notv, f kal avoAdyws wg &mo PEANOVTOG GV, KOOATEP TO PEPPLG



106 —— Lara Pagani

Kkai SPig, WoTe elvat THY SOTIKNY TOV TANBUVTIKDVY EIot TIPOTAPOEVTOVWG,. Aé-
youat 8¢ kal 6Tt Phodtar 10 a Evtadba mapadoEwg, kaitot k ToD AmTw yvope-
vov, (omep ab TAAWY k Tob évavtiov TO dAVoIg, KaiTol GTEPNTIKOV ExXOV TO a,
OpWG KAVOTEPOV SaTVVETAL.

Sch. ex. (?) Il. 5.487a: dpiot: PAwTéov 0 dpiot b(BE?)T &ig iSiotnTa. dte 8e Bap-
vetal, oup{pHeTa)BAANETAL Kal TO TiveDpa kal O xpovog. T

Sch. Hrd. I1. 18.487: {GpxTov & fjv xai} Apagav: €ig iBotnTa Apaiav &pilwoav ot
TIPO U@V, EMel | CUVAALPT] OVTWG EVPEDN, “TINNEGONY € Guoagav” (I1. 24.711) kal
“ai & UM apdgnow” (IL 24.782), omep kal 10 GAvolg €k ToD Evavtiov £5aoivin
eig i81otnTa. ATTIKOL péVTOL of vewTepol THV Guagav Sacvvouaty, iowg 8ia TOV
OXNUOTIONOV Kol 81 TO @IANSetv Tf| Saoeiq: €vBev map’ avToig Kal 1| ouVaALPT
8l Saogog, kabnpagevpéva. A

Ps.-Arcad. Epit. Hdn. Cath. pros. 31.4-8 Schmidt: T& &ig 1§ €oxnuatiopéva Gmo
BapuTtdvwy peAAGVTWV fi SeVTEPOL TIPOCWTOL TOD MABNTIKOD TAPAKEWEVOL Bap-
VVOVTAL' TIONOW TIOINOLG, YVWOW YVAOLG, TIPAEW TPEELS, TEPAVONL PAVOLG, PEM-
avoal piavotg. o 8¢ dpig ceonpelwTal HAKPOV X0V TO L

EM 183.35-184.7 Gaisf.: onpaivel 8¢ kail 10D Tpoyol 10 Emkapmneg ELAOV mapd TQ
‘Hot68w, otov, “Tplomifapiov &’ Gty Tapvetv Sekadwpw apdEn”. yéyove kal avTo
TOP& TO GmTw Gpw dig, 7 arrtopévn TiG YAS. Wpele 8¢ Baplveabat kal CUGTEN-
Aew TO I@TH" TG Yap E€iG 1§ OVOpATR GO HEANOVTWY yvopeva kal BapiveTat Kal
cvc‘rs)\)\ﬂ T0 1, péppw, pépPig Ew, Eig Aséjw AEEG oDTWG Kal Gpw ouplg W@eL-
Aev givat. 80ev ‘Holodog dvaloywTepov eimev &Pig PapuTévwe. £0TV 0OV €imelv,
OTL EMEId TO GG EKTelVEL TO 1, TOVTOV XAPLY Kol OEDVETAL T& YAp € 1§ 6EVTOVA
OnAvka Umep piav oLAAOBTV ArAG ékTeivovTa TO L &l TEAoLG £xovat TOV TOVOV:
olov, kvnpig, kpnmig, oEpayig: obTwg oLV kai dpi.

(16) Eust. on IL. 15.680 (in II. 1037.56-59): €v 8¢ maAaioig oyoAiolg yéypamrtat, 6T
AnunTpLog Pnot TeBewpnkéval TIVA PHETAPAIVOVTY, WG O TIONTNG AEYeL, KOTE-
XOVTQ TOUG XaAvoug Kal AveprmodioTwg tnpodvta Tov dpodpov t@v innwv, kal
OtL xal VOV év Pwpn tobTo yiveTtal kol &9’ fu@v 8¢ Tig £€0e4On 8 dvo innwv
keAnTilwv, g duoxepeg OV TO BI& TEGTGPWV.

Sch. ex. I1.15.683-684: 0 & {(Eumedov)y do@aleg aiel / Opwokwv ¢ — mETOVTAL: [...]
AnunTprog 8¢ 6 Tovimeodg {Pnot) TeBewpnKEVAL TOV HETAPAIVOVTOG, GVEpTTOBL-
0TOV TNPODVTOG TOV Bpdpov TOV TMmwv, KATEXOVTOG TOUS YAAVOUGS. Kol ViV 8¢
év Pwun mowodot twveg. T
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(Homeric) commentators / ancient commentaries:

(17) Eust. on IL. 5.557 (in I 582.15-17): 6&0veTatl 8¢ 6 aTaBROG KAVOVL TOLOVTW. TA
£l pog Ayovta, éxovta mipo Tob [ TO 8, dEVvVETAL UNVIBUOG, TTIOPBUAG, OKaPBROG,
00166, 0VTW Kal OTAOUOG. TO KPTBROG 01 PV ToD ‘OPnEOL VITOUVNUATIOTAL BapD-
veoBal @aow eig iBlotTa [...].

Sch. Hrd. Il. 5.557: {oTa®u0UG ) T €ig pog Anyovta, £xovta Tpo Tod [ 10 0, OED-
VOVTAL HIVIOUOG, TTOPOUOG, okapBUdG, 106uoG. olTw Kal oTabuog. Ge

Sch. Hrd. II. 12.148a": Soxpw {T’ dlocovte}: dEutovnTéoV: £0TL Y&P BUIKOV. TO B¢
Boxpog 6&hvetal, €mel T €ig pog HeT EmMAOKTG ToD X 6&0veaBat BEAEL, avXUOC,
lwypog. [..] A

(18) Eust. on I1. 10.335 (in IL. 809.56-62): kat 6Tt Tob TonTob £indvtog “kpatl &
EMl KTIBENY”, WG €ppEdn, “KVVENV”, @aciv ol vopvnuaToTal, Tt ikTI €0l {Pov
dpotov kuvidiw Melttaiw, dpviBogdayov, TOig ounvesty €nnpealov, éxov T ai-
8olov olov 00ToDV, Kal (ETal oTPayyoupI@VTAG. TOV 88 Opnpov d@eleiv @aoct
TO 1, 8éov eimelv kTI8ENV Kuvény. iotéov 8¢ 6Tl évtabba pev &v @ “eml
KTWOENVY” GUEIBOAOVY €0TLy €lTte peTA oLVOALPTG TiG TTPOBETEWS PNTEOV IKTIBENV
TeTpacvANGBwG glte TPIOVANGBWG KTI8ENVY douvaleintwg. OTe 8¢ év Tolg EERG
£pel “ToD & &m0 pev KTI8ENY KUVENV €iAeT0”, IV Ap@BoAiav SiEkpvev O TonTrg
@avep®g ypdpag kT8ENV &v Tpiol cLANABATS, WG Epacay ol VITOUVNUATIOTAL. Ol
8¢ kal mavobpyov TV ikTv 1O {Hov ioTtopodot kail Pelfov pev yahfg kal Sacvte-
pov, BAwg 8¢ mapamAnaotov. oi 8¢ dypiav Aéyovotv ivat yoARv.

Sch. ex. I1. 10.335¢": kpati 8 émi kTI8ENV: 00 SuvaTal eival “IkTIBENY” TO TéAEIOV®
avTOG yap @not “tod § &mo pev kTidénv kuvénv” (Il 10.458). AplototéAng (cf.
Hist. an. 612b 10) 8¢ @nowv: “iktig {@ov dpotov kuvidiw Melttaiw, opviBopayov,
TOig opnveowy émnpealov. 10 8¢ aidoiov doTov Kai Tidobal oTpayyovptwvag’t
{owg ovv map’ ‘Opnpw kot daipeotv éott Tod L. T

¢ tikTict 0Tt kot AploToTEANY {DOV OpVIBOPAYOV, BHOLOV HIKP® KUVISiw, 0V TO
8éppa OpEl. Téa oLV 6 TOMTNG KATA APaAipeaty adTd Emoinoe Tod mPWTOL L b
(BCE®)

Sch. Ariston. IL 10, 335b: kpati 8 émi kT8EnV: OTL VOV pev dppiBolov, motepov
KTWOENV f| oUVOALETV EKBeKTEOV, “IKTIBENV”. BL& pévToL TV EERG AvappLoBnTh-
Twg KTISENV Aéyet, “ToD & amo pev ktidenv kuvény” (IL 10.458). A

Sch. Hrd. I1. 10.335a: kpati 8 £mi kT8ENV: [...] TO 8¢ EfiG Bel BLaoTENELY KOTA TOV
TIOUTIV KTIOENV, GTIO TOD K TIOLOVHEVOUG TIV GPXTY, £MEL €V ETEPOLS Pnol “ToD &
Gmo pév xtideny” (Il 10.458). A
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Sch. D I1. 10.335 (van Thiel): ktidénv: & ikti8og 8éppatog memompévny. kg 8¢
{@ov 6pviBo@ayov kal avodpyov, Pelfov pev yaAfg, mapamAinaov 8¢, kal Saov-
TePOV. ol 8¢ TNV Aypiav yaARv eimov. ZYQXAR

(19) Eust. on Il. 23.88 (in I 1289.50): T0 8¢ “au@’ dotpaydAolow”. ATTIKOG pnoev
gbprTatl Kot yévoug OnAvkod. v yap maAaioig VIopvAHaoL @EPETaL OTL oi TTAEIOUG
“Op’ doTpaydAnol” ypagovot. kal €0ty Twvikov 1| &otpaydhn, [...).

Sch. Did. Il. 23.88a" au@’ dotpaydholot yoAwbeis: ol mAgiovg TV Katd Gvdpa
“Oue’ GotpaydAnowv €piooag”. kal £otv TwvikwTtepov: “GotpaydAatl 8 "Epwtog
glol(v)y / paviat e kal kvdoipot”, Avakpéwv (PMG fr. 53). A

a% {&u’ dotpaydiolol yohwbeig:} ai miciovg “aug’ dotpaydAnowy épicoag”. kal
ZoTv Twvikov 10 &otpaydAn. T

Ancient Homeridai:

(20) Eust. on II. 20.11-12 (in Il. 1193.27-29): €i 8¢ TG Pilepig WV aipoito £kOARPag
ypabat “rioing’ €ibvinot mpamidecoy”, va oLTw omoVSEIK®S Ypdpn oTOG Sia
Bupboyyov TV katoapxrv Tod “ciduviaig”, GAN 00 VIKNOEL TOUG TOAXLOUG
‘Ounpidag 81 10D t ypapovTag.

Sch. Did. Il. 20.12b: {moinoev idvinot:) ovTwS 81a ToD L TO duinot kat TEAELOV TO
noinoe. A™
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Georgia E. Kolovou

A Technical Approach to the Etymological
Remarks of Eustathius in his Commentary
on /liad Book 6

The Parekbolai on the Iliad and those on the Odyssey are works whose peculiarity
is evident from the title itself'. In these texts Eustathius rewrites the Homeric
scholia and other passages and transforms them into a commentary, to which
he gives the title Parekbolai. Even though the title is traditionally rendered as
‘commentary’?, Eustathius emphasizes that his philological works? are not mere-
ly systematic expository treatises*. A brief lexicographical research on the verb
napekPaAw may prove useful to shed light on this particular use of the term.

First of all, according to the LSJ, the word noapekBaAw literally means ‘to
throw out at the side’. This definition follows the etymological interpretation
of the verb mopa- k- BaAAw, and the term in this literal meaning is found in geo-
metrical texts (Eustratius of Nicaea)®, in historiography (Nicephorus Gregoras)®,
in the scholia on Euripides’” and in the Panarion of Epiphanius®. However, this
meaning is far removed from the use of the word in Eustathius: for the latter,

1 I wish to thank my academic supervisors D. Arnould (Sorbonne, Paris IV) and B. Flusin (Sor-
bonne, Paris IV) for their useful advice. I would like also to thank V. Déroche (CNRS) and F. Pon-
tani (Univ. Ca’ Foscari Venezia) for their suggestions and corrections. All remaining mistakes are
mine.

2 On the issue of Parekbolai, see Cullhed 2014, 1-24.

3 The most important of his philological works is his commentary on Homer: ed. van der Valk
1971-1987 and Stallbaum 1825-1826. He also wrote a commentary on Dionysius Periegeta (ed.
Miiller 1861) and the introduction to a commentary on Pindar (ed. Kambylis 1991b; for the trans-
lation of this proem see Negri 2000).

4 Eust. in Il. 3.3-4; in Od. 1380.10-11; in Pind. 38.4.

5 Eustrat. in Arist. Anal. Post. 245.22 Hayduck: 1| €ékT0G ywvia ToD Tptywvov duot Toig £vtog kal
&’ évavtiov fon €oTi, kal avBIG TOD TpLywvou ai Tpelg ywviat Suatv opbaig loat eiotv, £av Tod
TPLYWVOU TAG TPELG TaPeKBAANG TAEVPAG, EKAOTN TWV EKTOG YWDV Buat Taig Evtog kal &’ Evav-
Tilov fon éoTiv WOoTe ai £kTog ywviot SumAdotal T@V Evtog £govTat.

6 Nic. Greg. Hist. 2.848.10-14 Schopen: T& TelXn TWV TPOTEPWV TAPEKBAAOVTEG OpwV.

7 schol. Eur. Hipp. 237a Cavarzeran: 100 060G 8popov mapekBoANopeEVwY.

8 Epiphan. Pan. 3.134.23-26 Holl: ®pdvipot apBévol, pwpal apbévol, mAny mapdevol, Baothein
ovpavdV dretkdlovtal kol oUk eimev #yyapol. ToMA 8¢ TolabTa EavTd Emowpelet, va 8iiev
TOPEKPAAN Yapov. 3.440.15-18 Holl: 8¢l 10 @OapTdv TodTo éVvBUoaadatL dgpBapaiav kal TO BvnTov
TobTO £vBonaBat dBavaciav, tva pr mapekBaAwv Ta Epya TG 0opKAG, & oapka eiwbev i ypaen
KOAELY, vopaBein TV EATtida TG AVaOTAOEWS TG 0aPKOG TOPEKPAAELY.

DOI 10.1515/9783110524901-004
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we should rather look at the occurrences in grammatical treatises, commentaries
and texts of scholarly literature, from which it can be seen that the term mopek-
BoAn also carries a figurative sense and that in a grammatical and scholarly con-
text it means ‘digression’. Consequently, the verb mopekPdAAw in such texts
means ‘to make a digression’ . This explanation is also confirmed by the occur-
rences in the scholia on Thucydides® and Aratus'®, and in Photius™.

The word nopekBoAr is found in the plural form in the title of two grammat-
ical treatises, whose structure is based on a compilation of extracts from various
grammarians: one is by Herodian ‘IlapexBoAat £k ToD peydAov pnuatikod’?, the
other is a later work extracted from the scholia on Dionysius Thrax ‘TlapekBoAai
oUV Be® BloPOPWV YPOUUOTIKOVY Tiepl YpappaTikig puebodov’™. According to
Athanasios Kambylis, in the former example the preposition £k indicates that
the term mopekBolal means ‘extracts from the great Rhematikon’, whereas in
the second instance the genitive is possessive, and the word mopekBoAai indi-
cates extracts from various grammarians which explain and constitute a com-
mentary on the grammatical handbook, i.e. that of Dionysius Thrax. In other
words, in the second example the extracts compose a continuous commentary
on the extracts of Dionysius Thrax. Therefore, according to Kambylis, the techni-
cal term IlapekBolal may have two meanings at the same time, ‘extract’ and
‘commentary’.

In effect, Eustathius’ ITapekBoAai consist of extracts from commentaries on
Homer. For instance, he analyzes and explains the Homeric text by drawing on
the collections of ancient scholia, while also constantly enriching these Homeric
scholia with extracts, quotations, or notes from other authors such as poets, lex-
icographers, grammarians, historians, geographers, philosophers and rhetori-
cians. Moreover, his work is replete with innumerable personal and critical re-
marks which do not always refer directly to the text of Homer itself. Thus it is
a selection and a compilation of extracts of commentaries that constitute a
kind of anthology and ultimately compose an autonomous, personal and inde-
pendent commentary on the Homeric text.

9 schol. Thuc. 1.97.2.3 Hude: &ypapa: ovx 6Tt {8n Eypanpev, GAN’ 8Tt yéypamtal, €l kal pnw ipn-
TaL PEXPL TOVTOV T TIPeKPOAT] THG Sunynoews T@V mpolmapavTtwy.

10 schol. Arat. 30-33bis Martin: &l £teov 81: GmoTel T@ Mepl TWV ApKTwV pOBW, TapekPaoeL 8
evtabBa xpiiTat Siynua mapekBadwv 81d TO KaT GVATAUGLV TOD GKPOXTOD.

11 Phot. Bibl. 94.75a, 11.36-37 Henry: Qg év mapekBoAf] 8¢ Suqyeitat kol T& epl 0D igpod kal Tfig
vnoidog.

12 Ed. La Roche 1863.

13 schol. Dion. Thr. 442.23 Hilgard.

14 Kambylis 1991, 16 note 35. See on the issue also Pagani and Cesaretti, this volume.
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For this reason, a transliteration of the title of Eustathius’ work is better than
a translation. The attempts to translate the technical term Parekbolai as a ‘com-
mentary’, ‘scholia’, ‘exegesis’, ‘paraphrase’, or more specifically, as a ‘compilato-
ry commentary’® a ‘discursive companion’® or ‘disquisitions’*, do not live up to
the nature of Eustathius’ work, which is based partly on the selection and the
arrangement of ancient sources, but also on his personal and critical remarks.
Therefore parekbolai represent selections from this vast body of information,
with the result that Eustathius’ own reading and his many personal observations
create an innovative and personal meditation on the Iliad which cannot be indi-
cated sufficiently by any strictly terminological translation of the word.*®

Seeking to explain why he composed this particular text, Eustathius states in
his Proem that he is writing this huge commentary on Homer not for a rich pa-
tron but for his pupils who hold him in high esteem. More precisely, he says :

<. OV TIPOG HEYLOTAVWY TIVADV EMETOXONUEV, OMOIA Tvar AGTTOVTAL Of Koppol, GAAG TIpOg
@AWV OUANTGV, 0ig VTIOAPEWS TL XPNOTHS Tepl UMV VreoTwv. v 88 TO @AKoV BéANpa
B1a TG TAGB0G EAOETV Kol EkmopioaoBat Ta xpriopa T@ Sie&odevovTy, 0V Aéyw &vdpl Aoyiw,
£KEVOV YOp 0VBEV Gv T@V TOLOVTWV €lKOG AavBavery, GAAG VEw &pTL pavBavovTtL Tuxov 8¢
Kol pHoOOVTL pev, Seopévw 8¢ dvapvnoewg. *

This book has not been written at the behest of a grandee but at the request of my dear
pupils, who hold me in high esteem. It was my aim to go through the Iliad and to provide
what is useful for the reader. I do not mean for a learned man, for he is likely to know all

this, but for a young man who has recently begun his studies, or perhaps one who has com-
pleted them but needs to be reminded.*

This statement by Eustathius should not be taken literally. It allows him, prob-
ably, to be modest and to prompt the indulgence of his students or his readers.
However, if one takes into account the size and density of this commentary, as
well as the selection and compilation of the scholia, together with the notes,
quotations or passages extracted from different sources requiring a very good
knowledge of Greek, it is hard to believe that this commentary was written
only for his students. There is no doubt that it was addressed to a multiple pub-
lic, not necessarily consisting only of scholars. Moreover, one may presume that

15 Browning 1975, 25.

16 Browning 1995, 86.

17 Herington 1969, 432-434.

18 Browning 1995, 86.

19 Eust. in Il. 3.3-8; for the Proem on the Odyssey, see Pontani 2000.
20 Browning 1992, 142.
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this passage of Eustathius contains a kind of convention and aims to forestall
negative criticism or the suspicion of having written out of vanity or ambition.

His statement should also be interpreted in a pedagogical and educational
framework. At the secondary level of education®, when the curriculum included
the trivium of grammar, rhetoric and philosophy and the quadrivium of arithmet-
ic, music, geometry and astronomy??, the main textbook for students’ literary ed-
ucation was traditionally Homer’s Iliad. The Homeric poem was studied at the
first stage of secondary education when students learned orthography through
the etymology of the words, as well as the rules of declension and conjugation.”

In this pedagogical setting, the acquisition of polymathy was one of the most
important goals®*, and Eustathius reflects the pedagogical practices and ideals of
his age® by offering a rich variety of different materials to his young students
(quotations from ancient poets, extracts from geographical, ethnographical, his-
toriographical and philosophical works, etc.). The polymathy and the acquisition
of classical culture define, in a sense, what Eustathius qualifies as ‘useful’ for his
students. It is worth noting that according to the testimony of Michael Choniates,
Eustathius did not have only one book at hand for his lessons, but he also col-
lected and drew many things from other books®.

The high ideals of polymathy are further enhanced by the development of a
rhetorical capacity and an excellent knowledge of the Greek language. As Mar-
chinus van der Valk clarifies in his work on the text and the scholia of the
Iliad?, the main aim of Eustathius’ commentary is rhetorical. In his commentary,
Eustathius frequently adopts rhetorical notions and figures, particularly those of
Hermogenes®®, also making use of rhetorical methods that are intended to be
imitated, as he aims to teach his young readers how to become orators?. René

21 For the educational system in Byzantium, see Markopoulos 2008, 785-795; id. 2005, 183-
200; id. 2006, 85-89; Flusin 2006, 97-102.

22 Markopoulos 2008, 788; Morgan 1998, 308-309.

23 Cullhed 2014, 12-13.

24 Vasilikopoulou-Ioannidou 1971.

25 For the pedagogical development and the changes in Byzantine literary culture during the
11" and 12" century, see Kazhdan — Epstein 1985; Kazhdan 1984; Magdalino 2012, 19-36; Agapi-
tos 1998, 170-190.

26 Mich. Chon. or. 1.16, p. 287.23-26 Lambros: o0 yap TAG €v xepoiv BipAov povng tov vodv
QVETTVOOEG €V TOTG OOTUEPAL CUVAVAYVWUEDLY, EITE TA THG Eppnveiag, el IO TL pehaivorrto, Sie-
Aevkawveg, GANG ye kal T@V GAAwV TTIOAAG ELVEQOPELS TIOPapLY VUG,

27 van der Valk 1963, 4 note 20.

28 See Lindberg 1977.

29 van der Valk 1971, xcii; on this issue, see also Wirth 1960.
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Niinlist has brilliantly shown how Eustathius achieved this educational goal*’:
the development of rhetorical skill is associated with language proficiency.

Eustathius’ glosses recall the entries of lexica because he gives long strings
of synonyms, antonyms and derivatives for the Homeric words, which are often
taken from Atticist lexica, grammatical treatises, Homeric scholia, but also from
proverbs and maxims, and from other texts that come to his mind. He is keenly
aware of the process of linguistic and semantic change affecting the Greek lan-
guage which had taken place between classical antiquity and the 12" century?::
thus his primary interest was to inspire his students with in-depth knowledge of
the linguistic evolution of the Greek language, and above all the etymology of the
words, so that they would learn how to make use of the epics in a way charac-
terized by rhetorical ability, ingenuity and polymathy.

Since ancient times, etymology had been considered as a distinctive mode of
thinking and speaking®. Thus for Eustathius, teaching his young students the
etymology of the Homeric words was not only a question of linguistic skill: he
aimed above all to inspire them with the intellectual desire to understand how
words are composed in Homeric verse and how students could use them in
their own rhetorical work. His special interest in the opheleia of etymology in
the education of young students is confirmed by the testimony of Michael Choni-
ates®, according to whom his teacher was eager to expose his students, and par-
ticularly the beginners, to linguistic questions such as the law of metre and the
etymological explanation of nouns, even though such material evidently be-
longed to later stages of curriculum. As a matter of fact, etymological remarks>*
have a constant and specific presence in Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad:
for example, it can be noted in his technical approach that he sometimes
links an etymology to a certain word by expanding it through his personal elu-
cubrations or by inventing it suo Marte.

Here we will examine Eustathius’ etymological remarks, taking as a sample
his commentary on book 6 of the Iliad and isolating some etymological remarks

30 Niinlist 2012, 493-509.

31 Browning 1992, 144.

32 See Sluiter 2015, 896-922.

33 Mich. Chon. or. 1.16, p. 288.25-27 Lambros: GAAG TI§ TV QOITWVTWY MUKTISA O TIKAV Vo
HAATNY @EpWV, €8€TTO PETPWV HEV VOHOUG HUETTBaL Kal PuBHOUS Gppoviag Kal ToD ETOHOV TAV
OVOHATWY AVATTTUELY.

34 We have consulted the classical study by Koukoules 1953, particularly the chapter which re-
fers to the etymology of contemporary words of the common language in the works of Eustathius
of Thessalonica. Koukoules collected the words of common language attested not only in the
commentaries on Homer but also in Eustathius’ other works.
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on the Homeric terms or on other words of his commentary; we will also present
the etymologies attested in the lexica which are prior or contemporary to Eusta-
thius (and probably accessible to him), thereby making a comparison between
his remarks and the entries of the lexica®. This will allow an attempt to define
the etymological criteria he used in order to explain to his students the mecha-
nisms of ord derivation and composition. Even though he based himself on the
etymological lexica or on the scholia, the selection and arrangement of this vast
body of sources are specific to Eustathius, and his criteria can therefore be inves-
tigated per se, since they represent the innovative and personal part of his com-
mentary.

Eustathius sometimes indicates the etymological sources he consults, but he
does not do so in a consistent manner?: the lexica that Eustathius mentions ex-
plicitly throughout the whole of his commentary are those of the 2nd-century AD
authors Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias, the founders of Attic lexicography?,
both qualified as pnropwa Ae&ikd®® although respectively entitled Attika
ovopata and ATTIK@V ovoudTwv ovvaywyn. Both these lexica exerted a great in-
fluence on later lexicographers and survived at least until the 12* century; they
are now lost, but a substantial body of fragments can be recovered precisely from
the quotations in Eustathius®. The archbishop also refers directly to an anony-
mous rhetorical lexicon*® and to the Etymologicum Magnum®', which is consid-
ered the most important lexicon of the 12" century*>. However, apart from
these declared sources, there are correspondences between Eustathius’ etymo-
logical explanations and those of the following lexica: the Etymologicum Genui-
num®, the Etymologicum Gudianum®*, the Souda®, the lexicon of Hesychius®,
the lexicon of Photius*’, and the lexicon of Orion*®.

35 For the history of the Greek etymological lexica, see Reitzenstein 1964 and Alpers 2001.
36 See on the whole topic van der Valk 1971, Ixiv-1xx.

37 Eust. in II. 84.17: Tlavoaviag 8¢ kal AiAlog Aloviolog €v Toig oikelolg AeEIKoig paoty.

38 Eust. in II. 1160.16: 'Ev 8¢ pntopk@® Ae&ik@ Ailiov Alovuciov QEpETal; 764.14: €V PrITOPIKOIG
AeEIKOTG PEPETAL

39 Ed. Erbse 1950.

40 Eust. in II. 799.36: év 8¢ GvwViOpW PrTopkG AEIKQ.

41 Eust. in II. 834.46: 6 év T® peydAw ETupoloyk® Kettat.

42 Ed. Gaisford 1848.

43 Ed. (partial) Lasserre & Livadaras 1976-1992 and Alpers 1969.

44 Ed. de Stefani 1909-1920 (partial) and Sturz 1818.

45 Ed. Adler 1928-1938.

46 Ed. Latte-Hansen-Cunningham 1953-2009.

47 Ed. Theodoridis 1982-2012.

48 Ed. Sturz 1820.
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In his commentary on the Iliad Eustathius constantly uses the word €tupo-
Aoyia, to the point that this word can be said to play a dominant role in his text.
He often explains the function of this word in his glosses, referring to the ancient
etymology of the word or to the first etymology of the term: €ig v mpw TNV €Tv-
poloyiav (in Il. 233.41), moadawdv TOApav étupoloyiag (in Il 968.49), and also to
the common etymology, probably the current etymology of the words: 1 xown
£tupoloyia (in I 23.34). Furthermore, he confirms his interpretation of the Ho-
meric text by referring to the etymology of the terms: wg | £€Tupoloyia @not (in
I1. 764.8), w¢ £v étupoloyiag Tponw (in IL 236.15), justifying the fact that some
terms present a morphological analogy or a similar meaning on the basis of sim-
ilarities and analogies of the etymology: kai 81 v €€ £tupoloyiag ovyyévelav
(in Il. 87.7). He also indicates the different etymologies that can be attributed to a
term: ov &TupoAoyiat Stdpopot (in I1. 1357.38). In short, Eustathius gives an objec-
tive treatment of the Greek language in his commentary, clearly mentioning that
the terms discussed sometimes do not have Greek radicals, or admitting that he
cannot indicate or explain the etymology of the term: 1 8¢ A&&1g A UIOOKETEWS
oa@ng pev vondivat, Vrodvokolog 8e EtupoloynBijvar (in Il 236.3-4); pr| €xewv
‘EMnvida étupoloyiav (in II. 816.22); pn vmayopévag 8¢ pebodolg étupoloyiag
‘EMnvixfig (in I1. 1163.22); pRmoTe w¢ £0vikn kol avTr AEEg ovk EyvwaoTat Ruiv,
00ev yivetau (in I1. 1163.23).

Indirectly, he also expresses his doubts about the correct etymology of a
word by using some typical expressions: @aot (in II. 584.20), olovtai Twveg (in
11.118.8), o0k Gv TI§ &mo@nvarto otepeg (in I1. 1051.18), oUK 0TtV &kpBWG ElMElY
(in Il 275.4), 1§ Qv €idein (in II. 273.3). He sometimes uses the adverb {owg in
order to express his doubts concerning the etymology of a word: Toito 8¢ &v
Toig ToD Nowkpatitov co@otod yndvov keital, Grno Tod yfbev lowg Bvew,
flyouv O6pudobat (in II. 1155.19-20).

In his commentary on book 6 of the Iliad we distinguish four categories: first
of all, the etymologies that are entirely or partly personal, while the rest is based
on the ancient lexicographical tradition; secondly, the etymologies derived from
the ancient scholia; thirdly, the etymologies attested in the lexica but augmented
with personal, more detailed explications; finally, cases in which Eustathius re-
writes the etymologies of the lexica, while basing himself on their general sense,
and with this in mind, makes a strict selection of elements, explaining them
through personal expressions and terms, modifying and abbreviating, giving
synonyms, antonyms and supplementary examples.
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TITUKTOG, -1, -OV

Eust. in II. 633.4: [Ei 8¢ ano Tod mTOooW MTVEW, €€ O TO MTUKTOV, EKeibev
£kBoAfi Tob Tab B ed@wviav yivetal, womep TO TvKTIOV, Omep €oTi Pif-
Aov, obtw xal N TUEG kKal TO mu&iov, oVBE TODTO poaKPAV TOD EIKOTOG
Aoyov ketta].

Here Eustathius gives his personal etymological explanation for the term mtv-
k10¢ (folded). According to this remark, which is not attested in the lexica or
in the scholia, he derives the word from the verb mtioow (“to fold”, mtdéw in
the future), and this explanation is obviously correct*, for this is a verbal adjec-
tive (used of a tablet in IL 6.169 ypdpag £v Tivakl TTTUKT® Bupo@Oopa TTOAAG).
Eustathius enriches this gloss by indicating a derivative noun 10 rvktiov (= BiB-
Aiov) with its grammatical explanation (¢kBoAfj Tob Tad S1& ev@wviav yivetat:
i.e. MTVKTOG > MTVKTOV > TTUKTIOV > TVKTIOV), and two other derivative nouns
(from the future tense of the verb) muéig, mu&lov, “box, wood tablet”. In this
case we have a gloss by Eustathius which is based on a correct etymological ob-
servation®°.

Tivag

Eust. in Il. 633.27: [[Tiva& yép, &£ o kai mvakiokiov, 0O pévov okedog Sek-
OV E(g TO TIVEWV KOTK &TPeKEG Ovopa gimot av O KIAiE co@og, fyouv kot
gTupoAoyiav, &@’ob kai kpe@v mivakeg TPOg OPOLOTNTA...]

Etym. Magnum 672.23-27 Gaisf.: Iliva&: ‘H cavi¢' mivakdg te ve@v. Koto-
XPNOTIK@G 8¢ kal TO okebog AéyeTal, WG TO “KPEL@WV TIVAKAG TIOPEDTKEY”.
"Evtadfa yop & okevn Aéyet * €meldn moAaw €t oavibwv lowg T Kpéa £Ti-
Beoav OMTOVTEG | KOTAKOTITOVTEG,.

We have here another personal remark by Eustathius, on the word miva&. In gen-
eral, this term means ‘tablet™! and it is attested frequently in Athenaeus; Eusta-
thius indicates a twofold use of this word by inventing a personal etymological
explanation and by justifying it through the formal similarity between the word
niivag and the verb mivewv “to drink”. In other words, he understands the word
niivag as an object, and particularly as a cup serving drinks. It is evident that
the scholiast proposes a mistaken etymology because he bases himself on the
common beginning miv-, whereas the etymology of these words is completely dif-

49 See DELG, sv. TTU00W, -Opal.

50 This gloss is found in the marginal additions to the commentary in Eustathius’ autograph
manuscript (Laur. 59.2-3, on which see e.g. Wilson 1973, 226-228; van der Valk 1971, ix—xvi;
Cullhed 2012, 445-461; on graphic peculiarities see Liverani 1999, 2000 and 2001).

51 See DELG, sv. mivag.
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ferent. In the second part of his gloss he mentions the Homeric expression kpe®v
niivakeg “platters to serve the meat” (Od. 1.141; 4.57; 16.49), in order to indicate the
second sense of the term, which is correct and confirmed by the lexica and the
modern dictionaries.

‘A&uhog

Eust. in Il. 622.3: A0 xai &no Tod dyw GEw £Tupoloyolov avTov, WG mhv-
Tag €ig Eeviav dyovta, TavTOV & einelv, Eevayobvta kal kalobvra.

schol. bT Il 6.12 (p. 132.70-71 Erbse): (Afvlov: ) AfvAog yap mapa TO
dyew

In this extract, Eustathius draws from the ancient scholia the etymology of the
proper name Afvlog. He rewrites the etymology but clarifies it by transforming
the infinitive dyewv into the first person of the present and the future dyw — G&w,
in order to better illustrate the etymology from the morphological point of view
(Gyw — GEw — A&vlhog). He then expands the etymological explanation by adding
a clause which explains and analyzes the meaning of the proper name w¢ mav-
Tag €ig Eeviav Gyovta, TavToV & einelv, Eevayodvta kal kahovvta. The latter two
participles, both derived from the verb &yw, explain in his eyes the exact mean-
ing of the proper name A£vAog.

fikeaTog, -1, -ov

Eust. in Il 62717: 'Hkéotn 8¢ amo 10D a otepnTikod Kal Tob kévoat, 6 SnAol
10 KevTiioatl, 4@’ oL kai O keoTog yiveTar kai 6 TOAVKEOTOG (PAG.

Etym. Magnum 432.10-15 Gaisf.: "H kat’ #\enpv Tod o otepnTikod, v’ )
Gvnvig, 6 undénw Cevxbelg kal fvia Seiapevog. nxeotag 8¢ Gvti Tod &8a-
MAOTOUG, GKEVTHTOUG, GKEVTPIOTOUG, GvoxeuTOuG. Tlopd TO KEVTW BapuTo-
vov, 0 PEAWV, KEVOW* O TABNTIKOG TIOPOKEIUEVOG, KEKEOTAL KEOTOG Kol
Gkeotog kal OnAvkdv, dkéotn, Gkévintog Bolg kol Tpomfj, NkEotn' M
aitlatikn OV TANBLVTIK@V, NkEoTag. "H &mo ToD kEvow KeoTodG, GmoPoAfi
TOD V.

Etym. Gudianum, 239.8-10 Sturz: 'HkéoTag, GKEVIPROTOUS, GSapdoToug,
TIOPA TO KEVTW KEVOW, KEOTOG, AKEGTOG KAl HKEOTOG, NKEDTN, Kal AKEOTAG
TOUG GKEVTNTOUG™,

Here we can see the influence of the lexica on the commentator. He indicates
that the term discussed is formed by a privative alpha and the verb kévoal. If
one compares Eustathius’ remarks with those of the lexica, it can be noted
that he chooses only the useful elements in order to show how this word is com-

52 See also: Orion 70.25 Sturz; Ps-Hdn. Schem. Hom. 57.1 Egen.; schol. D Il. 6.94.
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posed, and then adds a personal remark on the verb from which the term Axéotn
is derived. More precisely, for the verb kévoat he gives the synonym kevtijoat and
two derivative adjectives in order to justify the meaning of the verb: keotdg
(“stitched”, “embroidered”) and moAvkeotog (“well stitched”, “well embroi-
dered”). Evidently, these two derivatives justify not only the etymology but
also the form of the original term: the adjectives keot6g and moAUkeoTOG come
from the verb kevtéw, which implies that kévoai can be considered as the second
term of the composite word fikeoTtog. In our modern view, this explanation is not
acceptable because the term fikeotog cannot be composed with a privative
alpha, since its lengthening to n would be inexplicable**. According to Schwyz-
er’s hypothesis® a misunderstanding or mécoupure of the expression potv fviv
VIk€oTnV, gave rise to the Homeric fjvig nkéotag.

6N

Eust. in Il. 650.19: Tivetat 8¢ 1| T1OQVN mapa 10 6@ BRow, 10 ONA&IwW, Gva-
Sum\aotaopd Svo@wvw kol Tpomfi ToD Sacfog i PAov B kaAAiova
Qwvnv.

Etym. Magnum 758.25-26: Ti6fvag. Tpo@oug. Iapd Tov Tithov (6 onpaivet
TOV HOOTOV) YiveTal TiTOnvr kol GroPoAfi Tod T TiOnvn. "H napd tov Ofow
HEANOVTA (TO TPEPW) PNUATIKOV GVopa, Bnvn: kal StmAaotaopud Tienvn.
Orion, 152.32-35 Sturz: TiOAvn. moapd TOV TITOOV, AmoBoAfj ToD &vog T.
oUTw DINOEEVOG €v TQ Tiepl HOVOGUANGBWY PUATWY. 6 adTOG Kal Tept TOV
fnow péMovta, Snlodvta TO Tpépw. Gvopa Ofvn, kal SUTAGCLAOHOG
Tonvn.

In the above example Eustathius once again follows the same method, but here
his grammatical remark concerning the etymology of the word T6fvn is clear
and correct®. He draws from the etymology attested in the Etym. Magnum and
in Orion, choosing only the terms that could help his students or his readers
to understand from which verbal root the noun T6rvn derives. His own gram-
matical remark justifies both the etymology of the word and also the morpholo-
gy, as he indicates that the noun 16fvn derives from the verbal root of 8fjgBat
with a redoubling 11- and with loss of aspiration for reasons of euphony.

53 See DELG, s¥. f{KEOTOG.
54 Schwyzer 1931, 213.
55 See DELG, sv. OnAn and 6fofat.
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€YX06

Eust. in Il. 644.36: 'Totéov 8¢ &1L T0 “Eyxog &xe” Tpodmog £Tupoloyiag €oTiv
wg ToD Eyxoug Ao Tob Exewv dvopalopévouv.

Etym. Magnum 313.1 Gaisf.: "Eyxog : To 86pv. Hapd 0 &xw £xog kai &yxoc.
Etym. Gudianum 398.4 Stef.: "Eyxo¢ mapa 10 €xw €Xog kal £yxoG.

In this case Eustathius comments on the noun &yxog (spear), following the stan-
dard etymology of the lexica from £€xw and adding the idea that the Homeric ex-
pression “€yxog &xe” is in fact an etymological figure because the two terms have
the same root*®.

Bahapog

Eust. in Il 640.7: Odlapol 8¢ mopd pEV TOIG VOTEPOV i YUVAIKWVITISEG,
mopd 8¢ Opfpw kal of AmA@G &vBotdtw oikol &mO TOD O&AmEWV
£TUHONOYOUEVOL.

Etym. Magnum 4411317 Gaisf.: ©&Aapog : Ei pév onpaivel tov véov oikov,
v @ eiogpyeTal 7| Te VOpEN Kai 6 vup@iog, yivetar mapd 16 BAAAW: Sel yap
&v auT@® BAAOVTA EICIEVAL CWUATA, TOVTEOTIV GKUALOVTA Kol pr| GmeoPn-
KOTO: €l 8¢ onpaivel TNV oikiav, yivetat mapd 0 OdATW.

Etym. Gudianum 253.27-31 Sturz: ©&Aapog, oiovel BGAXUOG TIG WV, Tapa
TO O&ATEWY, B10TL 8l BAAMOVTA T& CWHATA EXOVTAG €i¢ aTOVG elotéval, Kal
GreoBePfrkota. kal ‘Hotodog. wpoiog 8¢ yuvaika pr dmeoBeprxeval, Gvtl
TOD | yeynpokéval.

This is an occasion on which Eustathius makes a distinction between the Homer-
ic use of this word and its meaning in later authors. More precisely, he gives the
information that OdAapot in later authors means yvvakwvitiSeg “women’s apart-
ments”, whereas in Homer 6&Aopiot are the inner rooms. Eustathius derives the
noun from the verb O&Amewv, thereby following the lexical tradition, whose
basic criterion is the beginning 64A-. To date, the true etymology of the noun
has not been fully clarified.

56 In modern analyses, no etymology has been found for the word €yyog: see DELG s.v. €yyog.
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déptpov

Eust. in II. 628.22: kal 0Tt €k TOD Sépw pEV kal TO 8EpTpOV, MOTEP KAl TO
Béppa. oA 8¢ &v Gugoiv 1 kata onuaciav Sagopd.

Etym. Magnum 257.25 Gaisf.: mapd 10 8épw, 8éptpov, T Séppa.

Etym. Gudianum 347.10 Stef.: 8¢ptpov mopa 1o 8epw, WG PEPW PEPTPOV.
Orion 47.23 Sturz: Aéptepov TO déppa, mapa 10 8épw, kal dépeabdal. 45.20—
21 Sturz: 8éppata. KoTd petdBeowv TOD T €l 8, womepel TEPUA TOD
OWHATOG,

Following the same method, in his commentary on the noun 8&éptpov Eustathius
derives the noun from the verb §¢pw in the meaning of 8éppa. This etymology of
the two nouns is attested in the lexica, and he copies it without further explan-
ation or justification. However, he makes a personal remark in order to underline
the difference in the meaning of the two derivative nouns which come from the
same verb.

8éNTog

Eust. in I 633.14: Iivaka 8¢ TtukTov, 6 @apev Ruelg §éATtov fitot BiPAiov i
TUTTOKIOV. AEATOV pEV B1a TO KaTa oXfjua TOD SEATA YPAUHATOG Kol T@V
Aeyopévwv SeEATWTOV.

My last example is a passage which contains a personal remark on the etymol-
ogy of the noun 8¢Atov. The distinctive characteristic of this passage is that Eu-
stathius proposes the etymology indirectly. First of all, he offers a lexicographi-
cal commentary by mentioning two contemporary synonyms for the word §éAtov
(BBAiov, mttdkiov), after which he attempts to define the etymology of the noun
by giving a justification for the use of the term 8¢Atov to refer to the writing tab-
let: in his view, the definition is based on the form of the letter delta®.

To sum up, Eustathius proposes personal etymologies, or formulates re-
marks and hypotheses for words whose etymologies are even now obscure
and uncertain. On the one hand, he offers etymological comments (on the Ho-
meric terms or the terms he integrates in his commentary) for which there are
no parallels in the lexica or the scholia. On the other, he rewrites the ancient ety-
mologies and expands them with personal additamenta. In both cases, Eusta-
thius’ intervention shows the original aspect of his commentary on Homer, in
which he constantly justifies his explanations according to two fundamental cri-
teria: morphological analysis and literal meaning of the terms.

In fact, Eustathius focuses closely on the morphology of the terms, i.e. he
describes the mechanisms of derivation and composition which play a dominant

57 Modern dictionaries disagree: see DELG, s.v. 8¢AtoG.
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role in the formation of the words®®. He isolates the lexical morphemes that have
a semantic individuality, or the free morphemes which can form words inde-
pendently, such as the related morphemes which appear only within a word (af-
fixes, endings, radicals, elements of composition etc.), and this allows him to ex-
plain the process of composition and the origin of the word, i.e. its etymology. In
most cases, the beginning of a word (not identical to what we now regard as its
root) represents the main criterion in order to understand, illustrate and justify
the etymology of the term, although his conclusions may thus appear unsatisfy-
ing to our eyes, as with the noun 8&Aapog derived from the verb 8dAmnetv, 8éAtov
from 8¢éAta etc. But in other cases Eustathius also proposes etymologies which
are perfectly reasonable within the etymological principles of his age (see e.g.
on the words TiOnvr, 8éptpov etc.), and he sometimes uses etymology in
order to highlight the modern meaning of the Homeric terms, as was noted in
connection noted with the word 8&Aapog. He was well aware that the Iliad be-
longs to a remote past, and that the reader must be alert to semantic changes®.

Finally, Eustathius frequently indicates the etymology of the terms in a brief
and elliptical manner, which helps his audience to gain an immediate under-
standing of the basic elements of word-formation. He then removes all the
other elements that could make the etymology of the terms obscure or difficult
to understand: i 8¢ 0BG ék oD BVW BVOW (in Il 626.34), €k TOD 8épw peEV
kal 1O 8éptpov (in Il 628.23), BOA0og €k ToD Ofewv €tupoAoyovpevog (in
Il 644.44), 10 BUVW €k ToD BOw (in II. 621.48), 1| k&mn €k ToD Kamrew (in
I1. 658.52), ék T0D KeloBat TopiikTal TO keywnAwov (in I, 623.62), ék ToD KVw, TO
@M@, 10 kD80G (in Il. 658.63), TO A&, wg mMOAayxoD @aivetal, 4o Toh Ayw
MEw (in II. 625.23), 1 8¢ @atvn Tapd TO @ayeiv (in Il 658.51), £k ToD n&Tov be
xal 10 motdooew (in Il 637.5).

Taken together, these remarks build up Eustathius’ ‘etymological dictionary’.
The following list isolates the words for which he gives an etymology in his com-
mentary on book 6 of the Iliad and categorizes them in the four basic groups
mentioned earlier. The extent and the wealth of this dictionary, which covers
only one book, demonstrate the Byzantine scholar’s great interest in etymology,
which he constantly utilizes as a means to explain, clarify, modernize and inter-
pret the Homeric text in the 12 century. By teaching his students etymology, he
enables them to understand the mechanisms of derivation, formation and com-
position of words, and thus of using them in order to enhance their rhetorical
eloquence and polymathy.

58 For the historical morphology of the Greek language, see Chantraine 1961.
59 Browning 1995, 86-87.



124 —— Georgia E. Kolovou

“Etymological dictionary” of Eustathius in his
commentary on book 6 of the /liad.

A)

i) aknd® 624.51 vii) {tug 628.26

ii) dmomoatéw-® 636.65 viii) MoVoTIKDG 625.24
iii) BoukoAiwv 623.50 ix) mivag 633.28

iv) Saelpa 648.32 X) mMoSk@®G 625.25

V) evmatépela 643.13 Xi) TTUKTOG, -1, -0V 633.6
vi) i00g 626.34 xii) oefalw 632.30

B)

i) 6An 636.55 v) Aotvavog 650.56

ii) A&ulog 622.3 vi) épuointolg 643.46
iii) &peotp 660.32 vil) knweig 642.54

iv) dptog 641.18 viii) TOpKNG 644.45

0

i) doAil{w 641.62 vii) AoBpov 641.45

ii) ypamtig 633.57 viii) me@uypévov 657.32
iii) Sanp 648.48 ix) Tahag 622.7

iv) fikeotog, -n, -ov 627.17 x) TiOnvn 650.19

V) Kopilw 657.39 xi) YnAap® 644.58

vi) Aaywv 625.17

D)

i) dyog 647.34 xiii) &yxog 644.36
ii) &CoKkpoTOG, AifOKPOTOG 648.47 Xiv) qig 627.16

iii) &xndeotog, -n, -ov 624.48 xv) Balapog 640.8
iv) &Avokalw 654.53 xvi) B0N0G 644.44
V) Guevnvog, -og, -ov 641.55 xvii) {00vw 621.48
vi) &moepoe 646.23 xviii) iNdokw 649.17

vii) dooov 630.18 Xix) kamm 658.51
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viii) Bakyog 629.29 XX) KeRAov 623.61
ix) yoog 648.18 xxi) kKOATI0G 655.60
X) YPGOTIS 633.47 xxii) k08o¢g 658.65
xi) 8épTpov 628.23 xxiii) ANG€ 625.24
xii) éykOpwv 656.58 XXiv) VEpOG 636.17
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Baukje van den Berg
Eustathios on Homer’s Narrative Art: the
Homeric Gods and the Plot of the /liad

In the proem of his Parekbolai on the Odyssey, Eustathios describes Homer as
‘the most skilful in elaborating and the most plausible in narrating’.! He detects
Homer’s rhetorical and, more specifically, narrative skilfulness especially in the
plot of his epics:? the particular way in which the poet arranges the events of his
plot, the ingenious way in which he twists and turns the plot of his poems, and
the inventive way in which he invents the episodes of his narrative make the Iliad
and Odyssey the masterpieces that they are. In his Homeric Parekbolai, Eusta-
thios meticulously analyses how Homer constructed his well-motivated and
well-arranged plot, retracing the decisions the poet made, the effects he was
after, and the methods he employed. His goal in doing so is to make his intended
readers, writers of rhetorical prose, familiar with Homer’s admirable methods
and techniques in order to imitate them in their own writings, as Eustathios ar-
gues in the proem of the Parekbolai on the Iliad.?

In this paper I explore an important aspect of Eustathios’ analysis of the plot
of the Iliad, namely the role of the Homeric gods as narrative devices. In Eusta-
thios’ view, the gods are an effective means for the poet to develop his narrative
in the desired direction. Not only are they crucial to the development of the
course of events, but, at times, they also reveal the poet’s choices and decisions
in the process of composing the Iliad. As allegories of the poet’s mental faculties
— I discuss Zeus as the poet’s mind (vodg) and Athena as the poet’s intelligence
(ppévnotg) as the most prominent examples — their deliberations and decisions
disclose the poet’s deliberations and decisions about potential plot directions
(Section 2). In a similar vein, Homer uses divine plans to announce upcoming
events, often in the form of rhetorical mpoekBéoelg, ‘presentations in advance’
(Section 3). In striving to display his skilfulness, Homer occasionally jeopardises
the plausibility of his plot on purpose, only to immediately save it by means of

1 Eust. in 0d. 1379.60 ed. Cullhed 2014: 6 Siaokevdoat Sewvotatog, 6 Sinynoacdat mOavwWTATOS.
2 Eustathios employs several terms for the arrangement and presentation of narrative material,
none of which is a perfect equivalent to modern ‘plot’. The most frequently used and closest to
the notion of ‘plot’ are oikovopia (‘arrangement’) and Swaokevr (‘elaboration’). For reasons of
convenience and brevity, I use ‘plot’ as an umbrella term.

3 Eust. in II. 1.27-30. See Cullhed 2014, 3*-26* for a discussion of Eustathios’ Parekbolai from a
social perspective; see also Niinlist 2012. On the productive aim of the Byzantine study of clas-
sical literature, see e.g. Hunger 1969/70; 1981, 35-47.
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divine interventions (Section 4). Eustathios’ interpretation of the Homeric gods
as narrative devices is inextricably connected to his broader approach towards
myth, to which I turn first (Section 1).

1 Eustathios’ interpretation of the Homeric gods:
myth and allegory

In the proem of the Parekbolai on the Odyssey Eustathios argues that Homeric
poetry takes historical truth (ioTopia) as its starting point, to which the poet ac-
cording to poetic custom adds myths in order to produce pleasure (f8ovr)) and
astonishment (ékmAnéig). The poet remains faithful to the historical facts while
adding poetic Tepatoloyia (‘marvel tales’), with the result that fiction (Pped8og)
and truth are mingled in order for poetry to achieve its aims of teaching and as-
tonishing (¢xmAftTwv) or even enchanting (Puyaywy@v).* Myths are thus essen-
tial to poetry — Eustathios elsewhere designates them as ‘the soul of poetry” —
and can be invented completely at the poet’s own discretion. Eustathios espe-
cially considers tales involving the gods to be mythical; as examples of mythical
topics he enumerates ‘counsels of gods, their battles, schemes, love affairs, trav-
els, and, in general, manifold acts’.® He argues that, notwithstanding their fic-
tional nature, most myths reflect a deeper truth, which ought to be revealed
with the correct hermeneutic approach.”

The proem of the Parekbolai on the Iliad discusses three approaches towards
myth that are used by earlier exegetes.® A first group of critics ‘feel ashamed, as
it were, whenever the poet speaks in a human manner’ (ofov aioyvvopevol, £av O
nomn g GvBpwmivwg AaAf) and therefore allegorise every element of the epics,
whether mythical elements such as the gods or historical such as the Greek her-

4 Eust. in Od. 1379.7-41 ed. Cullhed 2014. Pontani 2000, 14-15 traces Eustathios’ views back to
Polybios and Strabo.

5 Eust. in Il 252.27: Puyr| Yap Tig olov 6 pilfog T TG MomMoews cwpaTt 8” BAov mapeveomop-
pévog avtod (‘for myth is a soul, as it were, to the body of poetry, being strewn throughout it).
6 Eust. in II. 11.7-8: 0@V Bouldg kal TOAEpOLG EkelvwV Kal EMPBOVAAS Kol EpwTag Kal &modnpiag
kal 6Awg TPAEELS TavTOoLaG,

7 Eustathios’ conception of myth as a fictional tale reflecting truth (in II. 3.25-26) follows the
definition of pd6og (‘fable’) in the progymnasmata. Aphthonios, for instance, defines pd6og as
‘a fictional discourse reflecting truth’ (Prog. 1.1 ed. Patillon 2008: "Eatt 8¢ pdbog Adyog Pevdrig
eikovilwv aAnBelav).

8 Eust. in Il. 3.13-32. On this passage see also Hunter, this volume.
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oes.” A second group holds the opposite opinion and allegorises nothing at all,
denying that the epics contain any universal knowledge and thus ‘pulling down
the poet from his elevating height’ (kataondoavteg 10D dvaywywkod Vpoug TOV
nonTrV).'° Eustathios agrees with a third group, ‘the more accurate {critics)’ (ot
akpipéotepot), who hold a middle course between these two extreme ap-
proaches: both historical and mythical elements of Homer’s narrative should
be studied as they are presented. Only after studying the mythical narrative as
presented by Homer can one proceed to the interpretation of a possible allego-
rical meaning, whether by means of natural (@uokdg / katd @UoLv, e.g. Apollo
as sun), ethical (700G / kot ﬁeog, e.g. Athena as intelligence), or historical
(lotopkdg / ka®’ iotoplav, e.g. Hermes as one of the Myrmidons) allegory.** Ac-
cording to Eustathios, the allegorical meaning of a myth is consciously construct-
ed by its author, whether this author is Homer or anonymous authors before him,
with the result that allegorical interpretation means the reconstruction of author-
ial intention.*?

Eustathios’ two-stage approach to myth is reflected in his hermeneutic prac-
tice: he commonly distinguishes between the mythical and allegorical meaning
of a Homeric scene. This can be illustrated by Eustathios’ interpretation of Iliad
14.225-228, where Hera, hurrying from Mount Olympos to Hypnos on Lemnos, is
said to travel over mountain peaks without her feet touching the ground. Eusta-
thios explains:

nipénel 8¢ 10 ToodTov Pog TH “Hpa 81& Te TO Xpfival olTw oepvoTEPOV ATV KIveloat,
\ 5 \ \ ~ e 3\ 5 Ay ’ 3 ’ ~ T

Beav ovoav KAt TOV piov, kal OTL &np ovoa Katd GAANnyopiav LTEpalpesdaL TWV OpEWV

Kal oV katw SwxtpiBev €0EAeL kata TOV Tap’ APV Apvadovta. (Eust. in II. 980.38-40)

Such a height is appropriate for Hera because it is necessary that she moves herself in such
a solemn way, being a goddess according to myth, and because, being air according to al-
legory, she wants to jump over mountains and not waste time below in the stagnant [air]
with us.

9 Eust. in II. 3.13-18.

10 Eust. in I 3.18-23.

11 Eust. in Il 3.26-32. Apollo = sun: e.g. Eust. in Il. 22.26-28; Athena = intelligence: e. g. 83.32-
40; Hermes = Myrmidon: 1356.3-6. A more elaborate discussion of Eustathios’ allegorical meth-
od can be found in Cesaretti 1991, 207-274.

12 On allegory and authorial intention in Eustathios, Tzetzes, and Galenos, see Cullhed 2014,
64*—69*. On another use of allegory in Eustathios, see Pizzone, this volume.

13 The text of Eustathios’ Parekbolai on the Iliad follows the edition by Van der Valk 1971-1987.
Translations are my own.
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Eustathios here first addresses Hera’s role as a character in the mythical narra-
tive: as a goddess it befits her to move ‘solemnly’ and travel at such a height.
Next, he turns to allegory: Hera’s journey over mountain peaks is in line with
her allegorical meaning of ‘air’.** It is mainly the first stage of Eustathios’ inter-
pretation of the Homeric gods, that is to say their role as characters in Homer’s
mythical narrative, that is relevant within the context of this paper.

2 Foregrounding poetic skilfulness: Zeus and
Athena as allegories of the poet’s mind

In keeping with the literary practice of his time,* Eustathios is attentive to self-
referential discourse in the Homeric epics and ascribes to the poet a tendency to
give insight into his own composition process. While ancient scholiasts occasion-
ally observe a similar tendency on the part of the poet to disclose his poetic de-
liberations through his characters,'® Eustathios frequently interprets the gods as
vehicles for the poet’s thoughts.”” This phenomenon is particularly manifest in
Eustathios’ interpretation of the gods as allegories of the poet’s mental faculties
and rhetorical craft: the Muses represent the poet’s knowledge (yvotg), Apollo
his tuneful craft (éupeAng téxvn), Hermes his reason (Adyog), Zeus his mind
(voig), and Athena his intelligence (@po6vnoig) or rhetorical skilfulness (8et-
voTtNG).** With examples involving Zeus and Athena, I illustrate how Homer, ac-

14 Eust. in II. 980.38-40. On Hera as air in ancient allegoresis, see Buffiére 1956, 106-110.
15 On self-referential discourse in the Komnenian novels, see Roilos 2005, 50-61.

16 See e.g. schol. bT IL. 9.30, where the silence of the Greeks upon Agamemnon’s suggestion to
give up and sail back home is interpreted as doubt on the part of the poet: how should he op-
pose Agamemnon’s speech? Cf. schol. bT IL 23.126b, where the scholiast seems to interpret
Achilles’ intention to build a funeral mound for Patroklos and himself as the intention of the
poet.

17 Richardson (1990, 187-196) interprets Homer’s use of the gods in a similar way. In his view,
Homer makes the gods vehicles of his plot decisions in order to show that all actions of the char-
acters are determined by the imagination of the narrator.

18 Eustathios’ interpretation of the Homeric gods as allegories of the poet’s mind is also dis-
cussed in Cullhed 2014, 69*-72*. Cullhed demonstrates with an example of Hermes as the au-
thor’s Adyog in Prodromos’ novel Rhodanthe and Dosikles that there exist close affinities be-
tween Eustathios’ Parekbolai and the literary practice of the time. The example of Hermes in
Prodromos’ novel is also discussed in Roilos 2005, 50-56. Tzetzes, too, draws a parallel between
the gods and discourse; in his Allegories of the Odyssey 1.203-223 he interprets Hermes and Athe-
na as letters, Athena’s sandals as the writing of letters, a spear point as the power of writing. Cf.
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cording to Eustathios, presents his own deliberations and decisions as the delib-
erations and decisions of the gods and, thus, purposefully foregrounds the well-
thought-out way in which he composed his poem.

2.1 Zeus as the mind of the poet

In his Parekbolai on Iliad 1.5, where the Dios boulé is mentioned for the first time,
Eustathios enumerates various earlier allegorical interpretations of Zeus: in
mythical terms, Zeus is the father of gods and men; in allegorical terms, he
may represent air, aether, sun, heaven, fate, and the soul of the universe, in
the shape of providence as well as the human mind.*® Taking his cue from the
common allegory of Zeus as the mind (voi¢),° Eustathios repeatedly argues
that Homer uses Zeus to represent his own mind in particular.”* Such an interpre-
tation entails that Zeus’ thoughts represent the thoughts of the poet: when Zeus
is pondering how he wants the Trojan War to evolve, we actually see the poet at
work, deliberating in which direction he wishes to develop his plot.

Eustathios explains this phenomenon in rather general terms in the Parekbo-
lai on Iliad 16, when discussing Zeus’ thoughts on Sarpedon’s fate. Zeus consid-
ers two options: should his beloved son be saved from death and carried away
from the Trojan battlefield alive or should he fall at the hands of Patroklos? He
shares his thoughts with Hera and says:

@ pot £yav, 8 Té pot Zapmndova iktatov &vdpdv
poip’ Vo IMatpdkAolo Mevortiddao dapfvad.

BB 8¢ pot kpadin pépove @peoty OppAvVovTL,

i pv Lwov €6vta payng &mo dakpuoéoong

Allegories of the Odyssey 5.28-109 for a similar interpretation of Hermes and his attributes. On
Tzetzes’ allegorical method, see Hunger 1954; Cesaretti 1991, 127-204; Goldwyn, forthcoming.
19 Eust. in Il. 20.22-25. Various ancient interpretations of Zeus are discussed in Buffiére 1956
(passim).

20 This allegory is, for instance, found in E. Tr. 886 (vodg Bpot@v); schol. T Il. 14.252 (vodg k6o-
pov); Ps.-Plu. Vit. Hom. 114.5 Kindstrand (vodg €0Ttv 6 B0G 0 MGVTa EMOTAUEVOG Kal SLEMWV TO
niév). See the commentary by Hillgruber ad loc. (1999, 255) for more parallels. Numerous exam-
ples from the Parekbolai can be listed; see e.g. Eust. in II. 203.19-21 and 681.15-16.

21 Van der Valk points to this phenomenon in his notes on Eust. in Il 435.44, where Eustathios
explains Zeus’ deliberations at the beginning of Iliad 4 as the poet’s deliberations on how to
renew the battle after the truce in Iliad 3. See also in Il. 445.20: Zeus, i.e. the mind of the
poet, sends Athena to the Trojan battlefield in order to urge Pandaros to break the truce.
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Oeiw dvapmagag Avking év miovt Snpw,
1l /80 UMO xepot Mevortiddao Sapdoow.? (Iliad 16.433-438)

Ah, woe is me, since it is fated that Sarpedon, dearest of men to me, be vanquished by Pa-
troklos, son of Menoitios! And my heart is divided in counsel as I ponder in my thought
whether I shall snatch him up while yet he lives and set him far from the tearful war in
the rich land of Lycia, or whether I shall let him be vanquished now at the hands of the
son of Menoitios.

Eustathios argues that Homer here reveals one of the choices that he faced in
composing the Iliad: to have Sarpedon killed or not.

Tnpeiwoat 8¢ kat 6Tt Opnpikol TadTd eiot Aoylopoi. Mabwv yap, wg eikdg, lowg €€ iotopiag
TeBdpBat Tov Taprndova év Avkiq, okomeltal TG Gv ToUTO £in, Kal pAmoTe (v dprayelg
&k 1§ Tpwikiig payng Bavwv €v T matpidn tébamntal, kal dakpivel pry TodTo yevéohar —
nap’ ioTopiav yap —, Baveiv 88 EvBOEWG &V Tii payn, £ITa, WG EPET, VEKPOV HETAKOHLODEVTAL
£kel amaydfval, ®g autog év Toig £peffg dnAwoet. Kal onpeiwoot &t ‘Opnpikiig mpoek-
Béoewg £180g kai Ta TolaDTA, ai TV Bedv PovAal SnAadr mepl pEANOVTOG Kal pdALoTA ai
ToD Al6g. OUTW Tfi O£TI8L KaTaveboavTa TOV Ala Tiemoinke Tfioal TOv vidv, nep yevnoe-
TaL oVTw Kal év T Gpyii TAg &' ponhwsiag mpoekTiBeTan T 4G MAaGBNTOpEVA. Kal TIPOIWV
8¢ kaBioel TO péya oLVESPLOV, TPOEKBNTOHEVOG Ta £mi T AYIAAEL Kal évtadBa obV dpoiwg
TIPOEKTIBETAL T& KATA TOV Tapmndova, pubK@g pev 8ia tod Awdg, GAAwG 8¢ 81 Tod kad’av-
TOv vob. ‘Ev oi¢ yap TOV Al Aéyet dppaivetv mept Sapmndovog, i 08¢ { T68e mowoet, O
£ouTod Aéyel. avTog yop Aoyiletat S04, i Toldde { Todde mMAdoeTal, Kol WG AVTOG VOET,
émpivel O xpn motfjoat. eedvTog Yap Tod Zapmndovog epovrpartiCetat [ItpokAog kal kpo-
aivel TEPALTEPW KAl TUTTTEL. Kol 0VTWE EVAyWwVIWTEPA TE YiveTal | ToD Adyou Staokevrn kal O
o AvTIAGXoU €V Toig ££ig Spopog kapov Exet kai TdAa. (Eust. in II. 1069.36-47)

Notice also that these lines present Homeric reasoning. For having learned, as is likely, per-
haps from history, that Sarpedon was buried in Lycia, he examines how this could happen,
and if perhaps he was snatched away from the Trojan battle alive and after his death was
buried in his fatherland; and he (sc. the poet) decides that this has not happened - for it is
in contradiction with the historical facts — but that he died a glorious death in the battle,
and that next, as he will say, the body was transported and taken there, as he himself will
show in the following (Il. 16.666-683). And notice that also such things, that is to say the
plans of the gods about the future and especially those of Zeus, take the shape of a Homeric
presentation in advance (mpo£k0eoig). In the same way he has made Zeus assent to Thetis
to honour her son (Il. 1.528-530), exactly as it will happen; in the same way in the begin-
ning of book 4 the upcoming inventions are presented in advance (Il 4.1-72). And further
on he will set up the great council, in order to present in advance the matters about Achilles
(Il. 20.20-30). And here, then, in a similar way he presents in advance the matters about
Sarpedon, in a mythical way through Zeus, but in another way through his own mind.
For when he says that Zeus pondered about Sarpedon, whether he would do this or that,

22 The text of the Iliad follows the edition by Monro and Allen 1902-1912. The translation is
adapted from Murray 1999.
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he speaks about himself. For he himself reasons in two directions whether he will invent
such or such events, and as he himself thinks fit he decides what he should compose.
For when Sarpedon has fallen Patroklos becomes presumptuous and goes too far and
dies. And in this way the elaboration of the story becomes more exciting” and Antilochos’
running in the following (Il. 17.694-699) happens at the right moment et cetera.

This extensive note presents several principles recurrent in Eustathios’ interpre-
tation of the Homeric plot, namely the premise that Homer is bound to follow
historical truth (see also Section 4), the poet’s custom of announcing upcoming
events in the form of divine plans (see also Section 3), and the idea that Homer
employs the character of Zeus as a vehicle for his own thoughts. Eustathios often
looks for the motivations behind Homer’s choices and here postulates reasons
for the poet to let Sarpedon perish on two different levels: on the one hand, his-
tory plays a decisive role. Both Sarpedon’s burial in Lycia and his glorious death
on the Trojan battlefield are historical facts not to be altered by the poet.?* On the
other hand, Eustathios identifies motivations of a narrative nature: the chosen
scenario makes for a more exciting elaboration of the plot (évaywviwTépa Sio-
okevn)) as it eventually leads to Patroklos’ death and Achilles’ return to battle,
resulting, of course, in the climax of the Iliad.

In Eustathios’ view, similar motivations prompt the poet’s decision to grant
Patroklos further successes after killing Sarpedon. Once again, Zeus deliberates
on the course of the war and decides as follows:

8 8¢ of PpovéovTL Sodooato kEPSIOV Elval

Spp’ Rlig Bepdmwy MNANidSew AxiAfiog

eEadTig Tpag Te kal "Extopa YaAkokopuativ

WoLTo TPoTl GoTv, MoAéwv & amo Bupodv Elotto. (Iliad 16.652-655)

And as he pondered, this thing seemed to him the better, that the powerful attendant of
Achilles, Peleus’ son, should again drive the Trojans and Hektor, armoured in bronze, to-
ward the city and take the lives of many.

Eustathios explains:

23 With the term Siaokevn, Eustathios refers to the particular way in which the poet elaborates
the bare facts of his story into a full-blown narrative. Cf. Ps.-Hermog. Inv. 3.15 ed. Patillon 2012a;
see also Pizzone 2014a. On the semantics of évaywviog in ancient literary criticism, see Ooms
and De Jonge 2013.

24 In antiquity, it was assumed that Sarpedon was buried at Xanthos in Lycia, where the tomb
of the hero was identified and a cult was celebrated in his honour. See Keen 1998, 188-192; 208—
210.
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onpelwoat 8¢, wg kal viv 6 ToD katd voiv ékAapBavopevou Aldg EvBolaopog mpoEkbeai
£0TL TIOUNTIKA. 0 VOUG yap KavtadBa TG kad’ “Opnpov Movong, fTol YVWoewS, OKENTETAL
KAt pEB0BOV SevOTNTOG TEXVIKWG, MG GV TOV AOYoV HETAXEIPIOTTAL, KOl KPIVAS TTPOAVA-
QWVET K&ALOV glvat | Vi Gvehetv Tov TTdtpokhov, GAN éGoat kal ioéTt dpoteboat, va
T@OV V@V avTov oAy droomdoag GveAn kai oUTw pndev eid6tog Tod AXIMEWS KpaTEPK
nepl TOV ToD IatpokAou vekpov GppiBact yévntat, kal mAaoBein & Tiig mepunetelag Eva-
ywvwwtepov. (Eust. in II. 1080.3-8)

Notice that also now the deliberation of Zeus pondering in his mind is a poetical presen-
tation in advance. For here too the mind of the Muse in Homer, i.e. of knowledge, following
a method of skilfulness artfully examines how to treat the story, and when he has decided,
he announces beforehand that it is better not to kill Patroklos now, but to allow him to be
still victorious, in order that he kills him after drawing him off far from the ships, and in
this way, when Achilles knows nothing, a fiercer defence of Patroklos’ body arises, and
the course of events is invented in a more exciting way.”®

This passage displays many similarities with the Sarpedon passage discussed
above: Zeus again is interpreted as the poet’s mind, while the Muse, as a daugh-
ter of Zeus, stands for the knowledge (yv@oiq) residing in the mind, another ex-
ample of Eustathios’ use of common allegorical interpretations for the mental
faculties of the poet.*® Zeus’ decision again takes the form of a mpoékfeatg, out-
lining the upcoming events. As in the passage in which Zeus pondered Sarpe-
don’s fate, Eustathios also here identifies narrative motivations behind the
poet’s decision: delaying Patroklos’ death until he is far from the Achaean
ships makes the course of events (mepunéTela) more exciting (again évaywviwTe-
pov). Occasionally, Eustathios observes in Zeus’ words praise for his own (and
Homer’s) decision. When Zeus in Iliad 24 announces that he wishes to speak
‘a wise word’ (mukwvov &mnog, Iliad 24.75) to Thetis about his decisions regarding
the return of Hektor’s body, Eustathios states that ‘it is clear that Homer praises

25 Eustathios here employs nepuétela instead of Siaokeun| as in the Sarpedon passage above.
His usage of nmepimétela is more general than Aristotle’s ‘sudden reversal’; in the Parekbolai the
term refers to the twists and turns of the plot, a sense that also occurs in the scholia (cf. schol.
bT II. 1.195-196 and 21.34b with Niinlist 2009, 139, n. 16).

26 An interesting parallel is found in Eust. in Od. 1383.43-51 ed. Cullhed, where Eustathios reads
Homer’s invocation of the Muse/his own knowledge at the beginning of his poems as ‘the per-
sonal introduction, in which the poet introduces himself as very learned’ (trjv mpoowrknv
oVOTAOW KO’ v O IO TG £AUTOV WG TTAVL AGYLOV GUVIOTY, in Od. 1383.50 ed. Cullhed). Pizzone
2014b, 7 discusses the implications of Eustathios’ interpretation: ‘Eustathios delivers here a pow-
erful statement about self-authorization. His reading turns Homer into an author independently
displaying himself as self-inspired by his own rhetorical prowess.” The allegory of the Muses as
knowledge is elaborately discussed by Tzetzes in his Commentary on Hesiod’s Works and Days,
29.13-30.1 ed. Gaisford 1823 (translation in Pontani 2015, 381).
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the Zeus in himself, his mind, for the plausibility of such an invention’.*” Taken
together, then, the examples in this section suggest that Eustathios projects on
Homer a conscious desire to give insight into his composition process and show-
case the skill involved, a suggestion that is corroborated by his interpretation of
Athena as Homeric intelligence.

2.2 Athena as the poet’s intelligence

Deliberations such as those of Zeus on the fates of Sarpedon and Patroklos are a
means for the poet not only to reveal the choices he made in constructing his
plot, but also to hint at alternative directions in which he could have developed
the narrative. He could have snatched Sarpedon away from the Trojan battlefield
alive, but decided that it was better not to do so on historical as well as narrative
grounds. Eustathios expresses this idea more explicitly in his Parekbolai on Iliad
15. Disregarding Zeus’ warnings not to interfere in the Trojan War, Ares, crazed
with grief, expresses the intention to avenge the death of his son Askalaphos
(Iliad 15.115-118), who has been killed by Deiphobos (Iliad 13.516-520), and
makes preparations to go to battle. The situation threatens to escalate, until
Athena speaks up and brings Ares back to his senses, dissuading him from
going to Troy (Iliad 15.121-141). Eustathios’ interpretation of Athena’s interven-
tion is an interesting example of how the gods and their allegorical meanings
function at various levels in Eustathios’ analysis of the Homeric plot, or, rather,
in Homer’s construction of the Iliadic plot as reconstructed by Eustathios.

In line with his two-stage approach, Eustathios explains Athena’s interven-
tion in mythical as well as allegorical terms. On a mythical level, it is better that
Ares not interfere in battle as it is not necessary that the Greeks have both Ares
and Athena as their allies. In Eustathios’ view, Homer purposefully invents this
scene to demonstrate the fickleness of Ares’ character — how can it not be a sign
of fickleness to decide, on the spur of the moment, to betray one’s allies and sup-
port their enemies? — and, in allegorical terms, the changeability of war.?® Athe-
na, representing the rational or intellectual part of the human mind, has the

27 Eust. in Il. 1340.13: 8fjAov 8¢ w¢ TOV &v £autd Aix vodv ‘Opnpog Enatvel 8 10 mbavov Tig
TolawTng mM\doewg. Similarly, Zeus/Homer, according to Eustathios, is very content with the de-
cision to send a dream to Agamemnon in Iliad 1, when pondering how to honour Achilles (Eust.
in Il. 164.26-27 on Iliad 2.5).

28 Here the allegory of fickle Ares as changeable war is implied, whereas it is discussed else-
where in more explicit terms. See e.g. Eust. in Il. 72.25-27; 612.16-18; 1008.58-1009.1. On Ares
as allegory of war in earlier allegoresis, see Buffiére 1956, 297-298.
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power to prevail over its irrational impulses, here represented by Ares. It seems
therefore that, in Eustathios’ conception, the mythical and allegorical level of the
narrative are closely connected: there is a one-to-one correspondence between
myth and allegory, making the rational Athena the obvious candidate to reason
with the irrational Ares.”

In addition to these mythical and allegorical interpretations, Eustathios in-
terprets Athena as the poet’s skilfulness in developing a well-constructed plot.
Taking his cue from the common allegory of Athena as intelligence (@pdvnotg),*
he interprets the goddess as the poet’s intelligence specifically, which he ex-
plains as a synonym of Homer’s 8ewvotng, ‘skilfulness’.* In rhetorical theory,
skilfulness was considered the highest rhetorical virtue; witness, for instance,
Hermogenes’ definition of 8ewdtng as ‘the right use of all the aforementioned
types of style and their opposites together with whatever else makes up the
body of discourse.”® For Eustathios, skilfulness is the ability to make the best
choices so as to develop a well-motivated and well-constructed plot. We can
see this ability of Homer at work through Athena, for instance in the episode
with Ares, as Eustathios explains:

lnelv 8¢ GAwg €v OAiyw TO mdv, éveépnve pev Opnpog, wg kal evtabBa Svvatal pubkf
TepaToNOyi pETT@OAL TV TIOINOW, €Bewpnoe 8¢ Bl TAg &v alT® peBodikfg ABNVaG EEw
Kapod TODTO £ival, oo £V Toig £EfG pPEAWY TOlDTA TIva Slackevdoachal KaTd TO APKODYV.
(Eust. in IL 1009.4-6)

And to put the whole matter differently in a concise manner, Homer indicated that also here
he could fill his poem with mythical marvel tales, but considered through the methodical

29 In a similar vein, Eustathios argues that Diomedes is able to wound Aphrodite and Ares, rep-
resenting irrational emotions according to ethical allegory, but not Apollo, who is allegorised as
fate (Eust. in Il 570.46-571.9 on Iliad 5.433-446). An elaborate discussion of Eustathios’ ideas on
the close correspondence between allegorical meaning and mythical narrative and its impor-
tance for the plausibility of the plot lies beyond the scope of the present paper.

30 See Buffiére 1956, 279-289.

31 Eustathios glosses @povnaig as 8ewotng for instance in in Il. 663.4-6, quoted in Section 3
below. Cf. the Prolegomena to Hermogenes’ On Types of Style by John Sikeliotes, who draws a par-
allel between the types of style and moral virtues and places skilfulness next to intelligence
(400.17-18 ed. Rabe 1931; Sikeliotes’ analogy is discussed in Roilos 2005, 144). Occasionally, Eu-
stathios qualifies 8ewotng by the adjective peBoSikn, ‘methodical’, for instance in Eust. in
I1. 506.6-12, another interesting example of Athena as the poet’s @povnolg / dewvotng (see Cull-
hed 2014, 71* for translation and discussion).

32 Hermog. Id. 2.9.1 ed. Patillon 2012b: xpfiolg 6pOr MAVTWV TAOV Te TPOEPNUEVWY IOV TOD
Abyou kal TV évavtiwy avToig, kol £Tt 81" MV ETépwV odua Adyou yivesBat mé@uke. On Sevdtng
in ancient literary criticism, see Voit 1934. For Eustathios’ use of Hermogenes’ On Types of Style
in the Parekbolai on the Iliad and the Odyssey, see Lindberg 1977.
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Athena in him that this was untimely, because he is about to elaborate such things suffi-
ciently in what follows.

Through his poetic skill, his ability to compose a well-constructed plot — Eusta-
thios here speaks of the ‘methodical Athena’ — Homer realises that it is better not
to invent a mythical episode about Ares interfering in battle and Zeus punishing
Ares for disregarding his warnings. There will be ample opportunity for such
marvellous tales later on, Eustathios explains, the reference most likely being
to Iliad 20, where Zeus allows the gods to interfere in the war at their own dis-
cretion, with a fierce battle as the result. Without the intention to actually carry
through this scenario, Homer hints at an alternative direction in which he could
have developed his plot; for a moment, we indeed expect Ares to go to battle,
with all its consequences.

3 Divine plans and the well-motivated plot

In the above quoted passage on Zeus’ deliberations about Sarpedon (see section
2.1), Eustathios points to the phenomenon of po£kfeoig, arguing that the plans
of the gods and those of Zeus in particular are presented in the form of this rhet-
orical technique. In Pseudo-Hermogenes’ On the Method of Skilfulness, a section
is devoted to ipoékOeaig, where it is defined as ‘to state something at the begin-
ning about the main points concerning which one is going to argue or teach,’® a
definition that closely corresponds to Eustathios’ use of the term. In the case of
Sarpedon, the mpoékOeotg is found in Hera’s response to Zeus’ deliberations. She
strongly opposes the idea that the hero be saved: what if the other gods would
also interfere in the battle and save their offspring, Achilles included? She sug-
gests Zeus act as follows:

GAN gl Tol @ilog oTi, TEOV & dho@vpeTal ATOP,

fToL pév v €aoov évi kpatepf] Lopivy

Xépo® Vo TatpokAoto Mevortiadao dapijvar

avTap emny 81 Tov ye Ainn Yuyn e kal aiwv,

TEPTEWY [V BAvVaTOV TE PEPEWV Kal VABUHOV DTtvov

€lg 6 ke 81 Auking evpeing dfjpov kwvtat,

£v04 € TapyhoovaL kaotyvnTol Te Tl Te

TOPBw Te oTAAN TE* TO YAp Yépag £oti Bavovtwv. (Iliad 16.450-458)

33 Ps.-Hermog. Meth. 12.1 ed. Patillon 2014: [1]6 év &pyfi Tt Aéyew éni kepahaiwvy mept OV TIg
péMeL kataokevaletv f| Siddoketv. Similar definitions are found in Quint. 9.2.106 and Anon.
Seg. 11.
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But if he is dear to you and your heart is grieved, then allow him to be vanquished in the
mighty combat at the hands of Patroklos, son of Menoitios; but when his soul and life have
left him, send Death and sweet Sleep to carry him away until they come to the land of wide
Lycia; and there will his brothers and his kinspeople give him burial with mound and pil-
lar; for this is the privilege of the dead.

Zeus assents to Hera’s suggestion, and indeed the plot evolves in just this way. In
Eustathios’ view, the mpoék0eolg is thus a means for the poet to give the inquis-
itive listener an appetizer for the upcoming events, often with the effect of reas-
suring the typically pro-Greek listener that victory, ultimately, will belong to the
Greeks.>

In the passage on Sarpedon, Eustathios mentions three other examples of
divine plans presented in the form of mpoek6éoelg, namely Hera’s suggestion
on how to renew the battle after the duel between Menelaos and Paris in Iliad
4 (vv. 62-65), Zeus’ decision to allow the gods to interfere in battle in Iliad 20
(vv. 20-30), and Zeus’ assent to Thetis to restore the honour of her son Achilles
in Iliad 1 (vv. 528-530). The mention of the latter is particularly interesting since
it ties in with Eustathios’ ideas on the centrality of Achilles in the Iliadic plot and
the importance of the Dios boulé for the course of events. A brief excursion to
Eustathios’ interpretation of the proem of the Iliad, where Achilles’ wrath and
the Dios boulé are mentioned for the first time, is therefore warranted.

In his Parekbolai on Iliad 1.5 (A6 & £teleieto PovAn, ‘and the plan of Zeus
was fulfilled’), Eustathios refers to a debate among earlier exegetes about the
motives underlying Zeus’ plan: why did the father of gods and men wish to be-
stow much misery upon the Greeks, sending many of them to the realm of
Hades? Some people, Eustathios explains, hold the opinion that it was Zeus’ in-
tention to relieve the earth from overpopulation; others contend that Achilles’
honour was his main motivation.® Eustathios adheres to the latter interpretation
and, throughout the Parekbolai on the Iliad, repeatedly underscores that Zeus is

34 See e.g. Eust. in Il 1113.20-24 on lliad 17.443-455, where Zeus, addressing Achilles’ horses,
announces that the Trojans will not be successful much longer, but that the tide of battle will
turn at the end of the day. Cf. in II. 839.15-17 (on Iliad 11.185-195), where Eustathios explains
that Homer included a mpoékBeoig in the words of Zeus to entertain his inquisitive listeners,
who are eager to know what will happen. Eustathios’ notion of npoékfeoig thus overlaps to a
large extent with the ‘table of content’ speeches of modern narratology (see De Jong 2001, 15).
35 Eust. in I 20.13-21. As a supporter of the first option Eustathios mentions Euripides
(Or. 1639-1642); both explanations are mentioned in schol. D Il 1.5; the scholion refers to the
Cypria, where the idea of overpopulation is implied at the beginning of the poem (Bernabé
fr. 1 with app. test.). For an interpretation of the Dios boulé as aiming to enforce the condition
humaine, see Murnaghan 1997.
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minded to restore Achilles’ honour,* and that his plan must be fulfilled no mat-
ter what. Furthermore, the plan of Zeus rather than the wrath of Achilles causes
the Greeks to suffer great losses. Without a divine plan supporting it, Eustathios
argues, Achilles’ wrath could not have had disastrous consequences of the epic
extent to which the Iliad testifies.’”

This last observation ties in with Eustathios’ general notion of Homer as
@\ax\Mevg (‘fond of Achilles’): in his view, Homer intends to clear Achilles of
any blame for the Greek misery by means of the Dios boulé. The poet indicates
that the Trojan War evolved according to a divine plan or, allegorically speaking,
as fate has decreed.?® In an extensive note at the outset of the Parekbolai on Iliad
1, Eustathios explains how the Iliadic plot in fact revolves around Achilles: the
poem starts with Achilles’ wrath, it mentions the hero numerous times during
his absence lest the audience forget him, it ends with Hektor’s funeral because
the poet cannot bear to relate the unworthy death of his beloved Achilles, et ce-
tera.* Like Zeus, then, the poet considers Achilles and his honour of paramount
importance. With Zeus’ plan aiming at Achilles’ honour and the poet’s plot re-
volving around the hero, it seems only a small step to equate the plan of Zeus
(i.e. fate) with the poetic plan of Homer, especially when we take into account
the idea of Zeus as the mind of the poet (see Section 2.1). Eustathios, however,
nowhere explicitly draws the parallel between the Dios boulé and the poetical
plan.*°

Nevertheless, the plan of Zeus determines to a large extent how the plot of
the Iliad is developed and at the same time motivates the course of events. In
other words, the poet lends plausibility to his plot by making the events happen
according to Zeus’ plan. Eustathios thus often draws attention to the divine mo-

36 See especially Eust. in Il. 164.1-3 and 694.39. The plan has reached perfection with Hector’s
death: Eust. in Il. 1296.24-25.

37 Eust. in II. 20.5-8.

38 Eust. in Il. 20.9-11. The allegory of Zeus as fate (whether eipappévn or poipa) is frequently
found in the Parekbolai. See e.g. in Il. 435.27-36; see also in Il. 724.13-16, where Eustathios argues
that the plan of Zeus = the decree of fate. The allegorical interpretation of Zeus as fate is also
found in schol. D Ii. 1.5.

39 Eust. in Il 14.26-44. Numerous times throughout the Parekbolai Eustathios’ draws attention
to Homer’s desire to mention Achilles; see e.g. Eust. in Il. 503.21-23; 654.23-24. On Homer as
@\ayA\edg see also Hunter, this volume.

40 In modern Homeric scholarship, this parallel is drawn, for instance, in Eberhard 1923. He
argues that “dieser Plan des Zeus [...] ist offenbar der Plan des Dichters. Er enthilt die vom Dicht-
er konstruierten Grundlinien des ganzen Epos und ist bestimmend und ausschlaggebend fiir den
Verlauf der Handlung. Homer aber begriindet diesen Plan ausdriicklich mit dem ‘Schicksal’ [...].
In diesem Schicksal konzentriert sich demnach die poetische Idee” (pp. 37-38).
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tivation underlying certain events: Patroklos must fall before besieging the Tro-
jan wall, since a successful teichomachia without Achilles does not tally with the
plan of Zeus; the Greek commanders need to leave the battlefield in Iliad 11 in
order that Hektor is victorious according to the plan of Zeus, et cetera.** Plans
of the other gods can have a similar motivating function, as Eustathios’ interpre-
tation of the agreement between Apollo and Athena at the beginning of Iliad 7
illustrates. He explains that Homer, searching for a more novel (katvdtepov)
yet plausible way (mBavdcg) to end the day of fighting, invents the duel between
Hektor and Aias and the plan of Athena and Apollo as its motivation, which he
outlines, as usual, in a poékOeoig (Iliad 7.36-42).** Eustathios reconstructs the
poetic process as follows:

TR 8e GAnBeia 6 oONTAG EauTOV £pebilel TPog {ATNOWY TOD TG &v TIAWON TV HAXNV TAS
TPATNG MUEPAS, Kkai Voel kohdv eival TO 1 povopayiag a0ty Aboal. A ein &v Adnva
HEV 1| Tiap’ aOT@® SevOTNG T{ToL PPOVNOLG, ATIOMWV 8E 1 &V aOT@ Eppelng Téxvn kal wg ei-
TEWV HOVOIKN Kol Grwdov pndev €xovoa. (Eust. in Il 663.4-6)

In reality, the poet challenges himself to examine how to end the battle of the first day, and
comes to the conclusion that it is good to end it with a duel. Therefore his skilfulness or
intelligence could be Athena, Apollo his tuneful and, so to speak, musical craft, that has
nothing that is out of tune.

In the gods, Eustathios again sees the mind of the poet at work, who employs
divine characters as effective poetic devices for creating a well-motivated and
plausible plot.

4 Plausibility at risk: divine interventions and
alternative narrative directions

In the previous sections we have already encountered several times the notion of
plausibility (r@avotng), which the rhetorical handbooks by, for instance, Ailios
Theon and Aphthonios list among the key virtues of narrative, whether historical
or fictional.”* Implementing rhetorical theory, Eustathios starts from the assump-

41 On the impossibility to besiege the wall of Troy without Achilles: Eust. in II. 689.56-62; on
the withdrawal of the Greek commanders: Eust. in Il 849.49-51.

42 Eust. in Il. 662.8-17; 662.63-663.1.

43 Theon lists the virtues of narrative in Prog. 79.20-32, and discusses plausibility in
Prog. 76.34-7710 ed. Patillon-Bolognesi 1997. Aphthonios’ list of narrative virtues can be
found in Prog. 2.4 ed. Patillon 2008. Interesting is also the discussion by John of Sardis in his
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tion that Homer constantly strives to imbue his narrative with plausibility, for in-
stance by providing the course of events with divine motivation (see Section 3),
which is only one of the many Homeric techniques to achieve this goal. Relevant
to the present inquiry into the narrative role of the Homeric gods is also Eusta-
thios’ idea that Homer at times purposefully jeopardises the plausibility of his
plot. This is by no means a negative evaluation, but rather a sign of true excel-
lence. Ancient literary criticism commonly held that sublimity can only be
achieved by taking risks, even if this means that, occasionally, mistakes are
made.** An author who always plays it safe, who is afraid to take risks, will
never write sublime works, as for instance Pseudo-Longinos argues in his trea-
tise On the Sublime.*® Pseudo-Hermogenes, whose rhetorical treatises greatly in-
fluenced Byzantine rhetoric, also repeatedly refers to daring in positive terms,
provided that it remains within the boundaries of plausibility.*®

Eustathios’ notion of Homeric daring must be evaluated in equally positive
terms: by deliberately creating a problematic situation (&mopia) or bringing his
plot into difficulty (e.g. 10 Suoyepég) or danger (e.g kivBuvog, TO KIVSUV@DSEC)
Homer challenges himself to find a solution and maintain the plausibility of
his narrative, while at the same time raising the listeners’ attention.” Generally
speaking, Eustathios identifies two situations that threaten the plausibility of the
plot: on the one hand, the principle that Homeric poetry is bound to follow his-
torical fact entails that plausibility is destroyed if the plot includes events that do
not tally with or even contradict historical truth; on the other hand, the premise
that the narrative world should be internally plausible renders impossible, im-
probable, or inappropriate elements problematic. As an excellent narrative
poet, Homer is able to play with the boundaries of plausibility without ever
crossing them. He frequently employs the gods in their mythical meaning, that
is to say, as characters in the narrative, to keep his plot on a plausible course
in deliberately created difficulties.

As a result of the poet’s obligation to follow historical truth, certain poten-
tially interesting narrative paths are blocked, as Eustathios argues for instance
in his Parekbolai on Iliad 5. The encounter between Aineias and Diomedes in bat-

Commentary on Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata 23.16-24.22 ed. Rabe 1928. The Homeric scholia, too,
study the plausibility of the Homeric narrative. See Niinlist 2009, Chapter 1 (passim), Chapter 8;
Meijering 1987, 201-203.

44 The topic is explored in De Jonge 2012. See especially pages 283-285 and 293-297.

45 Ps.-Longin. 33.2. Cf. Dion. Hal. Comp. 13.

46 See e.g. Ps.-Hermog. Inv. 3.10.1-3 Patillon (2012a).

47 Eust. in II. 1199.54-1200.1 on Iliad 20, where Aineias meets Achilles in battle and would have
been killed had not the gods prevented it by warning Aineias.
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tle seems to lead inevitably to the unhistorical event of Aineias’ death, until Aph-
rodite enters the scene (5.311-317). Eustathios points to the poetic technique un-
derlying this scene:

"0t &&v Do ioTopiag éBondeito, eiyev &v 6 momTHg viadla Tov Aiveiav DO TG AlopRdn
AVeNEDV. 816 pnot “kal Vi kev v’ dmdAotto” kai £E7iG. £mel 8€ oUk Exel ToDTO i0TOPOVHEVOV
- kol yap ko’ ioTopiav kol peta v GAwowv Tfig Tpoiag mepicotv 0 Aivelag — Plrtel pev
avTOV évtadOa €ig kivBuvov, éaipeital 82 avbig pebddw Mo Tk 81’ émetoodiov Oeiwv mpo-
ownwv, 10D Te AMOMwVOC Kol Tig Appoditng, mepl NG kai TepateveTal boa BovAeTat. (Eust.
in 1. 550.28-33)

If he had been assisted by historical truth, the poet could have killed Aineias at this point in
the story at the hands of Diomedes. Therefore he says “and now he would have perished”
(Iliad 5.311) et cetera. But because this is not historically recorded — for according to history
Aineias is still alive after the capture of Troy — he brings him into danger here and frees him
again through a poetic method that consists of an intervention of divine characters, Apollo
and Aphrodite, about whom he tells marvels as many as he wants.

Homer is aware of the ‘historical’ fact that Aineias was alive after the capture of
Troy — his mantic powers even allow him to be familiar with Aineias’ role in
Roman history, as Eustathios argues elsewhere*® — and therefore invents Aphro-
dite’s intervention to save her son from death. In Eustathios’ view, the poet at
times deliberately creates ‘dangerous situations’ like Aineias’ imminent doom,
only to solve the problem by inventing divine interventions. This solution is a po-
etic method, a Homeric custom foreshadowing the deus ex machina of ancient
tragedy,*” as mythical elements are an exclusively poetic characteristic. For espe-
cially in the mythical marvels, beyond the restrictions of historical truth, Homer
has complete freedom to invent whatever he wishes. Such deliberately created
difficulties, then, are a means for the poet to suggest what alternative course
his narrative could have taken: he makes his audience believe, if only for a mo-
ment, that he could have let Aineias perish at the hands of Diomedes.*®

Of a less far-reaching nature are difficulties involving the appropriateness or
probability of events or narrative details. Throughout the Parekbolai, Eustathios
repeatedly raises questions like ‘how is it possible that Diomedes recognises
Aphrodite and Ares in Iliad 5 or ‘how can Odysseus mount horses (plural) in

48 Eust. in II. 1209.6-9.

49 Eust. in Il 195.41-196.1 on Iliad 2.155-168 where Athena is sent to the Greek encampment to
prevent the army from going home; in II. 426.2-19 on Iliad 3.373-381 where Aphrodite saves Paris
from perishing in the duel with Menelaos.

50 Modern narratology refers to such situations as if not-situations (De Jong 1987, 68-81) or re-
versal passages, ‘misdirecting’ the expectations of the listener (Morrison 1992).
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Iliad 10.513, when Diomedes already has mounted the other horse of the span
stolen from king Rhesos?’, for which he, of course, always finds a solution.** In-
terestingly, Eustathios’ projects a similar problem-and-solution pattern on
Homer, as his discussion of Iliad 14 illustrates. The narrative runs the risk of be-
coming implausible or even ridiculous when Zeus proposes Hera to make love
out in the open air on Mount Ida (Iliad 14.341-343). Homer expresses the difficul-
ty of this situation through Hera, thereupon providing a solution through Zeus:

Ot 8e&10g amopnoag, wg Eppedn, dia Tiig “Hpag 6 mon g evmMAaoTiag xapw kal mbavotn-
T0G, @G av £ol Tade yehola Gvta kal 0VBE oepvd, AVeL TO &ropov Bl ToD Ao, einbvTog
“Hpn, pnte Bewv 16 ye SeidlBL pute Tiv' GvBpv GecBar Tolov Tol &yw VEPOG” Kal
£EG, W avTika eiproetal. (Eust. in I 990.41-43)

For the sake of good inventing and plausibility the poet cleverly raises a difficulty, as was
said (in II. 989.60-64), through Hera, namely how these things could happen, being ridic-
ulous and not at all solemn, and he solves the difficulty through Zeus, saying: “Hera, fear
not in this that any god or man will see, with such a cloud will I” et cetera (Iliad 14.341-345),
as will be discussed presently (in Il. 990.45-51).

The poet is aware of the potential implausibility of the divine lovemaking scene
and himself points to the problematic aspect of the situation: what if the other
gods would see them? In Zeus’ answer, he immediately provides the solution
that he has thought out to maintain plausibility. A skilful narrative poet like
Homer thus pushes the boundaries of plausibility, yet never crosses the line,
solving potential problems before he is in real trouble.

Conclusion

For Eustathios, the mythical gods are essential to the Homeric epics as narrative
masterpieces. Placing them firmly within the mythical narrative world of the
Iliad, Eustathios does not feel compelled to excuse Homer for their presence,
nor to explain them away. Above all, Homer is a skilful rhetorician and a plau-
sible narrative poet, who has complete freedom to invent events at his own dis-
cretion and develop his narrative as he wishes, especially in its mythical epi-
sodes. We can therefore discern Homer’s skilful methods and techniques not

51 Diomedes: Eust. in Il 529.44-530.8 on Iliad 5.127-128 (solution in mythical terms: because
Athena took away the mist from his eyes; solution in allegorical terms: because an experienced
commander like Diomedes easily recognises those who fight in an irrational rage like Ares, and
those who fight in a divine and superhuman manner); Rhesos’ horses: Eust. in Il 821.2-5 (per-
haps it is a question of formulation, or perhaps there were four horses).
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least in the poetic Tepatohoyia (‘marvel tales’). According to Eustathios, the poet
employs the plans of the gods, often outlined in a mpoékBeoig, to provide his
course of events with divine motivation, a technique conducive to plausibility.
As a self-confident narrator, Homer daringly pushes the boundaries of plausibil-
ity without ever crossing them. Moreover, he foregrounds his well-motivated au-
thorial choices and skilful composition process through the characters of the
gods.

Eustathios’ image of Homer as author, Homeric poetry as fictional narrative,
and the Homeric gods as (allegorical) narrative devices is inextricably connected
to the twelfth-century intellectual and literary context of the Parekbolai. Komne-
nian Byzantium saw a renewed interest in Homeric epic and allegorical interpre-
tation, for reasons of rhetorical virtuosity rather than religious apology, as well
as a revival of fictional genres like the ancient novel. To stay with the example of
the novel, Komnenian novelists employ the mythical gods in a manner that dis-
plays many similarities with their role in Homeric epic as interpreted by Eusta-
thios: they are characters in a fictional narrative world and, at times, have a
self-referential allegorical meaning, referring to the author and his own dis-
course. Thus, Eustathios’ interpretation of Homeric poetry is more than a monu-
ment of classical philology. As a document of their time, the Parekbolai reflect
contemporary ideas on narrative and fiction, and may therefore provide us
with valuable clues for studying and understanding Byzantine fiction and narra-
tive,>* which is found in texts across various genres and has only recently started
to be studied for its literary merit.>?
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René Niinlist

Was Eustathius Afraid of the Blank Page?

Eustathius was a very prolific writer. His commentaries on the Homeric epics
alone fill several thousand pages in modern editions. Each of the two commen-
taries is six to seven times longer than the respective epic itself.' Read against
this backdrop, the title of this paper may seem ludicrous. How could Eustathius
possibly be said to be afraid of the blank page? True, were it not for those pas-
sages in which Eustathius appears to express a concern for whether an author
has sufficient material to talk about. In fact, both prefaces to his Homeric com-
mentaries address this issue, that is, the problem is dealt with in places that are
both prominent and of programmatic relevance. In each case he argues that
there is a noticeable difference between the Iliad and the Odyssey. To Eustathius’
mind, the Odyssey is characterised by a certain dearth of suitable narrative ma-
terial.

In the preface to his commentary on the Iliad, the relevant section comes to-
wards the end in a general comparison of the two epics (in Il 4.44ff. = 1.74ff. van
der Valk). First, Eustathius essentially follows the much-discussed view of Aris-
totle (Po. 1459b13) and Pseudo-Longinus (subl. 9.15) when he asserts that, where-
as the Iliad is characterised by more dignity (cepvotépa) and by the sublime
(0og) and is thus “more heroic” (fpwikwTépa), the Odyssey is AOr. What ex-
actly this is supposed to mean is by no means clear, but this intriguing question
must be left aside in the present context.” Eustathius continues his general com-
parison of the two Homeric epics with a second point:

(1) kai &1L TNV Opnpiknv ioxLV 0V TocovTov €v Tf TAGdL £oTt katapadelv, Goov év Tij Odvo-
oelg. évtabBa pev yap moAAat dgpoppal €ig pritopeiag dapidetav, Ekel 8¢ YAloxpOTaTOg Kol
n&vTy OAty6bAog O Tod BiBAiov okomog. kal dpwg éEnpkecev 6 oS BiPAov kal xeivnv
AKAVEe kal TolWTNV Slaokevdoacdal Tapadelkvowy, OTL TapTAOVOLOG £0TL Kal Tavy
@OTIOG &V Te TOAVAPOPHOLG Kal £V pr| TOLUTALG YPa@ais. 80ev Ekelvo pev TO PBAiov
amo £vog mpoowmov Tod O8vocEwg wvopacev VTOSNAGVY TO OAiyov Tfig ToD ypa@ewv

1 The exact figures are: 820,814 words for the commentary on the Iliad (compared to the Iliad’s
115,477 words: factor 7.1), 566,007 words for the commentary on the Odyssey (compared to the
Odyssey’s 87,765 words: factor 6.4). To compare, all of Plato is just over 600,000 words. Presum-
ably, the commentary on the Odyssey is somewhat shorter because Eustathius declares to leave
out the questions that are adequately dealt with in his commentary on the Iliad (in Od. 1380.13-
14 = p. 10.17-18 Cullhed).

2 Possible answers can be found in e.g. Russell 1964, 99; Biihler 1964, 47-52, 75-76; Mazzucchi
1992, 183-184; see also Pontani 2000, 27.
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VANG, wg pova 8fbev AeEwv T katd Tov O8vooea, el kal A wG katd péBodov oikeiav kol
£tepa MOMG mopevenAeEe. Tavtny 8¢ TV BiBAov cuAAnmTkwTepov TAG8a €kdheoe KTA.
(Eust. in IL 4.46-5.8 = 1.7.7-16 van der Valk)

(It must be said at the outset) also that the Homeric force (iox0g) is not detectable in the
same way in the Iliad as in the Odyssey. For here (i.e., in the Iliad) there are many starting-
points (&poppai) for rhetorical abundance, whereas there (i. e., in the Odyssey) the object of
the book is very scanty (yAwyxpotatog) and altogether lacking in material (mavtn OAt-
YyOUAog). The poet (i.e., Homer) was nevertheless strong enough to lay out that other
book (i.e., the Odyssey) in such a size and quality, thereby showing that he is resourceful
and fully competitive both in works that provide many starting-points (i.e., such as the
Iliad) and in works that do not (i.e., such as the Odyssey). Therefore, he named that
other book after a single character, Odysseus, thereby implying the relative lack of narrative
material (T dAtyov Tiig ToD ypagewv VANG), as if he was going to speak exclusively about the
events around Odysseus, even though he also inserted (mapevénAete) many other things in
accordance with his typical approach. On the other hand, he gave the present book the
more comprehensive title ‘Iliad’ etc.?

Several points made here recur in the relevant section of the preface to the Odys-
sey (1379.40ff. = p. 6.10ff. Cullhed). Eustathius first repeats the notion that the
Odyssey shows more ﬁeog than the Iliad. It also contains deep insights while su-
perficially having the appearance of simplicity (cf. n. 4). And:

(2) iotéov 8¢ 6L mAvu yAioxpa Ta Tiig UnoBEoewg év T PiPAiw ToUTw Kal Goropa kal OAL-
YOUAa. kol €l pr| 6 oA E€€lpLokev, olog avTdg, pnyavag Tatvopod Tf mowoet GAAoTe
dAAag, otov Tov ToD TnAepdyov mhobv, TV mapd Toig daia&l pakpdv GSoleoxiav, T mapd
1@ Edpaie Aoprpd Yevopata kal & GAAa, £V 0TEVE KOWSH £KelTo aTd T TFAG KATK TIOi-
notv Siaokevii§ kTA. (Eust. in Od. 1379.42-46 = p. 6.13-18 Cullhed).

Note that the subject-matter in this book (i.e., in the Odyssey) is totally scanty (révv yAi-
oxpa) and barren (Gomopa) and lacking in material (0AtydvAa). And if the poet had not —
characteristically — found means of expanding (mAatvopdg) his poem here and there, for
instance, the voyage of Telemachus, the long conversation with the Phaeacians, the bril-
liant lying tales with Eumaeus, and so on, the rhetorical elaboration of his poem would
have been in a shortage altogether etc.

The general similarity of the two passages is obvious and pointed out by van der
Valk (1971), Pontani (2000) and Cullhed (2014) in their notes (ad locc.). In pas-
sage (2), the expression v 1@ BBAiw ToOTw implies the differentation between
the two Homeric poems that text (1) makes explicit. Terminologically, both pas-
sages express the Odyssey’s lack of suitable narrative material, among other
things, by means of the adjectives yAioxpog and 6Aty6iAog. Of these, the former

3 Unless indicated otherwise, the translations are mine. They generally aim for literalness. This
seems the best way to cope with Eustathius’ sentences, which tend to be long and complex.
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means something like ‘scanty, poor, meagre’.* The latter term 6AtyoiiAog means
‘short in material’ and is in all likelihood Eustathius’ own coinage. A TLG search
reveals that the word is attested in Eustathius alone, and the total is a mere five
matches, two of which are included above in texts (1) and (2).> The hypothesis
that 6AtyoiAog was coined by Eustathius himself receives further support from
the following argument. When looking at his vocabulary in general, one easily
detects a penchant for compounds with 6Atyo-. The total of such compounds
in Eustathius amounts to forty-two. More importantly, there are at least twelve
words which are not attested outside of his works (based on TLG searches and
the LBG). These are: 0Aty6dakpug (hapax), oAtyokepdng (hapax), OAtyokAnpog
(hapax), 6AtyoxUpavtog (hapax), oOAtyohadéw®, dAyopvboc’, dAtyootadiog, oAl
yoox8ng (hapax), oAtyotpepng (hapax), oAtyovmvéw®, OAtyoypnotia (hapax),
and, of course, dAtydiAog itself.” There can be no doubt that he is very fond
of such words.'® A similar penchant can also be seen in his semantic explana-
tions, where he likes glossing the privative a with 6Atyo-. For instance, dAtyoxAn-
pog in the list above glosses GkAnpog, or the name of the ABiot is explained as
OAtyoBol™ In spite of the fact that Eustathius is fond of these compounds
and probably coined several of them himself, it does remain remarkable that
he did so in one case in order to give expression to the dearth of narrative ma-
terial, a phenomenon that he considers characteristic of the Odyssey.

4 Although yAioxpog can have the meaning ‘sticky’ (i.e., difficult: LS] s.v. B I), to render the pres-
ent attestation with “quite difficult to deal with” (Cullhed 2014, 7) is unlikely to be right because
the immediate context declares that the Odyssey is “sweeter and simpler” (yAvkvTtépa Te Kal
dpeleotépa) than the Iliad and characterised by “apparent (or superficial) simplicity” (év ém-
nohafovon GrAGTNTY). See also the Italian translation by Pontani, “assai esile” (2000, 10, and
the relevant note p. 28).

5 The remaining three are in Il. 272.9 (1.416.25 van der Valk, = text 7), in Od. 1851.49, de emen-
danda vita monachica 42.14; see Pontani (2000, 28).

6 The verb is unique to Eustathius (hapax, in Il. 1278.12 = 4.646.23 van der Valk), the adjective
OAtyOAadog is attested in a few other Byzantine texts (see LBG s..).

7 The adjective is a hapax (Eust. in Pind. 34.1 Kambylis), so is the noun 6Atyopv8ia, attested in
Democritus (VS 68 B 274 D-K).

8 The verb is again unique to Eustathius, nominal forms are attested in Appian (Iber. 312), Galen
(10.538.2 Kiihn), Iamblichus (VP 3.13, 16.69) and Eustathius himself (in Il. 791.10 = 3.21.30 van der
Valk; in Od. 1648.48; 1789.19).

9 The list does not comprise words that are not unique to Eustathius but poorly attested outside
of his works (e.g. OAty68ovAog, OAtyoepyng, OAtyokivBuvog, OAlyopRkng, OAyomoug,
OALyOmUPOG).

10 The same conclusion was reached by Pontani (2000, 28) based on two such compounds, OAt-
yooydng and OAtyounkng (the latter is actually attested in Photius t 249).

11 &xAnpog: Eust. in Od. 1695.37; ABuot: in I 916.16 (= 3.425.26-27 van der Valk).
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The other term, yAioxpog, is well attested from the 5th century BC onwards. It
is, however, difficult to come up with parallels for what in Eustathius appears to
refer specifically to the scantiness of narrative material. When the adjective is put
to use by ancient writers to describe literary art and its products, it tends to criti-
cise the text or author in question for petty or pedantic arguments and not spe-
cifically to address the lack of narrative material.’* Perhaps the best parallel
comes from a late antique commentary which contrasts yAioxpog and UArn. The
fact that this is a commentary on Hermogenes may well be relevant (see below):

(3) TO pév yap yAioxpov kal e0TENES TG GppBoAiaG eikOTwWG TEAEVTATOV GV €ln, TO 8¢ TAel-
ova €xelv DAV TOV GUANOYLOHOV Kol TRV GVTIVOMIAY GMATEL aOT TP@TR Pndijvat KTA.
(Sopater in Hermog. status 5.196.29 Walz).

The scanty (yAioypov) and cheap (character) of the ambiguity would naturally come at the
end (sc. of Hermogenes’ account). On the other hand, the fact that the syllogism and the
conflict of laws contain more material (DAnv) required them to be mentioned at the begin-
ning etc.

Even though the commentary clearly addresses the question to what extent
something is worth talking about, yAioxpog is not a purely quantitative category
here and keeps its negative undertones, as the juxtaposition with ebteAr|g dem-
onstrates. Elsewhere, Sopater does describe a speech in defence more neutrally
as Ppayeia and yAioxpa (5.72.6 Walz)." In Eustathius’ commentaries, at any rate,
yAioxpog as a literary term is largely free of negative connotations and simply re-
fers to the scantiness of narrative material and the exiguousness of the ac-
count.™

12 E.g. Plut. aud. poet. 31e, aud. 43a, Luc. Bis acc. 34. In all three cases, yAioypog is combined
with a word for ‘small’, Aerrt6g in Lucian, pukpog in Plutarch (for the combination see also Dem.
Aristocr. 208, Dion. Hal. Dem. 52, Plut. Cic. 3.7, Galba 16.2 etc.). Hunter and Russell 2011, 178 (on
Plut. aud. poet. 31e) rightly see yAioxpog as being said “of someone given to pedantic problems”.
The translation should therefore not be “sticky, difficult” (which describes yAioxpog as a quality
mostly of liquids, cf. n. 4) but “petty(-minded), pedantic” (cf. Passow s.wv.: “kleinlich”).

13 Cf. also Max. Tyr. 21.5: aigO&vopat yép Tot £poutod YAoXpwg TO Tpaypa diehopévou kal deo-
pévou eikovog (“for I realize I am drawing a subtle distinction here and need to give you an il-
lustration” [Trapp]), where yAioxpog appears to include quantitative connotations (hence per-
haps “slender” instead of “subtle”?).

14 Cf. van der Valk 1976, Ixxx; further examples of this usage can be found in text (7), in
0d. 1914.8 (the subject-matter of the scene in which Odysseus strings the bow is meagre, with
the well-known simile of the singer testing his lyre adding grandeur) and in Dion. Per. 205.4 Miil-
ler (cf. n. 39). When applied to characters, however, yAioypog does carry the notion of stinginess
(e.g. in Il 806.44-45 = 3.74.1-3 van der Valk, with his note).
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The preface to the Odyssey (2) uses a third term, &omopog. Not only does this
term not occur in the preface to the Iliad (1), its meaning in text (2) is striking
because there seems to be no parallel for this figurative usage, let alone a par-
allel for a text that is considered &omopog. The adjective itself is attested once
more in Eustathius, where, however, the meaning is unquestionably literal, as
seems to be the case with all other attestations of the word.” It is therefore pos-
sible that Eustathius pioneered the figurative meaning, and the question arises
what his rationale was and how exactly the word should be understood. In
this connection, a possibility should be mentioned that, upon closer examina-
tion, turns out to be a red herring. When looking through the TLG matches of
domopog, one is likely to be struck by how frequently it refers to the virgin
birth of Mary, a usage that the clergyman Eustathius must have been familiar
with. It is, however, difficult to see how this should provide the key to passage
(2), where the adjective forms a triad with yAioxpog and dAtydiiAog. In light of
this, it seems more likely that the subject-matter of the Odyssey is compared to
a barren field, which makes it particularly difficult for the poet to reap enough
to compose a suitable poem. Homer, however, rises to the task and manages
to write an Odyssey that beats the odds in that he cleverly finds the tricks (unyo-
vai) that are necessary. According to the preface to the Iliad (1), this is indicative
of his force (ioy0g). As van der Valk notes on that passage, Eustathius agrees
with John Tzetzes that, contrary to the view prevalent in ancient scholarhsip,
pride of place should actually go to the Odyssey."”

Homer solves the fundamental problem of the Odyssey by inserting material
that is foreign to its main story (£tepa moAAG).”® The preface to the Odyssey (2)
mentions three examples, Telemachus’ voyage, and the conversations with the
Phaeacians and Eumaeus respectively. As to the first example, Telemachus’
trip to Pylos and Sparta, Cullhed (ad loc.) compares an Odyssean scholion that
goes back to Porphyry:

(4) kot VOV 8¢ Aextéov WG VTOBeTV aUTY (sc. TNV &rodnpiav TnAepdyov) memoinkev 6 moL-
nTg mowkihiag Adywv kai EaMhayfig iSe@v, va pf povoTpomog | THG MOsEWS O TPOMOG
(sch. Hom. Od. 1.284c Porph., ed. Pontani).

15 The passage is Eust. in Il. 1041.61 = 3.796.4 van der Valk, based on sch. AT Il 16.4a ex., and
describes a place where nothing grows.

16 E.g. Origenes, Schol. in Lucam, PG 17.321.20; Gregory of Nyssa (?), Ad imaginem Dei, PG
44.1336.5; Gregory Nazianzen (?), Christus patiens 512.

17 Van der Valk (1971, ad loc.): etiam Tzetzes Odysseam Iliadi anteponit, cf. Tz. Exeg. Il. 27.23-28
Hermann.

18 Readers of Gérard Genette may well be reminded of his term “heterodiegetic” (analepsis)
(1972 = 1980: 50).
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Here again (sc. in addition to sch. Hom. Od. 1.93b Porph.) one must say that the poet has
made it (sc. Telemachus’ trip) an excuse for the variety of the account and the alteration of
form, lest the mode of his poem be uniform.

The parallel is apt, but the differences must not be overlooked. For Porphyry, the
narrative purpose of Telemachus’ trip is mow\ia Adywv and €£aAAayn iBe@v,
that is, avoidance of uniformity and, by implication, boredom, whereas for Eu-
stathius it is a matter of finding suitable material to expand a slim poem. He
says so on at least three more occasions. First, in a note on Athena’s speech
in Odyssey 1.82-95 in which she develops the idea of Telemachus’ trip to the as-
sembled gods, Eustathius gives a whole list of its narrative purposes. The list
mentions, among other things, the following goals: the trip contributes “to the
expansion and elaboration of the poem” (gig¢ TAATUONOV TAG TE TOWOEWS Kol
€ig Blaokevny, in Od. 1393.50 = p. 106.14 Cullhed) and “to the providing of
much narrative material” (eig moplopov ovyviig iotopiag, in Od. 1393.51 =
p. 106.15 C.). Second, he notes that Athena’s miraculous exit in book 3 must
not take place in a desert place, but among men that are noteworthy, who
“will give the poet material that is worth talking about” (DAnv G&iav Adyov @
monTii 8woovat, in Od. 1471.49). Third, his commentary on book 4 argues that
“Telemachus’ trip to Sparta is a supply of stories” (icTopi@v xopnyla T® TONTH
yéyovev 6 tob TrAepdyov eig TNV Zn&pTnyv mAodG, in Od. 1483.14). A few lines
later, Eustathius does count the trip among the many mowiApata that “the Ho-
meric Muse wove into the poem’s garment” (moAAG mowkilparta 1| ‘Opnpikn
Moboa @ Tig momoewg TadTng MEMAw evémaa{o)ev, in Od. 1483.17-18). So, 1
do not mean to argue that he completely differs from Porphyry in text (4). The
point is that, by addressing the supply of suitable narrative material, he adds
a dimension that is not present in Porphyry’s discussion.'®

For the topic of this paper, the crucial terms in these notes are mMAaTUONOG,
xopnylia, moptopog and UAN. Two of them are already known from the two prefa-
ces (texts 1 and 2): the adjective dAty6iAog obviously presupposes the word DAn,
which is then expressly mentioned in the second part of text (1). And the preface
to the Odyssey (2) speaks of the mAatvopdg. The two terms are again combined in
Eustathius’ description of what a proem is supposed to achieve:

(5) 8tL womep &v Th TAGSL einwv “pupia Axaiolg EBnkev Ayea” (= I1. 1.2) kal “moAAag ip6i-
poug Yuyag Aidt mpoionpev” (IL. 1.3) EvEQnve TOIG GKPOXTAIS, WG &V TPOEKBETEWG AOYW, WG

19 Note also that the very next sentence after text (2) speaks about “broadening the narrow
path” (tryv oTeviy &tpamov ... ebpvvay, in Od. 1379.46, p. 6.19 Cullhed), which forms the obvious
counterpart to év otevd at the end of text (2) (Pontani 2000, 29).
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£otaL aUT@ VAN ToD TG MO OEWS TAATUOHOD T& pupia GAyea kal 6 T@V TOA@V BAvaTog,
oUTW Kal VOV €V 1@ “péha toA& AGyxBn” (Od. 1.1-2) kai “moA@v avBpwnwv idev dotea”
(= 0d. 1.3) TOV TpOMOV TPOEKTIBETAL 8’ 0 TV MOINCV MAATUVEL 1| Yap MOADTAAVOG ToD
0dvootwg mepiodog mAGTog Tfi mowmoel évdopilevoetan (Eust. in Od. 1382.20-23 =
p. 24.13-18 Cullhed).

N.b. just as in the Iliad, by saying ‘put pains thousandfold upon the Achaians’ and ‘hurled
in their multitudes to the house of Hades strong souls of heroes’, he (i.e., Homer) showed
his audience, in accordance to the principle of an exhibition in advance (mpoékfeatg), that
the countless pains and the death of many will be for him the material to expand his poem,
here (sc. in the Odyssey) too he equally exhibits in advance by means of ‘was driven far
journeys’ and ‘many were they whose cities he saw’ how he will expand his poem. For
the many wanderings of Odysseus’ journey will provide the poem with abundant material
to expand on.

The opening lines of both epics have the function of what in rhetorical terminol-
ogy is called a poékOeoig: they briefly set out in advance what the subsequent
narrative is going to be about.?’ These points are thus the material (VAn) that will
undergo an expansion (mAatvopdg) by the poet.”* Needless to say, the points
raised by the proem and then expanded in the subsequent narrative refer to
the core of the text in question.?” Conceptually and terminologically, Eustathius’
description clearly depends on ancient rhetorical handbooks. A good candidate
is Hermogenes, whose influence on Eustathius is well documented.” There is,
however, a small but important difference. Hermogenes’ own writings have a
great deal to say on the topic of expansion, but they do so by means of the
verb mAatOvw, whereas the noun mAatuopdg is not attested in his oeuvre.?

20 On mpo¢kBeatg in ancient literary criticism see Niinlist 2009, 35.

21 The commentary on the opening lines of the Iliad is very similar, the main difference being
that instead of mpoékBeoig Eustathius uses the comparable term ripootkovopia: tadta (sc. IL 1.2-
3) 8¢ mpootkovopiat giot ToD mAatuopod Tiig TALS0g Ta Yap pupia GAyea kal oi ool Bavartot
TOANV TTAVTWG Ypa@iig UAnv Swoovet 1@ mownti] (Eust. in IL 16.7-8 = 1.26.10-12 van der Valk:
“These lines [sc. Il. 1.2-3] prepare in advance the Iliad’s expansion. For the countless pains and
the numerous deaths will give the poet abundant material to write on”). Instances of Tipo£k6eatg
or mpootkovopia can of course occur later in the poem: in Od. 1393.20, 1394.11, 1410.1, etc.

22 Pace Pontani, who argues that Eustathius uses the term mAatuopdg “per indicare 'amplifi-
cazione ... ottenuta per lo piu attraverso digressioni o aggiunte estranee alla linea principale
della narrazione” (2000, 29). He seems to follow van der Valk (1976: xxxiv with n. 3), whose em-
phasis on the mAatvopog’ recreative effect on the reader is equally onesided.

23 See van der Valk (1971, 1976: passim; cf. Keizer 1995: Index IV s.).

24 For the verb mlatOvw in Hermogenes see e.g. progymn. 3 (p. 716-17 Rabe), inv. 2.1 (p. 109.2
R.), 24 (p. 1153 R.), 2.7 (p. 119.23, 120.3, 121.3 R.). Several passages are dealing with the expan-
sion of the narrative.
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The noun does occur, however, in late antique commentaries on Hermogenes.?
So it seems likely that Eustathius again draws on these commentaries, just as has
been suggested for passage (3).

Both the noun mAatuopog and the verb mAatOvw recur in the remainder of
Eustathius’ commentaries. For example, in a note on Odyssey 15 (in
Od. 1785.48ff.), he argues that, after describing Telemachus’ departure from
Pylos, Homer could have continued immediately with the arrival on the shore
of Ithaca, that is, skip Od. 15.301-495. But Homer did not want to proceed in
this way because, among other things, by means of the scenes with Eumaeus
he provides himself with the expansion of the narrative (ropi{etat ... TAATUOUOV
Biynoewg, in Od. 1785.51). Needless to say, this is the third example that is al-
ready mentioned in text (2). And the verb mopiletat is of course cognate with
TIOPLOHAG.

This leaves us with yopnyia, for which there are immediate parallels in Eu-
stathius.?® For instance, a note on Odyssey 11 argues that Homer has Odysseus
descend to the Underworld with a view to a greater supply of material to write
on (rpdg yopnylav ypa@ig mieiova, in Od. 1666.14). This note also demonstrates
that the remark “and so on” (kai ta GAA\a) in text (2) must be taken at face value.
There are more examples of Odyssean expansion than the three mentioned
there. Another parallel for xopnyia comes from the commentary on the Iliadic
scene with Helen and Priam on the walls of Troy, the so-called Teijookoria in
book 3. It is said to be a “well-timed supply of stories” (ig ioTopi@v xopnyiav
ebkapov, in I 39130 = 1.617.2 van der Valk) for Homer, no doubt because
Helen and Antenor report many things about major Greek heroes. Three pages
later, Eustathius comes back to the same issue:

(6) olkovopel 8¢ O oG EvtadBa TV avThig (sc. EAévng) eig T0 Teiyog #£080vV TOAG i0TO-
prowv, Wg eipnTat, 8 avThg, T& pev Evpwnaia, Ta 8¢ €& Aclag, MG @AVATETAL O MIUNOAE-
vog Evpuntidng motel A wg év @otvicooig TOv map’ adT@® TAATTONEVOV TipeaPOTNV 818dokov-
Ta €k 10D Teiyoug MoANG T@V ££w TV Baohkry vedvida (Eust. in II. 394.10-13 = 1.620.7-11
van der Valk).

25 1l 8¢ €otL, @not (sc. Eppoyévng), duqynotg; 0v8ev GAA0 i mAaTUOpOG TG UMoKepévng UTto-
0¢oewg @G 8¢ mAatdvetal, £yw, @notv Eppoyévng, 818a&w. ékBroopal yap Toug TPOMoug
0aQ@s, 8U (v mAaTuvelg TO Drokeipevov mpdypa KTA. (Anon. in Hermog. inv. 7.722.26 Walz:
“What is narrative (i.e., the narrative section of a speech)?, Hermogenes asks. Nothing else
but the expansion of the underlying subject-matter. How to expand, I shall instruct you, says
Hermogenes. I shall clearly put forth the means by which you will expand the underlying subject
etc.”).

26 Before Eustathius see e.g. [Dion. Hal.] rhet. 11.3 (p. 37711 U.-R.), Max. Tyr. 1.7 (= line 223
Trapp).
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At this point the poet inserts into his plot her (sc. Helen’s) walk to the wall in order to report
many things by means of it - as mentioned before —, some European, some Asiatic, as will
become clear in due course. Euripides imitated this and, in particular in his Phoenician
Women, has the old man, his own invention, tell the princess (i.e., Antigone) from the
wall the many things that are happening outside (sc. of Thebes).

This note triggers two additional points. First, Eustathius argues that the narra-
tive strategy of the Tetyookomia was a model for Euripides, who imitated it, espe-
cially in his Phoenician Women. This is an obvious reference to the scene in
which Antigone and the Servant are standing on the walls of Thebes with the
latter describing the leaders of the attacking army (103-201). Eustathius’ note
is commenting on an Iliadic passage and discusses Euripides. Clearly, the poten-
tial problem of insufficient narrative material is not restricted to the Odyssey spe-
cifically. Second, the note does not contain any of the characteristic terms that
have been discussed so far. The fact that the concept ‘supply of narrative mate-
rial’ is nevertheless at stake here is made clear by means of the cross-reference to
the former passage (wg ipntal) and the circumlocution “in order to report many
things” (moA\G ioTopriowv). But the note itself addresses the issue without ac-
tually using any of the key terms. The same holds true, incidentally, for the com-
mentary on the Nekyia. There too we find another note (in addition to the one
mentioned above: 1666.14) that deals with the supply problem without using
any of the key terms.” Findings like these are a healthy reminder that relevant
material may go unnoticed if one focuses too narrowly on TLG searches alone.

As mentioned in the preceding paragraph, Eustathius does not restrict the
supply problem to the Odyssey. In fact, one particular passage in the Iliad trig-
gers a note that is not so very different from the two prefaces quoted at the be-
ginning of this paper (texts 1 and 2). The passage in question is none other than
the Catalogue of ships in Iliad 2, which ancient scholars dubbed Bowrtia. The
relevant note reads as follows:

(7) iotéov 8¢ &1, émel Hrtiov TO TG ‘Opnpikiis Bowwtiag PiPAiov, &1t 8¢ kai yAioxpov, o
HOVOG 0UTOG OKOMOG “Gpxovg V@V Epetv vijdg Te mpomdocag” (~ II. 2.493), TMopepmAEkel
Kkai pBoug kai ioTopiag kai émaivoug kol Tepal 6 MOMTAG U WV Kai TO HOVOElSEG EEaupel
TG GyNUaTKiiG mpaypateiag kal TAATOVEL TO OAydUAov kal Ty LITIOTNTA ToD Adyou
petamolel mpog yopyotnta (Eust. in Il 272.5-9 = 1.416.21-25 van der Valk).

N.b. since the book of the Homeric Boeotia (i.e., the Catalogue of ships), whose goal is

merely ‘to tell the lords of the ships and the ships numbers’, is supine and, in addition,
also meagre, the poet inserts myths and stories and eulogies and other things. In so

27 in Od. 1665.24: Odysseus’ descent péfo80g €0t TV €pe&fig SnAwbnoopévwy pbwv Te Kal
ioToplv (“is a means of producing the subsequent myths and stories”).
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doing, he also eliminates the uniformity of the purely narrative account, he expands the
shortage in material and he transforms the supineness into vigour.

The - as it were — quantitative aspect of the note will require little comment,
since the terms yAioypog, mapeprmAékw, mMatovw and OAtydiiAog will be familiar
by now. Like the Odyssey, the Catalogue of ships suffers from a certain dearth of
narrative material that needs to be supplemented by “other things” (Etepa). At
the same time, there is also a qualitative side to the note, in that the Catalogue
is said to be at risk of being uniform and therefore monotonous and boring, not
least because it is purely narrative (G@nynuatikog), that is, contains no speeches
which would add a dramatic element.?® The insertions not only expand the nar-
rative material, they also eliminate the risk of monotony and boredom. The rel-
evant term here is UTIOTNG, which, together with yopyotng, already forms a pair
of opposing terms in Hermogenes (id. 2.1, p. 312.7-8 Rabe). Eustathius adopts
them and is inclined to see UnTIOTNG as characteristic of the narrator-text, as op-
posed to speech. He returns to the problem on several occasions (van der Valk
1976, xxxiii with nn. 8-9).

Eustathius’ commentary on the Catalogue (7) combines two aspects: avoid-
ance of monotony and supply of narrative material. A similar combination recurs
in a note on Dione’s speech of consolation from Iliad 5. Her daughter Aphrodite
has been wounded by a mortal, Diomedes, and Dione tries to console her by list-
ing other gods who suffered a similar plight: Ares by the Aloeadae, Hera and
Hades each by Heracles (Il. 5.385-404). Another good example, Eustathius sug-
gests, would have been Dionysus, who was chased by Lycurgus, a story that Di-
omedes will mention later in his famous encounter with Glaucus (I. 6.130-140).
Eustathius recognises that the parallel is not exact because, unlike the other
three victims, Dionysus is not wounded:

(8) 810 xai SlaoTAOAG O TTOMNTIG TO TOLDTOV TTAPASELYpa EMGYEL AVTO VOTEPOV, G KAl Ypa-
@fig ebmoplav £auT® 0VTW TEYVWHEVOG Kal Stapopolg Emitndeg pepilwv TOmoLg T& GpoLx
vorpata (Eust. in Il. 559.42-45 = 2.96.14-17 van der Valk).

The poet therefore sets apart the paradigm (sc. of Lycurgus) and transfers it to a later point,
and at the same time he provides himself with a good supply of things to write on and pur-
posely distributes similar thoughts over various places.

By postponing the story to that later occasion, Homer achieves two things: he
provides himself with a supply of narrative material (ypa@fig edmopia) and he

28 On &enynpatikog/Sinynpatikog in ancient scholarship see Niinlist 2009, ch. 3 (with lit.).
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distributes similar ideas over multiple passages, thereby avoiding uniformity.*®
The scholia already give expression to the idea that poets sometimes ‘keep things
in store’ for later.>® Eustathius may well have taken his cue from such notes, but
he expressly brings out the point that such a postponement provides the poet
with a supply of narrative material. In other words, poets not only need to
make sure that they do not run out of suitable material, they also need to con-
sider how to make the best use of it.!

But what if there is really nothing to say on a particular topic? To be sure,
Eustathius does not put the question in these terms. There is, however, at
least one note that is best read against this backdrop. It is triggered by the
last of the twenty-nine Greek contingents that are mentioned in the Catalogue
of ships:

(9) Moyvitwv & Rpye TpdBoog TevBpndovog vide,

ol miept TInvelov kal IIRALov eivosi@uAlov

vaieokov: T@v pev Mpdoog Boog fyepdveve,

T® & dua tecoapakovta péhawvat viieg émovto (Il 2.756-759).

Prothods son of Tenthredon was leader of the Magnesians, those who dwelt about Peneios
and leaf-trembling Pelion. Of these Prothoos the swift-footed was leader. Following along
with him were forty black ships (Lattimore).

The mere four lines make this one of the shortest entries of the Catalogue, a part
of the poem that Eustathius generally felt to be a particular challenge (text 7).
This entry contains virtually nothing beyond the three elements that are manda-
tory and address the following questions: (i) The name of the people and their
leader, (ii) their territory, (iii) the size of their fleet. The only point that sticks
out here is a curious repetition. Line 758 repeats the name of the leader and pro-
duces something of a jingle together with the subsequent epithet: [Ip66oog Bodg.
Eustathius recognises the rhetorical figure énavaotpogn and justifies its pres-
ence in the following way:

29 The point about the distribution has an obvious similarity to those notes in which Eustathius
adopts the Aristarchean notion that the telling of a story can be distributed over multiple places;
cf. van der Valk 1976, xxxvi with n. 8. For Aristarchus’ view see Niinlist 2009, 171 with n. 6.
30 The Greek term is Topuievopay; cf. text (11) and Niinlist 2009, 49-51.

31 In a way, this is the governing principle that implicitly underlies the numerous notes on
oikovoplia from Hellenistic times onwards. On oikovopia in ancient literary criticism see Niinlist
2009, chapter 1 (with lit.).
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(10) énetndevoato 8e TO PnoEv, wg &v, Enel undév 1 éxet meplt IpoBOOU EIMETV EPEAKVOTIKOV
akofg, yapyohion avTriv GAwG mepkadel oxnpatt Enavactpoig KA. (Eust. in I1. 337.39-
40 = 1.527.32-528.2 van der Valk).

He (i.e., Homer) deliberately set out the account in this way, so that, since he has nothing to
say on Prothous that would attract the ear (sc. of the audience), he tickles it in a different
way by means of the very beautiful figure epanastrophé etc.

The gap created by the lack of narrative material that might attract an audience
is filled by a nice rhetorical figure. Put more bluntly, literary rhetoric camouflag-
es the dearth of narrative material.

Is the preceding argument enough to answer the question raised by the title
in the affirmative, namely that Eustathius himself was indeed afraid of the blank
page? Probably not. But one should not deny either that it is a concern of his that
recurs both with noticeable frequency and in programmatically important sec-
tions of his work. In this connection it is worth reminding ourselves that the pur-
pose set out in the preface to the Iliad ought to be taken seriously. There he ex-
plains that an important goal of the commentary is to give general instructions to
would-be orators (or prose writers) and to provide them with practical examples
that can be copied, imitated, adapted, etc.?> Read against this backdrop, it is at
least remarkable that Eustathius repeatedly addresses the question of how
Homer copes with the potential problem of insufficient narrative material. If
the greatest poet of all times was facing this problem, the target audience of
the commentaries better take it seriously too. Even though Eustathius does not
seem to make this point explicitly, it is impossible to miss the implication.

The frequency and prominence of Eustathius’ notes on the subject of insuf-
ficient narrative material also raises the question about possible models or pre-
cursors. Irrespective of the specific question, Homer’s omnipresence in ancient
writings always makes it difficult to produce a comprehensive collection of rele-
vant passages or the like. This said, one witness has so far been identified that
points in a similar direction as Eustathius’ notes on the Odyssey’s narrative
shortage.®® A T-scholion on the Iliad’s final line reads as follows:

(11) Mevekpatng @notv aioBopevov Eautod Gobevelog TOV O TRV Kal ToD | Opoiwg Suva-
0ot pale olwniioal T& ped “Extopa. kaAdg 8¢ ETapueoato T& Aoutd £autd TV Sinyn-

32 Eust. in Il. 2.22-35 (= 1.3.7-22 van der Valk), with van der Valk 1971, xcii—c; Id. 1976, li-1xx;
Niinlist 2012.

33 The relevant scholion (text 11) spearheads a list of passages in Biihler 1964, 46-47, but their
common denominator is that the Odyssey ‘fills the gaps’ left by the Iliad. Text (11) is the only one
that expressly refers to the Odyssey’ shortage in narrative material. Biihler’s example nr. 8 (= sch.
Od. 4.69b Pontani) comes close.
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pétwv (Polak, {ntnuatwy cod.) eig Trv 08VOGEIV" [Kpd yap Qv T UIOBE0Ig Mept T oikiag
08uooéwg povov: & yap Aeipava €xel & pev 0duooelg (Od. 9.39-12.453), & 8¢ Néotwp
(Od. 3.98-312) kai Mevéhaog (Od. 4.342-568), & 8¢ Anuodokog kibapilwv (Od. 8.73-82,
8.499-520) @aotv. (sch. T Il. 24.804a ex.).

Menecrates says that the poet, feeling his own weakness and his inability to give a compa-
rable account, passed the events after Hector (i.e., after his funeral) over in silence. On the
contrary, he nicely kept in store for himself the remainder of the stories for the Odyssey. For
a story dealing with the events in Odysseus’ house alone would have been small. The things
left out there (sc. in the Iliad) are the subject of the narrations by Odysseus, Nestor, Mene-
laos and Demodocus, accompanied by the lyre.

Heath is no doubt right when he argues that the second part of the scholion
(starting with kaA@g 8¢ étapuevonto) undermines Menecrates’ view. Whereas
Menecrates apparently expected the Iliad to continue and felt its premature
end to be in need of an explanation, the second part actually “gives good literary
reasons for ending the Iliad with the burial of Hector”.>* In fact, it looks as if that
part actually intends to refute Menecrates’ view and replace it by an alternative
explanation.®® At any rate, the second part of the note gives expression to the
view that the events around Odysseus’ house (that is, the events on Ithaca)
would have been too small a subject-matter for a full epic poem. In the Iliad
Homer therefore left out a number of things — chronologically they fall into
the gap between the primary stories of the two epics — and saw to it that several
Odyssean characters reported them in the first half of the poem. Given his deep
familiarity with Homeric scholia, it is conceivable that Eustathius took his cue
from this note. In so doing, he transformed a short apercu into a fairly extensive
discussion of how to cope with the problem of insufficient material.>

34 Heath 1998, 205. He therefore concludes that the question of Menecrates’ identity is better
left open (206). The point about Homer’s weakness recurs in Pseudo-Longinus subl. 9.11-15,
as does the idea of the material ‘left over’ (Aetpava); see Hefermehl 1906, who formed the
long-time communis opinio (challenged by Heath) that the entire T-scholion reports the view
of Menecrates of Nysa, a pupil of Aristarchus, whom he identified as the source of Pseudo-Long-
inus in the passage mentioned above (accepted, e.g., by Russell 1964, 95-96; Biihler 1964, 44).
35 The notion of a poet who feels unable to give an equally strong account is incompatible with
that of a poet who deliberately postpones it to another poem; similarly Heath 1998, 205.

36 The notion that the Odyssey complements the Iliad by means of actorial analepses occurs
towards the end of Eustathius’ introduction to the Odyssey (1380.6-10 = p. 10.6-13 Cullhed,
with Pontani 2000, 40), but no reference is made there to the Odyssey’s lack of narrative material
(cf. n. 33). The culinary metaphor — the things left out by the Iliad make for a ‘savoury dish’
(kapOkevpa) in the Odyssey — may be owed to Aeschylus’ well-known statement that his trag-
edies were “slices of Homer’s great meals” (tepdyn .. T@v Opnpov peydAwv Seimvwv:
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In this connection, another aspect of the question is worth addressing. The
preceding argument might give rise to the expectation that, to Eustathius’ mind,
the poet of the Odyssey is wont to expand his material whenever he can. This,
however, is not the case. More than once Eustathius argues that Homer could
have amplified the poem in the relevant passage but decided against it. A
good example refers to the end of Odysseus’ report about his descent to the Un-
derworld. In these lines (Od. 11.630-635) he says that he might have seen older
heroes such as Peirithous and Theseus, but the sight of masses of dead men
caused him to flee to the Upperworld. Eustathius comments:

(12) &1t dppaivwv 6 momTAG OANG pév £t Exetv Sinyfoacdal mept TaAat@y HPWwv, olov kol
T& kota Onoéa kait HepiBoov, meprttov 8¢ kpivewv EuPpadivery Toig kbtw, 6¢ kai Iatpod-
KAou kot Avtidoxov mpod Bpaxéwv pvnabelg (cf. Od. 11.468) ov8ev ioTopnoe mepl avT@V,
wg &v pr) Moy mapateivn TO Eneoodiov, @not kTA. (Eust. in Od. 1704.15-17).

N.b. while the poet implies that, on the one hand, he would have more to narrate about old
heroes, such as the stories around Theseus and Peirithous, but, on the other, considers it
superfluous to linger with the people in the Underworld, — just as he mentioned Patroclus
and Antilochus shortly before, but said nothing about them, lest he excessively stretch the
episode (i.e., the Nekyia) — he says: (followed by a quotation of the relevant lines,
0d. 11.630-633).

We have seen before that Eustathius considers the Nekyia an expansion of the
Odyssey’s narrative material. There is, however, a limit to such expansions, as
Homer himself seems to acknowledge when he (or rather, Odysseus) briefly men-
tions Theseus and Peirithous without actually telling their story. Similar points
are made elsewhere.’” Of these, the following is particularly worth singling out
because it establishes a remarkable connection. The note in question comes
from the commentary on Odyssey 8. The blind singer Demodocus has been
asked by the disguised Odysseus to sing, as it were, a ‘Sack of Troy’
(Od. 8.492-495). As is well known, the Homeric text gives no more than a com-
paratively short summary of this song (8.500-520) and does not actually quote
it. Eustathius explains:

Athen. 8.347e = test. 112a Radt), quoted by Eustathius himself (in Il. 1298.56 = 4.721.15-16 van der
Valk = test. 112b Radt).

37 E.g.in 0d. 1689.15-16: the mapaAenpg in Od. 11.328 hints at the fact that there would be more
to say; in Od. 1779.22: Homer does not report what happened in Sparta after Telemachus’ depar-
ture, even though he could have expanded his poem (MAaTOVELV ... TV TOINOWY).



Was Eustathius Afraid of the Blank Page? —— 163

(13) évépnve yobv 6 moTg #xev £k ToOTWV VANV TMOAMV mooews, 8U' NG kai dAov &v
amoptioBein BiAiov, omoia émpaypatedoavto ot TNV Tpwiknv dGAwow ypdapat TpaypaTe-
odpevol, Gv kai 6 TpuEIoSwpog (Eust. in Od. 1607.58-60).

The poet at any rate indicated that these (sc. the summary sentences such as Od. 8.514 and

516) would give him enough poetic material to complete even a whole book, in the way that
authors of ‘The Sack of Troy’ have done, among them Tryphiodorus.

So far, the note resembles the one on the end of the Nekyia (12): by summarising
Demodocus’ song, Homer lets it transpire that there would be much more to say.
The truly remarkable part can be found in the preceding sentence:

(14) onpelwoat 8¢ kai 8Tt TO GUVONTIKOV THG YPAPTG £160G kai TO (G eimelv maperBoAkdy
mp@TOG Opnpog évtadba vmEdelle. Anpodokog pev yop mAatelav £k0Eobat Sokel Gotdny,
Ounpog 8¢, wg év Tomw mopekPOAfiG, THV Hakpav Piow €ig Bpayxutépav ouvelelv, wg
SfiAov €k tob (followed by the quotation of Od. 8.514 and 516) (Eust. in Od. 1607.48-53).

Note too that Homer was here the first to introduce the synoptic type of writing and the so-
to-speak ‘parekbolic’ (sc. type of writing). For Demodocus, on the one hand, seems to have
produced an expanded song, Homer, on the other, comparable to the style of a parekbolé,
{seems) to cut the long speech to become shorter, as is clear from (quotation of Od. 8.514
and 516).

This is one of Eustathius’ more convoluted notes, but the gist is clear. Homer is
the mp@Tog evpetng of the summarising synopsis (T0 oUVOTTIKOV THiG YPaPAS
£160), which is also what the author of a mapekPoAr| does. The term mapekBoAn
(or mapekPoAai), in turn, is of course the label that Eustathius attached to his
own work, a label that is so difficult to translate.?® The summary of Demodocus’
long song shows that it would have contained enough material substantially to
expand the poem or even to write a separate one. The same summarising activity
makes Homer a remote ancestor, nay the inventor, of what Eustathius himself
claims to do in his works. At the end of this little tour, there is the remarkable
discovery that when Homer decides against the expansion of narrative material
and is content with a succinct summary of Demodocus’ song he as it were ‘in-
vents’ what a commentator like Eustathius does. This said, one cannot help no-
ticing that Eustathius’ own mapekBolai are in fact considerably longer than the
Homeric epics (cf. n. 1). How is this size compatible with the notion of an ‘ex-

38 In his analysis of the term, Cullhed 2014, 24*-6* emphatically argues against rendering it
with ‘commentary’. While it is true that no modern term easily lends itself to catching both as-
pects, excerpt and commentary (Kambylis 1991, 14-15), it is not really satisfactory simply to leave
niapekPoAn untranslated. Besides, there is also the problem mentioned at the end of the para-
graph.
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cerpt’ or ‘summary’? A partial answer can perhaps be found in the introductory
letter to the commentary on Dionysius Periegetes. There Eustathius explains why
he considers it necessary to supply material in addition to what the geographer
himself provides, which in itself would not be enough.** The question remains,
however, whether it is appropriate to extend this assessment to Homer. It seems
unlikely that Eustathius felt the Homeric epics were equally in need of expansion
as Dionysius’ treatise.*® In any case, the passage from the introductory letter to
that treatise further aggravates the problem of how to render mapekfoln in a
modern language. But these questions are UAn for another paper.

The main point of the present paper has been to demonstrate that Eustathius
regularly and prominently addresses the potential problem of insufficient narra-
tive material and how it can be overcome. Not the least important reason for
doing so is his goal to instruct would-be orators and prose writers, whom he
identifies as his target audience in the preface to his commentary on the Iliad.
They can learn from the greatest pagan author of all times how to proceed in
case they are afraid of the blank page.
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Paolo Cesaretti

In my end is my beginning: Eustathios’
EENYNOILG €1 TOV (OUPIKOV KAVOVA Ti|G
Nevinkootiig. At the origins of Byzantine
philology

There is a special flavour in presenting for the first time here, in Thessaloniki,
during an international conference on Eustathios, the critical edition of an Eusta-
thian text. Not only because Thessaloniki has been the seat of Eustathios as an
archbishop, but especially because the text I am dealing with was at all evidence
composed by Eustathios here'. Last, but not least, because the editor of the text —
in cooperation with Silvia Ronchey — is myself. So this conference, apart from
the general merit of being the first international meeting of Eustathian studies
after the one which took place here in Thessaloniki in 1988 (on that occasion,
Eustathios was proclaimed a saint?), also boasts the very specific merit — at
least to my eyes — of allowing Silvia Ronchey and myself to present almost
‘just in time’ the critical edition of Eustathios’ Eé&jynoig ei¢ Tov iauPixov kavéva
trj¢ Ilevrnxoortijg® which the publisher printed and bound at end 2014.

Our two presentations are therefore devoted to the text usually known as Ex-
egesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem, whose editio princeps by Angelo Mai
appeared in 1841 in his Spicilegium Romanum, volume V 2. It was later reprinted
in vol. 136 of Patrologia Graeca (1865), supplemented with a Latin translation®.
Our critical edition of the text is now available in volume 10 of the series “Sup-
plementa Byzantina”, supervised by Athanasios Kambylis, emeritus at Hamburg
University. He deserves to be mentioned here not only for his studies about Eu-
stathios (first of all his edition and studies of Eustathios’ Prooemium to Pindar®)
but also for his relentless support to an editorial Eustathios-Renaissance: he has
been involved not only in our edition but also in the recent critical editions of

1 Cesaretti 2014, 28*, 69*—72* (especially 71*), 145*—147*, 154*~156*.

2 Kontakis 1989.

3 Cesaretti — Ronchey 2014.

4 Domini Eustathii Metropolitae Thessalonicensis Commentarius in Hymnum Pentecostalem S. lo-
hannis Damasceni, in Mai 1841, 161-383 (= PG 136, 1865, coll. 504-754). See Ronchey 2014, 290*-
298*,

5 Kambylis 1991a, 1991b.
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Eustathian texts edited by Peter Wirth®, Sonja Schonauer’, Karin Metzler®, Fo-
teine Kolovou®.

In my end is my beginning is the final line of East Coker by Thomas Stearns Eliot
(1888-1965), the second (1940) in his Four Quartets (published 1944)'°. I have
chosen these words as a motto for my presentation, inter alia, because I need
to start from an end. In fact, I wish to underline that our Exegesis can and per-
haps must be considered Eustathios’ swan-song, since it certainly is the last ex-
egetical text Eustathios wrote during his lifetime and possibly is his last work in
all respects™™.

Our Exegesis in its prooemium refers to the sack of Thessaloniki in 1185,
which is a terminus ante quem non for the text. Now, the account of Thessaloni-
ki’s sack by the Normans of Sicily had kept Eustathios engaged for some time in
writing his De capta Thessalonica®. Furthermore, the text of our Exegesis refers
to the fact that Eustathios was writing on a glorious summer day — and this day
might hardly refer to any summer before 1186™. In a further passage, Eustathios
writes an eulogy of Venice and especially of its polity®, and it is implausible that
Eustathios, the author of many orations of political scope, an intellectual who
was well aware of the cultural and political milieu around him*¢, might have
written these words in an unsafe political context. After the ill-fated events of
1171 under Manuel 1% Komnenos, a chrysobull by Isaac 2" in 1187" is the first
evidence of the resumption of regular diplomatic relationships between Byzan-
tium and Venice®®,

6 Wirth 2000.

7 Schonauer 2006.

8 Metzler 2006a, 2006b.

9 Kolovou 2006.

10 This line alludes to the first line of the poem, In my beginning is my end, in a sort of Ring-
komposition bouleversée. These words reuse as well the ancient motto En ma fin est mon com-
mencement — a favourite with Mary Stuart (1542-1587). I have always found interesting that
Eliot, praiser of Tudor England and Queen Elizabeth 1% (see Cooper 1995, 9-10, al.), did such
homage to Mary, whose fate at the time of Elizabeth does not need comment.

11 See Cesaretti 2014, 69*-72*, especially 71*~72*; Ronchey 2014, 220* and n. 179, 262*-263*.
12 Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 191-193. See Cesaretti 2014, 70*.

13 See again Cesaretti 2014, 70* and n. 377

14 Eust. Exeg. 89, 13-14.

15 Eust. Exeg. 210, 13-20. See Cesaretti 1988; Cesaretti 2014, 163*-164*.

16 See Stone 2001, 2003; Cesaretti 2014, 10*-12*.

17 Délger — Wirth 1995, 292-294 (nos. 1577-1578).

18 For a late oration of Eustathios about the international situation at the time of Emperor Isaac
2" see Cesaretti 2014, 28* and n. 152.
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Moreover, our Exegesis presents a crop of information about personal names
in Pisa'®, and this further element might be evaluated in the light of Eustathios’
awareness of the international situation. Therefore, the composition date could
be moved after February 1192, date of chrysobull with privileges for Pisa*’. To
this general picture offered by the text itself new elements have been added
by the study of the manuscript tradition of the text, on which Ronchey’s Intro-
duction to our critical edition has shed light*!. Especially important for our pur-
poses is a manuscript which was preserved at the Escorial (Scorialensis A.IL.11 =
¥ in our critical edition) and went lost, burnt in the 1671 fire. Before that date
some registers and inventories were made, by scholars like Nicolaus Turrianus
(last quarter of 16™ century), David Colvill (between 1617 and 1627) and others.
From these inventories we get evidence inter alia of the following:

1) the lost manuscript was entirely dedicated to late works by Eustathios;

2) our Exegesis was in their number;

3) in the series of Eustathian works carried by the manuscript, our Exegesis was
mentioned in the last position.

On a closer examination, it turns out that the works preserved in the manuscript
on the basis of the above mentioned registers could have been arranged accord-
ing to a chronological order. If a chronological order was kept in the manuscript
and our text was the last one, the inference that our Exegesis was not only Eu-
stathios’ last commentary, but his very last work, becomes necessary.

We know that Eustathios had written his other commentaries to literary texts
not ‘here’ in Thessaloniki but during his years in Constantinople, possibly within
the context of the so-called ‘Patriarchal School’. His appointment as a Metropol-
itan in Thessaloniki marked a caesura in his production®. To his Constantinopol-
itan years — apart from largely hypothetical works on Oppian and others — we
must refer his scattered scholia to Aristophanes, his studies on Pindar (even
though it has been assumed that he might have reworked on the Theban lyric
much later®®), his commentary on Dionysios Periegetes, and obviously and
above all his commentaries on Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey. The Homeric
poems, as it has been often shown, have been the constant focus of his herme-
neutical activity: he went over annotating them until a very late stage in his life,
possibly until his late years in Thessaloniki (as the so-called additamenta mar-

19 Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 131-136; see Cesaretti 2014, 164*-167*.

20 Dolger — Wirth 1995, 306-308 (no. 1607).

21 Ronchey 2014, 187*-311*, especially 253*-272*. See also Ronchey, this volume.
22 Cesaretti 2014, 18*-30*, especially 22*.

23 Schonauer 2000, 240.
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ginalia in his ‘autographs’ show?*). But there is no sign that he might have begun
any other commentary to any other literary text until he worked on this Exegesis
in canonem iambicum pentecostalem in his late and perhaps last years. So the
inner evidence of our Exegesis combined with elements deriving from the manu-
script tradition (or better, from its remaining traces) show a remarkable consis-
tency, allowing us to put forward the hypothesis that this Exegesis can really be
Eustathios’ swan-song in his literary activity as a whole.

This consideration neither implies nor assumes that the author of the text
lacks force. Old men often have unsuspected reserves of intellectual energies®.
The author proves here as vivid and even polemical as ever*. To stick to a zoo-
logical paradigm, and in accordance with a famous proverb, he is still the lion
who can be recognized from his claw. Ex t@v ovuywv Tov Aéovta®.

One more consideration could be added. In writing his work for a ‘spiritual
brother’ who had asked him to give his interpretation of the Pentecostal hymn (in
all likelihood with the aim of explaining it to an audience of students) and in
facing for the first time this specific tradition of commentaries, Eustathios
wrote his Exegesis not only as his personal swan-song but also as a swan-
song for that genre of interpretations of Christian texts as a whole. In fact, the
collapse of high Byzantine education which followed year 1204 and the sack
of Constantinople (his Exegesis might have been written only 10 years earlier) in-
fluenced the production and transmission of that sort of ‘philological’ produc-
tion on liturgical texts (more about this below). This collapse affected the manu-
script tradition of his text as well®,

This much as far as the end is concerned. Now let us come to the beginning and
to the first and most natural question, namely Eustathios, the Byzantine com-
mentator on classical texts par excellence, as a commentator on a liturgical
text (may I remind here incidentally that the hymn he commented on in the

24 See f.i.van der Valk 1971, xiii-xv, cxl-cxli; Kazhdan 1984, 133 (“productive scholar”); Cullhed
2014, 5*-9*, etc.

25 In order to stick to the cultural tradition of the 20™ century one might refer f.i. to the musi-
cian Richard Strauss (1864-1949) who composed his late masterpieces, Metamorphosen (1945)
and Vier letzte Lieder (1946-1948) in his eighties. As an example of senile productivity in liter-
ature see the case of William Butler Yeats (1865-1939).

26 See Cesaretti 2014, 124*-126* (about Eust. Exeg. 31.1-50.33).

27 Although fond of proverbs (see Tosi, this volume), Eustathios does not seem to produce any
mention of this famous paroimia (Diogenianus 5.15, in Leutsch-Schneidewin 1839, vol. 1, 252, 4-
5). But it was used by his pupil Michael Choniates in order to characterize his master in a pas-
sage of his Monody for Eustathios (Lambros 1879, 1.288.1). See Karathanasis 1936, 111.

28 See Ronchey 2014, especially 279*-280*.
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late 12™ century is still part of the Orthodox liturgy for Pentecost at the beginning
of the 21 century).

This Exegesis is far from being Eustathios’ late début as a commentator on
Christian texts. As a matter of fact, some biblical and liturgical passages® had
already been the object of his attention in a series of orations, whose intent —
in any case — did not coincide with that of our Exegesis: those works had primar-
ily a paraenetical and pastoral scope, while our Exegesis, although not devoid of
edifying purposes®, is first of all (as its title shows) a philological and literary
commentary®’. At the very beginning of the text, its Prooemium is efficient
under this point of view in characterizing his work as (Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 7-
8) £EqyNoLS €T ovV Slevkpivnolg Dpvov peAwdikod Tod orpEPOV GBOpEVOL TR
aylwtdtw [Mvedpott

The paradigm of the noun é£nynoig and the verb é&nyopau is consistent in
the text, not only in connection with the hymn that makes the object of his anal-
ysis but also when Eustathios refers to his predecessors in commenting on the
liturgical hymns®2. See passages like Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 17-20, where the Pente-
costal hymn is assimilated to eikova [...] 00 UV kaTNELWHEVNV Kal TVOG TiEPLAT-
TOV K&AAOUG TOD Ao €ENYNoews. oVTW YA&P GLTIOAOYETV TapioTaTal pot TO TV
£&nynoapévwy dnepiotpoov €mi Tol®de kaA®, or Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 326-329
0 Goidipog év 0ooig Ocodwpog 6 TIpodSPOpOG [...] kKavOVag iepovg EEnynaduevo.
[...] 6 é&nynOnadpevog peAwdikog kavav Exet [...] dxpootiyiba.

The Pentecostal hymn, object of this treatment but neglected by some previ-
ous commentators (f.i. Theodoros Prodromos), is subject to an analysis ad-
dressed in the first instance to a public of students, whose level of knowledge
is declared in passages like the following:

Eust. Exeg. 8.1-2 €l Tt xpr| kal T0iG €€ éykukAiov naudevoews Ophodat
napadeivai Tt o@iot @ilov

Eust. Exeg. 114.13 Tog0oDTOV 8¢ PriTéoV €V 0TeVH TPOG VIIOUVNOLY TOIG Ao
eloaywyfg

Eust. Exeg. 167.1 kal TadTa 00k €v mapépyw oVTw TeBelobw TOIG
QMAOVOTEPOLG,

29 See f.i. Schonauer 2006, 16*, texts nos. 40, 41, 42 in her corpus Eustathianum, where “theo-
logisch-moralische Reden und Schriften” (section c) are put together in pp. 16*-22*.

30 Metropolitan bishop as he was, he would not abstain from his edifying mission even when
commenting on classical texts. See van der Valk 1976, Ixxxix—xc.

31 This is said pace Browning 1962, 189 (ascription of our Exegesis to Eustathios’ “theological
and pastoral and paraenetical texts”). Silvia Ronchey and I have insisted throughout the years
that Eustathios’ Exegesis must be read as a philological work: see Cesaretti 2014, 19* with n. 89.
32 Full list of occurrences in my Vocabularium technicum, in Cesaretti — Ronchey 2014, 299, s. vv.
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not too distant from his Homeric commentaries .

Are these two elements — an audience of students as the main addressee
and an attitude towards commenting the text and its implications rather than ex-
ploiting it for pastoral purposes — enough to mark the real beginning of some-
thing ‘new’? Not really. As already said, Eustathios had had predecessors who
had commented on liturgical texts addressing themselves mainly to a students’
audience. Others, like Theodoros Prodromos mentioned by Eustathios (see
above) had been énynoépevol, and especially one had been £&nyntng (Eust.
Exeg. Acrost. 53; § 107.10; 196.10), i.e. Gregorios Pardos, at all evidence before
his appointment as metropolitan bishop of Corinth®. Gregorios had been the
one commentator who had devoted a specific Werkchen to the same hymn on
which Eustathios comments. This corpus of texts is poorly edited, but the com-
mentary that Gregorios of Corinth devoted to the same iambic Pentecostal canon
on which Eustathios later commented has been properly edited by Fausto Mon-
tana®®.

This said, and after acknowledging that a general outline at the moment can
be only sketched?, some general trends of 12"-century Byzantine literature are
recognizable in these commentaries. I can mention the following:

1) Individualization: far from the “impersonality” of previous Byzantine litera-
ture, especially Theodoros Prodromos and Eustathios give information about
themselves; they also try to capture the specific quality of the poet on whom
they comment;

2) Monumentalization: suffice it to point out that Eustathios’ Exegesis is twen-
ty-five times superior in size to the one composed by Gregorios of Corinth33;
as for Theodoros Prodromos, his comments are in general three times more
expanded than those by Gregorios®;

3) Increasing role of the prooemium with its rhetorical elaboration (absent in
Gregorios; a short, sophisticated prooemium appears in Theodoros Prodro-
mos; in Eustathios’ Exegesis, the prooemium can be read as a Werkchen in

33 van der Valk 1971, 1.

34 Detailed analysis about the multi-layered audience envisaged by Eustathios for his Exegesis
in Cesaretti 2014, 117*-127* (122*-123* about students).

35 See Cesaretti 2014, 58* and n. 316. Montana 1995, Ix-1xi and n. 103 put forward the hypoth-
esis that Gregorios’ exegetical corpus was the result of a “formazione non sistematica”.

36 Montana 1995.

37 See Cesaretti 2014, 48*—69*.

38 See Cesaretti 2014, 104*.

39 Ibidem; also Montana 1995, lii-liii.
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its own right; note that it is even more convoluted than his other prooemia
devoted to classical authors*°);

4) Alternation of plain commentary and occasional digressions, especially in
Eustathios with his centripetal and centrifugal trends, typical of his style*.

The real new thing — and the reason why Eustathios’ swan-song becomes a be-

ginning — is that in his Exegesis Eustathios shows a specific, authorial intuition.

Since he presents new and useful connections of pre-existing elements, one

would be tempted to call him “creative” if the term were not suspicious, first

and foremost in Byzantine terms*2. The innovation consists in the fact that Eusta-
thios ‘fuses’ into his Exegesis two exegetical traditions that had remained sepa-
rated up to his time*, that is:

— From the previous tradition of the commentaries to the hymns, especially
from Gregorios and Theodoros, to whom he refers even ad verbum**, he de-
rives — apart from the key-word Exegesis — the fact that the poetic and litur-
gical text is not only discussed (even though on a lesser scale than in his Ho-
meric Parekbolai) but also produced (which did not happen in his Homeric
commentaries).

— From his Homeric Parekbolai, he derives the general structure of the com-
mentary, even in the graphic arrangement of his material®: also, in our Ex-
egesis an expanded rhetorical prooemium is followed by an extensive dis-
cussion of the poetic text with philological approach and stylistic

40 Cesaretti 2014, 66*, 85*-94*, 105*-106*.

41 Cesaretti 2014, 111*, 149%, 163*.

42 Anpovpyia is a predicate of God, beyond human reach: see Eust. Exeg. 41.13-14; 43.1-9, with
critical apparatus ad locc. Incidentally I may remark here that, although the scientist J.-H. Poin-
caré (1854-1912) is often credited with a standard definition of ‘creativity’, this specific word
does not appear in his texts. The French word créativité, instead, is a rather recent ‘calque’
from the English creativity, which entered the intellectual vocabulary in the second half of the
19" century. See Poincaré 1908, 43-63 (L’invention mathématique: 48) “Inventer, cela consiste
précisément a ne pas construire les combinaisons inutiles et a construire celles qui sont utiles
et qui ne sont qu’une infime minorité. Inventer, c’est discerner, c’est choisir”. Ebpeotg, S1akpiotg,
TIPOQUPEDLG ..

43 We might put this in parallel with the ‘contamination of genres’ underlined by Agapitos
1998.

44 Open quotations of Gregorios” work in Eust. Exeg. Acrost. 53-54; § 107.9-11; 196.8-11; 223.10—
11; 228.6-8. See apparatus critical ad locc. and Cesaretti 2014, 61*-62* with n. 332. Open quota-
tion of Theodoros Prodromos in Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 1-4, see critical apparatus; Ronchey 1991,
153, 155; Cesaretti, 2014, 67* with notes 361 and 62, 131*-132*, 162*.

45 Cesaretti 2014, 108*-117*; Ronchey 2014, 284*-287*.
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considerations, quotation of passages from other authors, centrifugal sec-
tions with digressions, etc.

Notwithstanding the similarities with his Homeric commentaries in terms of the
‘internal’ features of the text, the presence of the term Exegesis, and even Eusta-
thios’ insistence on it, deserve one additional word. Since the previous commen-
tators on Christian liturgical hymns like Gregorios and Theodoros had used that
term“®, Eustathios might have simply decided to ‘inscribe’ his Exegesis in the
same genre. But other factors could be considered. For instance the Christian res-
onance of the term Exegesis connected with the patristic tradition of commenting
and interpreting the Bible well before the various ££nyntat had begun to com-
ment on Christian liturgical hymns (they could have indeed been influenced
by the pre-existing tradition)*’. Furthermore, firstly biblical commentaries, at a
later stage commentaries on the hymns, both produced comments of the texts
at issue along with the texts themselves, as it happens with the Pentecostal iam-
bic canon in Eustathios’ Exegesis. The availability of the full poetic text which is
the subject of the commentary (plus in this case the Christian resonance) seems
in my eyes to mark a difference and to explain why in this case Eustathios chose
the term Exegesis instead of Parekbolai.

This impression is strengthened if we compare the Exegesis of Homer’s Iliad
by Ioannes Tzetzes with the Parekbolai on Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey by Eusta-
thios. The two texts have been written in the same place (Constantinople) during
the same century (the 12%) and have been devoted to a similar audience of stu-
dents®®, Their structure, with their challenging prooemia, is similar, and the treat-
ment of the poetic text simply reflects the differences between the individual and
literary characters of the authors. But it is only Ioannes Tzeztes in his Exegesis
who produces the Homeric text; in this way, Tzetzes could be considered as an
‘editor’ of the Homeric text much in the same way Eustathios is an ‘editor’ of
the Pentecostal hymn, as will be stated below.

Perhaps the Eustathian Parekbolai, whether preserved (Dionysios Periegetes,
Homer) or lost (Pindar), should be protected from the assumption that they show
a desultory treatment of the poetical text they explain, as it has often been ar-

46 See f.i. Gregorios in Montana 1995, 6.12-13; 8.3,11; 42.1; Theodoros Prodromos in Stevenson —
Pitra 1888, 1.3, al.

47 See KL, vol. 4 (1886), coll. 1080-1121, especially 1110-1112; LThK, vol. 3 (1959), coll. 1273-1274,
1278-1282; Lampe 1961, 496, s.v. é&nyéopat B); GLNT, vol. 4 (1968), coll. 12-14 s.v. éEnyéopat (tech-
nical usage of the verb in relation to things divine), etc.

48 Exegesis of the Iliad by loannes Tzetzes composed before 1143: see Papathomopoulos 2007,
p. 19*. Students as envisaged audience of Tzetzes’ Exegesis: see f.i. Cesaretti 1991, 129-134.
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gued®. A certain understatement from the author’s side should not be excluded,
all the more so because in his Parekbolai he does not produce the text on which
he comments. The case is different with his Exegesis, especially if one considers
its implied, specifically Christian resonance®®. It is needless to underline here the
role of Origenes (in his 'EEnynTwka) in connecting Textkritik and interpretation of
Bl ypa@ai.

At this point, il va sans dire that our Exegesis is not less philological than Eusta-
thios’ Homeric commentaries. On the contrary, it is quintessentially philological
for at least two reasons.

In ecdotic terms, our Exegesis presents, strophe after strophe, the text of the
Pentecostal hymn with the discussion of the variae lectiones that Eustathios had
derived from the manuscript tradition, as well as of his emendationes ope ingenii.
As Fausto Montana®, Silvia Ronchey, and myself have written in several occa-
sions, the commentators on the liturgical hymns were at one and same time crit-
ical editors of those very hymns. Amongst them, no one is more critical than Eu-
stathios in this Exegesis®%.

The second reason is of an hermeneutical character and it is strictly connect-
ed with the 12" century attention for individualization. Let us cast a glance at the
title and subtitles of our critical edition, thought over by us on the basis of the
manuscript tradition:

Exeg. Tit. "EEfynoig €ig Tov lapBikov kavova Tig [evinkooTig

Exeg. Inscr. TIpooipuov €ig Tov €éEnyndnodpevov opPikov kavova Tov £mi i
£optfi 10D AywwTtatov [vedpatog

Exeg. Inscr. Alt. Apxn| Tiig ToD eipnuévou Kavovog EEnynoewg

Exeg. Addit. Marg. post finem Tté\og Tfig €§nynoews To0 Kavovog

The name of the author of the Pentecostal canon which makes the object of the
commentary, remains unsaid — but this must not be taken as a ‘minus’. On the

49 This technical term was studied by van der Valk 1971, lix; Id. 1976, xxxvi; see remarks by
Kambylis 1991b, 14-18; Pontani 2000, 41; Cullhed 2014, 24*-26*; Pagani and Kolovou, this vol-
ume.

50 One further example: the commentary of Cosmas of Jerusalem, whoever he was, to the
poems of Gregory the Theologian, is labeled in its title as Tuvaywyn kai é&nynotg (Lozza
2000, p. 63). The Italian critical editor remarks that “Cosma premette quasi sempre alla sua ese-
gesi la citazione dei lemmi gregoriani”, therefore his commentary is important for “coloro che si
sono occupati della tradizione testuale del Nazianzeno” (Lozza 2000, p. 31).

51 Montana 1995, xIv and n. 38.

52 Cesaretti 2014, 61* and nn. 331-332, 73*-82* (“Eustazio editore del testo”); Ronchey 2014,
300*-301*.
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contrary this matches Eustathios’ approach to the issue. While supporting a dif-
ferent attribution, he knew a sort of vulgata ascribing the hymn to St. Ioannes
the Damascene. Eventually, he feigned to accept the usual attribution only for
a sort of raison d’Eglise. Now, the point is not to discuss here who the author
of this text ‘really’ is but to refer to Eustathios’ attributional practice. His pred-
ecessors in the field of the commentaries to the hymns, especially Theodoros,
had moved some first steps towards a characterization of the qualities of the lit-
urgical poets: Eustathios, however, writes under this purpose a real chapter in
the history of literary criticism when he withdraws the text from the authorship
of Toannes the Damascene and ascribes it to a Ioannes “Arklas™>. His stylistic
approach is not unworthy of Photios’ Bibliotheke and his text is in direct relation
with ancient masters of style like Dionysios of Halikarnassos.

Now, what is this fusion of hermeneutical and ecdotical care? It is nothing
but philological practice. This Exegesis can therefore be seen as an example of
Byzantine philology ante litteram. Even better: this Exegesis, Eustathios’ swan-
song, can be read as the first step towards a philological reading of a Byzantine
literary text. In this sense Eustathios’ Exegesis, while marking the end of his ca-
reer marks also a new beginning.

It is an irony of history that this Exegesis is not even mentioned in Nigel Wil-
son’s study on the Scholars of Byzantium. Perhaps the idea that scholarship and
philological expertise were practiced on a complicated Christian hymn of debat-
ed authorship could appear incongruous to the British scholar, whose pages de-
voted to Eustathios lack any sympathy for our commentator®*.

Furthermore, the whole Byzantine tradition of commentaries to liturgical
hymns challenges the judgment uttered by an authority in Byzantine studies,
namely that “each generation of writers did not build upon the experience
and ideas of the previous generation, but rather stood in a constant relation
to their distant models”. It is enough to cast a glance at the cross-references,
sometimes even polemical, between Theodoros Prodromos and Gregorios of Cor-
inth in the first place, and secondly between Eustathios, Theodoros and Gregor-
ios, in order to understand that this statement should at least be more
nuanced®®.

A final parallel: The Archaeological Museum here in Thessaloniki keeps the
266 fragments of the “Derveni papyrus”, the extraordinary document (dated

53 See status quaestionis in Cesaretti 2014, 83*-103*.

54 Wilson 1983, 196-204.

55 Mango 1980, 241.

56 See Demetrakopoulos 1979; Cesaretti 2014, 45 * and n. 239, 61*-62* and n. 332, 65* and
nn. 349-350, 82*, 162* and nn. 848-854, 176* and n. 933.
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ca. 340-320 BC*”) which places us at one and the same time not only in front of
the most ancient preserved Greek papyrus (and therefore the starting point of our
‘papyrology’>®), but also of what has been considered to be the first act of ancient
Greek philology *°. In fact, the text witnessed by the papyrus (“near the turn of
the fifth century BC”°) comments on a previous “enigmatic” religious hymn®’,
connected with Orphic traditions. Therefore, one and the same text (and docu-
ment), discovered some kilometers away from Thessaloniki, contains sacred po-
etry and its exegesis.

A text interpreting a cryptic hymn®® connected with a religious ritual (the
Pentecost) was written here in Thessaloniki about 825 years ago by Eustathios:
his Exegesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem. That was the end of his career
as a commentator of texts. At the same time, it can be read as the beginning of
Byzantine philology on Byzantine texts, as distinct from Byzantine scholarship
on classical texts.
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Silvia Ronchey

Eustathios at Prodromos Petra? Some
Remarks on the Manuscript Tradition of
the Exegesis in Canonem lambicum
Pentecostalem

During my research into the history of the manuscript tradition of the Exegesis in
canonem iambicum pentecostalem®, two features emerged with a high degree of
likelihood: the relationship of the work with the monastery of Prodromos Petra
at Constantinople; and the relationship of Eustathios himself with that same
monastery during his tenure as professor in the Polis — the latter hypothesis
had already been advanced by Ernst Gamillscheg?. The connection of the Exege-
sis with Prodromos Petra is witnessed by the history of the manuscript tradition?,
which was most likely limited to a single Constantinopolitan &i8aokaAgiov,
where it served the benefit of the élite and of the learned entourage, thus
being preserved until a later period, as is revealed by the two main manuscripts
that transmit the text of the work*: Vat. Gr. 1409 ® and Alex. Bibl. Patr. 62°.
Both were produced within a scholarly circle in Constantinople at the end of
the 13" century’, in the years immediately following the coronation of Androni-
kos II Palaiologos, at the time when, with the end of the Latin occupation, the
revival of Prodromos Petra began, and activity in its scriptorium started up
again at full speed?®. The fact that they were used for research and élite instruc-
tion is shown by the almost constant flow of corrections and additamenta of
aliae manus datable between the 14™ and 16" centuries®. Both manuscripts re-
mained in Constantinople until after the Ottoman conquest, in a sort of reservoir

1 Ronchey 2014.

2 Gamillscheg 1979, 107-111.

3 Ronchey 2014, esp. 209*-218*%; 220*-229%; 233*; 240*-241*.

4 An autoptic description of both manuscripts in Ronchey 2014, 189*-195* and 201*-207*; cf.
also the stemma codicum, ibid. 289*, and below, Figure 1.

5 An updated bibliography in Ronchey 2014, 200*.

6 An updated bibliography ibid., 209*.

7 Ibid., 196*-197*; Pignani 1978a, 211.

8 Ronchey 2014, 225*-226*; on the revival of Prodromos Petra and of its scriptorium under An-
dronikos II Palaiologos see esp. De Gregorio 2001, 139-149, esp. 141 n. 80; Bianconi 2008, 534—
535; cf. also Cataldi Palau 2008a, 203.

9 Ronchey 2014, 192*-194*; 204*-206*; see below, figures 2 and 3.
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o
Archetypus
saec. Xl exeunte

B = X
Subarchetypus Scor. A.11.11 (deperditus)
saec. XlIl exeunte saec. Xl exeunte (?)
\' A
Vat. gr. 1409 Alex. Patriarchalis 62
saec. Xlll exeunte saec. Xlll exeunte
Vall. Bas.
Fragmentum Vallicellianum Fragmentum Basileense
(Vall. F.44) (Bas. A.VII.1)
saec. XV saec. XV
(1403-1434) (1403-1434)

W
Vind.Theol. gr. 208
saec. XVI (15627)

Fig. 1: Stemma codicum

of book learning still available to scholars within the patriarchal quarter: it was
on this heritage that the circle of the Malaxoi brothers drew for their activity of
study, transcription and commercialisation of manuscripts, that continued until
at least the 1560s™. At least a residual part of the library of Prodromos Petra, ad-
jacent to the outer enclosure of the Pammakaristos (where at the time the Patri-

10 Ronchey 2014, 242*-248*, with nn. 273-307; on the Malaxoi brothers and their circle see esp.
De Gregorio 1995, 100 and 122; Id. 1996, 190-192; 231-235; Id. 2000, 327, n. 1; Schreiner 2001, 207;
on the relation between the Malaxoi and Busbecq see von Martels 1989, 406-423; De Gregorio
1991, 10-11; Hunger — Kresten — Hannick 1984, pp. 22-23 and 159-161.
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archal See was located), must have flowed into this last Constantinopolitan re-
servoir'!,

In fact, another witness of the Exegesis, Vindobonensis Theol. gr. 208, de-
scriptus of the Vatican, copied for Ghislain Auger de Busbecq by a scribe of
the Malaxoi circle®?, dates from the 1560s'. The Vienna manuscript, perhaps
along with its antigraphon, left the Polis in 1562, with the shipment of Busbecq’s
books bound for Venice!*. A short while later, the Alex. Bibl. Patr. 62 left Con-
stantinople: its handwritten dedication to the Patriarch (and booklover) Cyril
Loukaris shows that it was taken to Alexandria at the beginning of the 17" cen-
tury®.

Various chronological clues would suggest dating the archetype o, possibly
in Eustathios’ hand, to the 1190s. There is, therefore, only one century between
Eustathios’ exemplar and the two oldest witnesses, but a very eventful one: with
the Fourth Crusade and the Latin domination of Constantinople between 1204
and 1261, the monasteries that made up the “branches” — according to Robert
Browning’s expression — of the network of the so-called Patriarchal School, stop-
ped their teaching activities and hid their book collections. Byzantine cultural
activities moved to the Empire of Nicaea, and underwent significant transforma-
tions.

The Latins occupied the Prodromos Petra Monastery. The late onset and gen-
eral scarcity of the manuscript tradition of Eustathios’ commentary, which - as
its content and intended audience suggest — was originally aimed for advanced
teaching at the so-called Patriarchal School of Constantinople at the end of the
12" century (a teaching that the sudden catastrophe of 1204 brought to a halt, or
at least was deeply changed in its nature and structure), can be ascribed to these
circumstances, and to the general eclipse, if not decline, of Constantinople’s
scholastic institutions at the time".

A first positive clue that the Constantinopolitan Si5aokaAeiov within which
the manuscript tradition of the Exegesis was confined, might have been that of

11 Ronchey 2014, 242*-248* and 250*-252*, with sources and bibliographical references in the
footnotes; on the location of Prodromos Petra cf. also Barsanti 2001, 225; Ead. 2013, 487-490;
Mondrain 2000, 227-240; Ead. 2010.

12 Hunger-Lackner-Hannick 1992, 31-33; Bick 1920, n° 121. A specimen of the handwriting of
this otherwise unknown scribe George below, see Figure 4.

13 An autoptic description of the Vienna manuscript, with an updated bibliography, in Ronchey
2014, 239*-242*.

14 Ibid., 250*-252*, with bibliographical references in the footnotes.

15 Ibid., 207*-209*, with footnotes.

16 Ibid., 262*-263*; 284*-287*.

17 Ibid., 268*.
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Prodromos Petra is supplied by the fragmentary tradition of the text. In fact, two
15" century manuscripts, both from Prodromos Petra, preserve some fragments
of the work on their flyleaves'®. These are the Vallicellianus F 44" and the Basi-
leensis AVII.1*° (see Figures 5 and 6).

The first is a palimpsest parchment manuscript written by George Baio-
phoros, active at Prodromos Petra until the mid-1430s: the scriptio superior of
this manuscript, containing the Ilept oxed@v by Manuel Moschopoulos, is cer-
tainly identifiable with Baiophoros’ handwriting®!; the manuscript then passed
from Constantinople to Florence, perhaps through Janos Laskaris?. The fragment
of Eustathios’ commentary that can be still read on the back of the palimpsest’s
front flyleaf belongs to the same hand. The fragments preserved in the Basileen-
sis are also written in Baiophoros’ hand, and they are to be found on the pal-
impsest’s front fly-leaf, a parchment sheet which Baiophoros placed before the
bombycine bulk of the manuscript when he restored it (through a characteristic
pink binding) and sold it to John Stojkovich?. The bulk of the 12®-century manu-
script was also produced in the Prodromos Petra scriptorium. Its scribe belonged
to the Choniates family, as we may infer from the metrical subscriptio®. Ernst Ga-
millscheg has suggested that this was Michael Choniates, Eustathios’ pupil, and
that the same Choniates brought to Prodromos Petra the lost manuscript contain-
ing the Exegesis, on which Baiophoros would draw two and a half centuries
later®.

However, while this identification is belied both by the handwriting and by
Michael Choniates’ biography?¢, Gamillscheg’s insight that a manuscript con-
taining Eustathios’ commentary must have been available at Prodromos Petra
since the end of the 12" century, and that Baiophoros took the fragments of
the flyleaves of the Vallicellianus and the Basileensis manuscripts from this ex-
emplar, is supported by further evidence.

Textual criticism (see Fig. 1) has definitively revealed a sub-archetype f be-
tween archetype o and the main manuscripts — the Vatican and the Alexandrine:

18 Ibid., 212*-214*; 228*-229*; 232*; Gamillscheg 1979, 111.

19 Ronchey 2014, 231*-239*.

20 Ibid., 209*-231*.

21 Gamillscheg 1977, 216 and 220; 1d. 1979, 104 and esp. 111; Id. 1981, 285 and 287; Ronchey 2014,
231*-233*, with more references.

22 Ronchey 2014, 238*, esp. nn. 257-258.

23 Ibid., 229*-230; Gamillscheg 1979, 111; Id. 1981, 283; Cataldi Palau 2008c, 226-227;
Ead. 2008d, 235-280.

24 F. 155v, see Ronchey 2014, 219*-220, n. 177.

25 Gamillscheg 1979, 107-111.

26 Ronchey 2014, 220* n. 179, with references.



Eustathios at Prodromos Petra? —— 185

the textual interrelations between the two manuscripts indicate not o but a copy
of a as the antigraphon they were both copied from, at the end of the 13" cen-
tury. Exemplar § was most likely written before the Latin occupation of Constan-
tinople in 1204, when no one could foresee such a rash decline in the kind of
Constantinopolitan instruction for which Eustathios’ commentary had been con-
ceived.”

The existence of exemplar B, posited by textual criticism, confirms the hy-
pothesis, independently put forth by Gamillscheg, that a manuscript of the Exe-
gesis was available at Prodromos Petra from the end of the 12® century, that is,
when the bulk of the Basileensis manuscript came to be copied by a scribe
named Choniates. It seems reasonable to ask ourselves right away if this exem-
plar B might not be part of what Peter Wirth has called mittelalterliche authori-
sierte Eustathiosedition, intended by Eustathios himself in old age, and physical-
ly compiled by his disciples shortly before (and/or shortly after) his death?.

The dating and content of f seem to coincide with those of another known,
but now lost, manuscript of Eustathios’ commentary: the deperditus Scorialensis
A.IL.11, a manuscript belonging to Diego Hurtado de Mendoza: we know that it
was kept, from 1576 on, in the library of the Escorial, and that it went lost in
the fire of 1671%. From the descriptions compiled by Nicolaus Turrianus (see
Fig. 7) and others between the 16 and 17" centuries®°, we know that it contained
a collection of Eustathios’ late works — in addition to the Exegesis, thirteen works
not otherwise attested and, therefore, definitively lost —, and that it was an an-
cient in-folio on parchment of excellent quality (bonissimus). I will not provide
here further data on this fascinating ghost. I will only add that its pinax, transcri-
bed by Turrianus, shows the correct double title of Eustathios’ commentary, and
that a comparison of the titles of the Vatican and the Alexandrine manuscripts
confirms the thesis that we are dealing precisely with the antigraphon used by
the scribes of the two main manuscripts, and then later by Baiophoros® (see
Fig. 1).

If this is true, the deperditus Scorialensis, which I call £ in the stemma codi-
cum, is the same as 3 and the exemplar %/p was at Prodromos Petra from the end
of the 12" century until at least the mid-15" century — in reality, probably up until

27 Ibid., 221* n. 182; 226* n. 200; 279*-280*.

28 Ibid., 228*-229*; Wirth 1972.

29 Ronchey 2014, 267*-269*. See also Cesaretti, this volume.
30 Ibid., 253*-265*, with bibliography.

31 Ibid., 265*-269*.
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the first decades of the 16™ century, when it was acquired by Mendoza, possibly
for the Council of Trent®.

As we all know, the most famous institution of the Prodromos Petra monastery
(see Fig. 8) after its re-foundation in the 11" century was, along with its scripto-
rium, the povaoeiov, later known (though not in the 12™ century) as the kaBoAkov
povagiov®,

The first known official mention of the kafoAkov povaoeiov of Prodromos
Petra still remains that of Francesco Filelfo*. Of the approximately ten di8aoka-
A€la that most likely existed in Constantinople during the Middle Byzantine Age,
some are called povoeia in the sources, though perhaps the term has just a rhet-
orical and not an institutional function®: for instance, the povoeiov of Alexios
Moseles (10" c.), the povoeiov Tfg vopodeTikiig (11" c.), the povoeia vopwv kal
dpyela Ofudog (12 ¢.)*. Apart from the mention of the povoeiov Tfg vopoOeTI-
kf|G in Michael Attaleiates®, the usage of povaoeiov as a synonym of 8i8aokaleiov
is surely attested in Byzantine literature only since the 13" century, in the Lexicon
of the Pseudo-Zonaras: Movoeiov: oxoAeiov®. It subsequently occurs in Eph-
raem’s verse chronicle: kol ypoppaTik@v dnéta&ev ad mAAY / povoeiov €ig mai-
Bevowv opeavdv véwv ovk edmopwv®, and in Nikephoros Gregoras: £¢ TO TAG
Go@alelag povoeiov Enaldaywynae... i To Tiig GAndeiag povaeiov nadaywyov-
pevov*®. In the 15™ century, the term becomes current, in reference to Prodromos
Petra’s kaBoAkov povaeiov, but also, for example, to the povoegiov T@v ZToudi-
T@V*'; Michael Apostolis uses it in his letters in a technical sense*?. We have a
further example of its usage in relation to university in a passage by Frankiskos
Skouphos, the Cretan scholar active in Venice in the 17" century, who employed
it about the University of Padua: £éomov8a0e ... €ig TO mepi@nuov povoeiov T
Motapiov™.

32 Ibid., 269*-272%; on the Council and the manuscripts of Turrianus and Darmarios, see also
199* with nn. 65-67.

33 Ronchey 2014, 222*-223*, with bibliography.

34 Gamillscheg 1977, 225-226; Fuchs 1926, 71-72.

35 Browning 1962, 171-178; Ronchey 2014, 224* n. 195.

36 Fuchs 1926, 21; 25; 27.

37 Mich. Attal. Hist., p. 21.27 Bekker.

38 Ps.-Zon. Lex., 1372.3 Tittmann.

39 Ephr. Aen. Hist. Chron. V. 3653, p. 135 Lampridis.

40 Nic. Greg. Hist., 1, p. 448.18 Schopen; III, p. 402.13; see also I, p. 476.11.

41 Fuchs 1926, 74.

42 Legrand 1885, 233-259, esp. Ep. 28.13.

43 Ep. 57.12; see Manoussacas 1998, 191-347; on Skouphos, see Sandys 1908, 354.
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As Eustathios makes clear from the first lines of the proem, he was asked to
compose the Exegesis by an anonymous a8eA@0¢, a “confrere” and colleague,
most likely younger than him*, who needed it for advanced rhetorical and eccle-
siastical instruction — the education reserved for the future members of the
upper ranks of the Constantinopolitan clergy, and partly based on the exegesis
of liturgical canons, in particular the canons belonging to the corpus of Cosmas
and John. This exegesis was a well-established practice in the 12" century in the
“branches”® of the network of more or less institutionalized di8aokaAgia, or
scholarly circles, known as the Patriarchal School of Constantinople*®.

Now, the best description of the characteristics of this instruction is provid-
ed, if only indirectly, precisely by Eustathios himself in his Exegesis. In his com-
mentary on the heirmos of the first ode, where Moses, shrouded in darkness, re-
ceives the tablets of the law, Eustathios plays on the name Mwofig and the word
povaeiov, describing, in commenting on the use of the verb épprtopevoev ap-
plied to Moses by the author of the canon, the particular relationship between
Oed¢ and GvOpwrog, established in the Biblical episode, as a relation of rhetor-
ical instruction: [...] 6oa kai Tiept povoeiov Beiov adTo 1| idaokaAeiov, Oedg pev
NGNel  EEdpxwv  kal Eypage, Mwofig 8¢ Ta €kelbev  peToAapBavwv
£ppnTOpeLOEVY.

The pun, in which Eustathios overtly uses the word povoeiov as a synonym
of 8i8aokaleiov, provides, on the one hand, one of the first known occurrences
of the term povceiov in the Byzantine language as the specific designation of a
university teaching centre; on the other hand, it allows him to illustrate meta-
phorically the teaching method of that Si8aokaAelov or those Si8ackaAeia in
Constantinople in which advanced lessons were taught, intended for the future
members of the high clergy, but attended also by a learned public often linked to
the court — the same lessons that Eustathios himself had given, though in the
area of ancient Greek classics, before being elected archbishop of Thessaloniki.

The teacher é\dAel ££apywv kai Eypage: and, in effect, Eustathios based his
teaching on a written text. The pupil épprtopevoe Ta €keiBev petoAapBavwv:
and this was to be the task of the pupils, who did not “repeat” but rather “ela-
borated the material rhetorically”, in view of the ecclesiastical oratory expected
of them, or perhaps in the more technical sense of rhetoreia.

44 Eust. Exeg. Prooem. 1; see also 58; Cesaretti 2014, 120*-122*; Ronchey 2014, 223*.

45 Browning 1962, 171.

46 Cesaretti 2014, 8*; 10*; Ronchey 2014, 196* nn. 53-55; 223*-224*, with bibliography. On the
Patriarchatsschule (Fuchs 1926), see Magdalino 1993, 325-331, with references; Schreiner 20009,
137-138.

47 Eust. Exeg. 3.13-15; Ronchey 2014, 224*.
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In Exeg. 3.13-15, Eustathios’ reference to the povoeiov and to the particular
type of instruction carried out there, on top of providing us with an early occur-
rence of this term in the technical sense of 8idaokaAeiov, makes us consider how
lessons were taught in 12th-century Constantinople in the advanced ecclesiasti-
cal institutions that were connected to the so-called Patriarchal School, or, at
least, how Eustathios taught his lessons, here equating himself ironically with
God“8,

We may and probably should read here an allusion to the teaching context
the Exegesis was aimed at: Eustathios’ words seem to suggest that what was
taught within a 8i8aokalelov/povoeiov was that same technical-rhetorical wis-
dom, based on the act of commenting on the canons of Cosmas and John, for
which the anonymous &8eA@d¢ had commissioned him the Exegesis*.

We find a symmetrical identification of Eustathios with Moses on Mount
Sinai in the funeral monody dedicated to him by Michael Choniates. It is difficult
to imagine that this should be a coincidence, and we wonder if we should not
read in the monody an allusion to the image introduced by Eustathios, and per-
haps already earlier used by him, with just as much irony, as a topos during his
oral lessons®°.

It would be prudent to observe that neither Eustathios’ presence at the mon-
astery nor any teaching by him or by any of his disciples is documented at Pro-
dromos Petra in the course of the 12th century®'. However, a less than superficial
knowledge of the milieu of this monastery on the part of Eustathios is apparent
in a famous passage of the De emendanda vita monachica. Here Eustathios lam-
poons the speedy procurement on the part of the monastery of luxury foodstuffs
and, in particular, of “black and red” caviar for the Emperor Manuel I Komne-
nos*. This is the absolutely first mention of Prodromos Petra found in literary
sources®®. Certainly, we are well advised to note that the information in itself,
though well suitable to attest to Eustathios’ or his circle’s first-hand familiarity
with Prodromos Petra, exudes obvious sarcasm on the lavish way of life at the
monastery>*. However, knowing Eustathios and his irony, this does not necessa-
rily mean he entertained a bad memory of Prodromos Petra. On the contrary, it

48 Ibid., 224*-225*,

49 Ibid. 225* n. 198.

50 Ronchey 2014, 225* n. 196: see Mich. Chon. Mon. Eust. Thess. 283-306 Lampros (= PG
140.337-362); on the monody, see Cesaretti 2014, 15* n. 64.

51 Ronchey 2014, 221*-222* with n. 187; Cesaretti 2014, 10*; 18*; 23*-25*,

52 Eust. Vit. Monach. 66.78-80 Metzler; Janin 19697, 422; Gamillscheg 1979, 111; Id. 1981, 291.
53 Cataldi Palau 2008a, 197-198; Ead. 2008b, 210.

54 Ronchey 2014, 222* n. 186.
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could indicate his affection even for a kind of monastic life that surely had to be
“emended”, but definitely not forgotten.

Bibliography

Barsanti, C. (2001), “Costantinopoli e I'Egeo nei primi decenni del XV secolo: la
testimonianza di Cristoforo Buondelmonti”, in: Rivista dell’Istituto Nazionale di
Archeologia e Storia dell’Arte, S. |l 24, 83-234.

Barsanti, C. (2013), “Una ricerca sulle sculture in opera nelle cisterne bizantine di Istanbul: la
Ipek Bodrum Sarnici (la cisterna n°® 10)”, in: A. Rigo / A. Babuin / M. Trizio (eds.), Vie
per Bisanzio, |, Bari, 477-507.

Bianconi, D. (2008), “Eracle e lolao. Aspetti della collaborazione tra copisti nell’eta dei
Paleologi”, in: Byzantinische Zeitschrift 96, 521-558.

Bick, J. (1920), Die Schreiber der Wiener griechischen Handschriften, Wien — Prag — Leipzig.

Browning, R. (1962), “The Patriarchal School at Constantinople in the Twelfth Century. I”, in:
Byzantion 32, 167-201.

Cataldi Palau, A. (2008a), “The Manuscript Production in the Monastery of Prodromos Petra
(Twelfth-Fifteenth centuries)”, in: Ead., Studies in Greek Manuscripts, Spoleto, |, 198-
207.

Cataldi Palau, A. (2008b), “The Library of the Monastery of Prodromos Petra in the Fifteenth
Century (to 1453)”, ibid., 209-218.

Cataldi Palau, A. (2008c), “Learning Greek in Fifteenth-Century Constantinople”, ibid., 219-
234.

Cataldi Palau, A. (2008d), “Legature costantinopolitane del monastero di Prodromo Petra tra i
manoscritti di Giovanni di Ragusa”, ibid., 235-280.

Cesaretti, P. (2014), “Introduzione storico-letteraria”, in: P. Cesaretti / S. Ronchey (eds.),
Eustathii Thessalonicensis Exegesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem,
Berlin-Muinchen-Boston (Supplementa Byzantina, 10), 3*-186*.

De Gregorio, G. (1991), Il copista greco Manouel Malaxos. Studio biografico e
paleografico-codicologico, Citta del Vaticano.

De Gregorio, G. (1995), “Studi su copisti greci del tardo Cinquecento: I. Ancora Manuel
Malaxos”, in: Romische Historische Mitteilungen 37, 97-144.

De Gregorio, G. (1996), “Studi su copisti greci del tardo Cinquecento: Il. loannes Malaxos e
Theodosios Zygomalas”, in: R6mische Historische Mitteilungen 38, 189-268.

De Gregorio, G. (2000), “Manoscritti greci patristici fra ultima eta bizantina e Umanesimo
italiano. Con un’appendice sulla traduzione latina di Atanasio Calceopulo del’Omelia In
principium proverbiorum di Basilio Magno”, in: M. Cortesi / C. Leonardi (eds.),
Tradizioni patristiche nell’lUmanesimo, Firenze, 317-396.

De Gregorio, G. (2001), “Una lista di commemorazioni di defunti dalla Costantinopoli della
prima eta paleologa. Note storiche e prosopografiche sul Vat. Ross. 169”, in: Rivista di
studi bizantini e neoellenici n.s. 38, 103-194.

Fuchs, F. (1926), Die hoheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mittelalter, Leipzig-Berlin (repr.
Amsterdam 1964).

Gamillscheg, E. (1977), “Zur handschriftlichen Uberlieferung byzantinischer Schulbiicher”, in:
Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 26, 211-229.



190 — Silvia Ronchey

Gamillscheg, E. (1979), “Zur Geschichte einer Gregor-von-Nazianz-Handschrift (Basil. A.VII.1 =
gr. 34)”, in: Codices Manuscripti 5, 104-114.

Gamillscheg, E. (1981), “Zur Rekonstruktion einer Konstantinopolitaner Bibliothek”, in:
Miscellanea Agostino Pertusi, |, Bologna = Rivista di Studi Bizantini e Slavi 1, 283-293.

Hunger, H. / Kresten, O. / Hannick, Chr. (eds.) (1984), Katalog der griechischen
Handschriften der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, 11l 2. Codices Theologici 101-200,
Wien.

Hunger, H. / Lackner, W. / Hannick, Chr. (eds.) (1992), Katalog der griechischen
Handschriften der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, 1113. Codices theologici 201-337,
Wien.

Janin, R. (1969, La géographie ecclésiastique de I’empire byzantin. |, Le siége de
Constantinople et le patriarcat oecuménique. 3, Les églises et les monastéres, Paris.

Legrand, E. (1885), Bibliographie hellénique, ou description raisonnée des ouvrages publiés
en grec aux XVe et XVle siécles, |, Paris.

Magdalino, P. (1993), The Empire of Manuel | Komnenos, 1143-1180, Cambridge.

Manoussacas, M. (ed.) (1998), Francois Scouphos 6 Tpappatopdpog (Le Courrier), Athénes.

Mondrain, B. (2000), “Jean Argyropoulos professeur a Constantinople et ses auditeurs
médecins, d’Andronic Eparque a Démétrios Angelos”, in: C. Scholz / G. Makris (eds.),
Polypleuros nous: Miscellanea fiir Peter Schreiner zu seinem 60. Geburtstag, Miinchen —
Leipzig.

Mondrain, B. (2010), “Démétrios Angelos et la médecine: contribution nouvelle au dossier”,
in: A. Roselli / V. Boudon-Millot / A. Garzya / ). Jouanna (eds.), Storia della tradizione e
edizione dei medici greci, Napoli, 293-322.

Pignani, A. (1978), “Frammento inedito di un encomio bizantino per 'Imperatore”, in: Atti
dell’Accademia Pontaniana, n.s. 27, 207-218.

Ronchey, S. (2014), “Introduzione storico-filologica”, in: P. Cesaretti — S. Ronchey (eds.),
Eustathii Thessalonicensis Exegesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem, Berlin-
Miinchen - Boston (Supplementa Byzantina, 10), 187*-313*.

Sandys, J.E. (1908), A History of Classical Scholarship, 1ll, Cambridge.

Schreiner, P. (2001), “John Malaxos (16th Century) and his Collection of Antiquitates
Constantinopolitanae”, in: N. Necipoglu (ed.), Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments,
Topography and Everyday Life, Leiden — Boston — Kdln, 203-214.

Schreiner, P. (2009), Costantinopoli. Metropoli dai mille volti, ed. trans. S. Ronchey, Roma.

von Martels, Z.R.W.M. (1989), Augerius Gislenius Busbequius. Leven en werk van de
keizerlijke gezant aan het hof van Siileyman de Grote. Een biografische, literaire en
historische studie met editie van onuitgegeven teksten, diss. Groningen.

Wirth, P. (1972) “Spuren einer autorisierten mittelalterlichen Eustathiosedition”, in:
Byzantinische Forschungen 4, 253-257 = Wirth, Peter (1980), Eustathiana. Gesammelte
Aufsdtze zu Leben und Werk des Metropoliten Eustathios von Thessalonike, Amsterdam,
65-69.



Eustathios at Prodromos Petra? —— 191

13'11119,:;‘,15&)\(73}"‘;\:4\-0% yrﬂéslpéw"“fi'm""’;l%mmpt‘)‘q O\ v
. /0 s
s O Sy L Rt R AR e s S
} ‘!‘M ému%m‘"m,f%pw‘qudiﬂw\f ﬂo'rwfo}-u'ﬁr/;m»:}wmw AL
§ X ”w,,,,xw‘q_, @nc,,oy,fp)?\.;\wpy\v»?)nu)uu s ompads 2’5}1’;»/ knhzw
1 41 @WS\'IPFONM'»;O’CM"‘C?’ -l ",Jiurw.;Tny)be(quuwmxmg
5 ymufg)’.:lsbp_w o u.An"S':w -,Pg%c"a‘:yp ,—,-/yqffolwuﬂgmaw sqﬂmﬁ:;ﬁ()l‘ ;
unﬁiifowpwwnmm Ji’ﬁs%u Ko o1 6?‘?6’*’ "“"“’Z" 4
Jy?op\ﬂﬁmwlo}"ﬂ}? e bor m%wﬁ’"ﬂ d’ﬂ!@h"“’f Rk, s
Cals mau,wqc:fwo"{ow@ oduzrménrmIMP T”4>c-u-1°=01 W I )
i e, E¥ba pBi 13 \»J4<ﬂs-4myo nom%mﬂlto '”\-u&ur‘u&qowww Lo
e L‘O\Ii‘ipcﬂ(_gomp'rl'mlm(fhpvqﬂ\\g kyﬁy( )B‘wnlél) ke :&’;IP""T’T’"‘”' e 0
o;woMsAE/p‘zpm"} %‘i J)wﬂo»qrqKpﬁo;ovﬂéofwrma//#wﬂ moPKPN L
»aw(w-r%;wua.z;mmﬁw#ﬂwm ety a1 Ww»"’P R
uo‘m?rvrﬁbls-ﬂ'mggmylinrwup »cuﬁm,@q) smTa:cJ\gM émfﬁ e
Fow Gy M&To”ﬁwl&upw«wd)p«h«fk r]\Mﬁfﬂy kﬂﬁrgq()y /?' L ,
Ll %w}p%isﬁcrf}p " (c)m rrw‘ql»%)zh chv ;’%q O‘mfﬁP‘ xu :
"3}“4«0\ m1c)~;:¢'»/pya /w'i" = /uwlwmaié’a”’ ;pmwml‘*’
0"0#410/70#)99\”\ M?,),.Q” 2 oy T yoJmm‘AAquﬁo ¢M%€ :
7'ncf-‘4mO<7>lp\oTnu-my,7JM}}9\m,muf rﬂa—;{}&b'ﬂk‘#ﬁoghﬂ“/ﬂgo%”} B!
‘?W'T’i¢"wd€lmw:¢ogq-’umyemﬂyé /ml"rcp\ }Zg>!w ir’é’\— ""‘” H
8142" 47""’\)@ YR PO RYSEX TR S A RV
\;mm/:w N‘Ktl yw.su‘kw\/»w/p)\oﬂkw aN,Mrr'r‘K;J)flw
én’/N;)vls yr;?'Tswl (A «zrowal)é' ﬂ%?@‘l,o geler @7971’0"”\“”
wavlﬂ‘)yq-lqwxﬂuww-irb 1—,,(},7.}),,\,\a .44, w2, E)\ “I‘«slbr‘d&ﬂ’l"'”
e 'ﬂﬂwu’ srm-n\equw'rw\rwn-fmo;.fz{w.;w»spmopq{)@
‘1m3%47;-rr'a:wo'ra;\eoy,nrwl d\é’{,’nu;imw @ 3,4-’2:.7).:» -fu,-lq# ,t_u
: ‘PW’UM‘P"F‘P &ﬂwwz}Z;ft‘n" Iu&wc-:orl(m;oqauhwﬂ‘
!U‘Ei%’lll '\—;vaw\n&om’?&}é;y G‘Kﬁgcw qmu#’,ﬁ’g ;5&)-(&
Sl “«7"’5\’"7 ool MQOH\— P~511 1’”‘>lgMI Af'*-qi;"r‘w» q/’ﬂnl\i‘??ﬁ.qﬁ%ﬁ;‘é’ :
a7 _n-\,:furcu}\v;.{bo/e'bﬂw-ﬂblp%—;ﬁm, x-'h/;mnwkr \)17'71' 4“’”")’
iy \zy&&ywmxm&-w,@/-{ruynw—,),,rrqbyr}’diyﬂéﬂyu)’lcc})muﬁp

Fig. 2: Vaticanus graecus 1409, f. 65r. Copyright of the Vatican Library.
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Fig. 4: Vindobonensis Theologicus graecus 208 Nessel (298 Lambeck), f. 144v. Copyright of the
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Wien.
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Fig. 5: Vallicellianus F 44 (graecus 94), binding, front cover. Copyright of the Biblioteca Valli-
celliana, Rome.
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Fig. 6: Basileensis A.VIL.1, f. Ir. Copyright of the Universitdtsbibliothek, Basel.
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Fig. 7: pinax of the deperditus Scorialensis A.Il.11 (Z/B), transcribed by N. Turrianus.
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Fig. 8: Istanbul, the ruins of what remains of the so-called Bogdan Sarayi, enclosed in a tire
shop at Draman Caddesi 32.







Filippomaria Pontani
“Captain of Homer’s guard”: the reception
of Eustathius in Modern Europe

1 Eustathius from Politian to Politi (1489-1730)

In the fantastic battle between ancient and modern authors envisaged by the
French scholar Francois de Calliéres in 1688 (a story that inspired Jonathan
Swift’s Battle of the Books, published twelve years later), Eustathius of Thessa-
lonica plays a conspicuous role'. Initially enrolled among the orators (and
thus on the far left wing of the ancients’ army), he soon switches to the middle-
field upon the request of the old and blind Homer, who desperately needs a lieu-
tenant, and thus implores Demosthenes to let the archbishop, however ideolog-
ically hostile to war, cross over to the infantry of the poets and help him out in
this bloodless fight?>. Once proclaimed captain of Homer’s guard, Eustathius
starts a thorough examination of the troops, consisting of the Iliad and the Odys-
sey, and engages in a firm defence of the Shield of Achilles against the attacks of
the moderns; shortly after, however, he discovers to his dismay a worrying hole
in the ranks of the Iliad, corresponding to the description of Aphrodite’s kestos,
“la ceinture de Venus”, which has been stolen overnight by the modern poets
Voiture and Sarrasin disguised as Greeks — very painful news for poor Homer,
who believed Iliad 14 to be among the highlights of his entire poetical output?.

Calliéres’ parody of the Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes is subtler and
less absurd than it may appear at first glance: when Homer greets Eustathius as
the worthiest defender of his person and works®, this reflects a communis opinio
grounded in the wide success of the Parekbolai to Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey
since their editio princeps published in Rome in 1542-1550 — a success that
will only be properly appreciated by whoever writes a proper history of the art
of commenting Homer, perhaps one of the most urgent desiderata of contempo-

1 Calliéres 1688. See Hepp 1968, 553; Santangelo 1984, 370-371; Levine 1991, 129-132. See fig. 1.
2 Calliéres 1688, 112: “il pria Demosthenes de lui envoyer Eustatius, fameux Auteur Grec, qui a
fait de si beaux Commentaires sur I'lliade et sur I’Odissée”.

3 Callieres 1688, 193-194.

4 Calliéres 1688, 112-113: “cC’est vous, mon cher Eustatius... qui m’avez si genereusement et si
dignement défendu contre tous mes Ennemis, je vous remets encore le soin de ma Personne
et de tous mes Ouvrages, et je vous prie d’accepter I'emploi que je vous offre de Capitaine de
mes Gardes”.

DOI 10.1515/9783110524901-009
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rary reception studies®. For the time being, suffice it to recall here some historical
elements, along with the judgment of the late Philip Ford, who believed that the
Roman edition represented “incontestablement, 1’événement le plus important
dans I’édition de textes homériques de cette période”®.

Even well before 1542, the first Western scholar to teach Homer in the orig-
inal language at university level (Odyssey books 1-2), namely Angelo Poliziano,
resorted to Eustathius in order to explain matters of grammar and etymology,
and above all to retrieve lexical definitions of difficult terms. From Politian’s “zi-
baldone” preserved in Par. gr. 3069 (to be dated between 1487 and 1491) we see
that the Italian humanist, while paying attention to the scholia and to the large
heritage of Byzantine lexica, vastly employed Eustathius (whose work he could
read in ms. Laur. 59.6) both for minute explanations and for the references to an-
cient authors such as Athenaeus or Strabo’. Demetrius Chalcondylas, Politian’s
colleague at Florence in the years 1475-1491, also annotated a manuscript of
Iliad and Odyssey (now Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 81) by penning in
the margins a large selection of Eustathian notes: Chalcondylas, as is well-
known, marked the history of Western philology as the editor princeps of
Homer in 1488%. A few years later, the Cretan philologist Marcus Musurus
chose Eustathius as the basis for his lectures on the Odyssey in Padua (1507-
1508), and it was precisely from these excerpta that his fellow-countryman Ar-
senius Apostolis arranged a bulky but extremely well-thought selection of an-
cient commentaries to Homer, which unfortunately never reached the press’.

That the most outstanding Hellenists of the Italian Renaissance (namely
those who could read and appreciate such an impervious text in the original)
showed a deep familiarity with Eustathius, should not ring as a surprise: this
was a priori likely on account not only of Eustathius’ relevance to the interpre-
tation of Homer’s text, but also of the incredible wealth of information of all
kinds scattered in the archbishop’s commentaries. At the other end of the
story, this success numbered among the primary reasons that prompted the
Roman publishers to embark, despite all sorts of technical and financial hard-

5 Latacz 2000, 15 deals in three lines with Homer-Kommentierung from the 1488 editio princeps
to Ameis-Hentze, and openly states (p. 2 note 1) that he is concerned exclusively with “das Phi-
lologische”.

6 Ford 2007, 111.

7 Silvano 2010, Ixxix-xciv on the issue of sources. See also Pontani 2005b, 7 and 24 for Polit-
ian’s excerpts from Eustathius in an annotated ms. of the Iliad.

8 Pontani 2005, 388-394.

9 I am referring to the incunable Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana I, 50, and to ms. Vat. gr. 1321
respectively: see Pontani 2005, 481-509 and Ferreri 2014, 558-560.
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ships, on such an ambitious and expensive project as the complete edition of the
Parekbolai.*®

The Roman edition made an even greater difference in the other European
countries: true, the French Guillaume Budé had filled in the margins of his editio
princeps of the Homeric poems with a mixed bag of ancient scholia and Eusta-
thian excerpts, the latter certainly derived from manuscript sources''; but Budé
was, in this respect as in many others, definitely an exception. No hint to the Par-
ekbolai appears in the running commentaries to selected Homeric books publish-
ed in the Franco-German world of the early 16th century, from Melchior Wolmar
(Paris 1523), to Joachim Camerarius (Strasburg 1538-1540) down to Johannes
Hartung (Frankfurt 1539)'2. The latter, in particular (1505-1579), is an interesting
case in point, for while still unaware of Eustathius in his Prolegomena to Odyssey
1-3, he did use the Parekbolai when discussing matters of Homeric philology in
his Locorum decuriae (1559); and the epigram appended to Hartung’s image in
Reusner’s Icones represents to my knowledge the first attempt for a scholar to
claim a parity with Eustathius: “As much as Homer owes to Eustathius, so
much does he owe to me: I shall not recall the rest, old lady rumour will
talk.”®® We shall see that this sort of “contest” with Eustathius will be picked
up by an even greater scholar over two centuries later.

Soon reprinted by Froben in Basle in 1559-1560" (it is on a copy of this ed-
ition that Isaac Casaubon will pen his marginal notes®), and abridged for the
readers’ comfort as early as 1558 by Adriaan de Jonge in Basle', Eustathius’
commentaries became vital tools for all modern exegetes, especially in France.
Eustathian allegories, when transplanted to the particularly fertile soil of late
Renaissance Europe, influenced significantly the work and the teaching of
Jean Dorat'® — a somewhat surprising outcome since allegory was not among
the archbishop’s favourite approaches, especially as far as the Iliad was con-
cerned.

10 Liverani 2002; Cullhed 2014, *112-114; Pontani 2000, 42-44.

11 Pontani 2007, 390-410. The notes are now fully edited and discusses by Morantin 2013.
12 Ford 2007, 70-74; Pontani 2007, 384-385.

13 “Eustathio quantum, tantum mihi debet Homerus: / Caetera ne memorem, fama loquetur
anus”: the portrait with the Latin epigram was edited by Reusner 1587, 368.

14 A copious index verborum was added to this reprint of the Roman edition by Sebastian Gul-
denbeck: Pontani 2000, 42 note 24.

15 London, British Library C.76.h.4 (a book that still awaits proper study).

16 Iunius 1558; see van Miert 2011, esp. 109-111.

17 1 am referring chiefly to the ideas of Luther and Zwingli, as well as to Konrad Gessner’s edi-
tions of ancient allegorical works and to Natale Conti’s Mythologiae: see Pontani 2007, 386-389.
18 Ford 2007, 213-227; Ford 2007b; Ford 2000.
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But the mechanism of Eustathius’ penetration in full-fledged 16th-century
commentaries on Homer is a promising topic, which still awaits a proper assess-
ment. Eustathius inspired the little-known 16th-century Greek humanist Christo-
phoros Kondoleon in two of his Homeric treatises, the ExAoyn mapa t@v Ounpt-
K@V EM@V mepl ToU dpioTov aTpatnyol kal oTpatiwTov, and an untitled treatise
on the heroes’ a0tovpyia, not devoid of some references to the ethos of the au-
thor’s contemporaries®. A nice study by Tania Demetriou reveals how massively
Eustathius’ commentaries contributed to the scanty exegetical notes appended
by Hubert von Giffen to his 1572 edition and Latin translation of the poems®,
and especially the hitherto unacknowledged, but absolutely essential, role of
Gerrit Falkenburg in the genesis of this book: it thus becomes clear that Falken-
burg was among the first scholars to explore ancient authors (and Eustathius in
particular) in an attempt to collect erudite evidence but also to advance critical
discourse on the text of Homer*.

More evidently, Eustathius is mentioned by name no less than 406 times
(and no doubt many more times does he appear incognito) in the 1583 Homeric
edition prepared by the French poet Jean de Sponde, a masterpiece of French
scholarship that can well be regarded as the first attempt to a running commen-
tary to Homer in the Neuzeit. Sponde’s achievement (published when the author
was 26 years old!), replete with a lot of erudition and many intelligent original
observations, embraces systematic references to quotations of or allusions to
Homer in other ancient authors, and is definitely less committed to philological,
lexical and grammatical issues — some of the latter were to be relegated to a
wide-ranging Lexicon Homericum that eventually never saw the light*’. By its
very conception, and by its size and ambition, Sponde’s edition had to become
the obvious modern counterpart to Eustathius’ Parekbolai, and could rival with
its Byzantine predecessor?: as opposed to what Dorat had done, Sponde refused
all sorts of allegorical reading, and marked a clear-cut distinction between
pagan and Christian “theology”, although he did not refrain from spelling out
some of the moral lessons to be drawn from Homer.

19 Pontani forthcoming; Piasentin-Pontani forthcoming.

20 Giphanius 1572.

21 See Demetriou 2015.

22 See Ford 2007, 155-163 (for the text, Sponde followed Henri Estienne’s edition). Deloince-
Louette 2001, esp. 62-67 on the presence of Eustathius.

23 Deloince-Louette 2000b, 118-120 and 124-127 on agreements and occasional disagreements
with Eustathius (though of course on p. 126 note 23 the Eustathius displaying “une préférence
pour Virgile” is the character of Macrobius’ Saturnalia, not our archbishop).
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The moment when Eustathius became most a la page, perhaps even more so
than in his own days, is beyond doubt 17th-century France, the age when ancient
epic came back in fashion, and in a sheer neo-classical key the world of Homer
was regarded as a background against which to read the contemporary siécle de
Louis le Grand?*. It is a plausible guess that king Louis XIV went so far as to issue
a national competition for the study and translation of the Parekbolai, thus stir-
ring the interest of a series of civil servants and scholars:* the results of this ac-
tivity are still to be seen in the Bibliothéque Nationale, and do not cease to im-
press for their ambition. I refer e. g. to the Extraict des choses les plus remarcables
qui se trouvent dans les poetes grecs, et dans leurs scholiastes, et premierement
dans Homere et dans Eustathius by the Guascon scholar Pierre de Marcassus
(1584-1664), a bulky anthology of passages from Eustathius in translation,
with a special focus on issues of customs, morality, and on ancient sources com-
menting Homer; I also refer to the Extraict moral et politique du texte d’Homere et
d’Eustathius, a work emphatically dedicated by a civil servant from Auvergne,
Jean Tinerel de Bellérophon (1598-1661), to the powerful and learned minister
Pierre Séguier, and consisting of a running commentary on Homer and his
world, along the lines of Eustathius’ Parekbolai but embracing also quotations
from different sources, from the Bible to Plutarch to Basil of Caesarea®.

These books are all the more impressive as to our day no complete transla-
tion of Eustathius exists, with the only exception of the legendary Latin version
by the Spanyard Vicente Mariner (1619-1623)¥. It is clear, as observed by Noémi
Hepp, that this interest did not proceed from archaeological curiosity, but from
the wish to find in Eustathius the most eloquent and most authoritative key to
draw from Homer some lessons of moral and behaviour®. In the annotations
to the Iliad of none less than Jean Racine (dated to the years 1663-1666), we
can see that the great French playwright owes a lot to Eustathius in terms of mor-
alistic and stylistic observations, but also in matters that could be regarded as

24 Simonsuuri 1979, 12-15.

25 Andres 1822, 121. On the earlier attempt by the Spanyard Immanuel Marti, see Andres 1822,
112-121.

26 Marcassus is preserved in mss. BNF, Coisl. 182-183, Tinerel in mss. Coisl. 396-400: see Hepp
1968, 97-98; Pontani 2000, 56-57.

27 Preserved in Matr. lat. 9859-9862, see Andres 1822, 107-112; Pontani 2000, 57 and Cullhed
2014, *115.

28 Hepp 1968, 126.
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strictly pertaining to the theatrical aspect of the epic®: for instance, when Racine
notes on Iliad 3.427 that

Héléne lui parle (a Paris) en détournant les yeux ailleurs, parce qu’elle le veut quereller, et
qu’elle sent bien qu’elle sera amoureuse si elle le regarde®,

this observation turns out to derive directly from the archbishop’s text, without
the mediation of Sponde’s commentary>’.

However, the phenomenon of Eustathiomania was not confined to the boun-
daries of the Hexagon: Postel’s 1700 edition of Iliad book 14 (precisely the same
book mentioned in Calliéres’ narrative), while containing a large amount of orig-
inal notes that display a surprising erudition and competence in all domains of
ancient literature and lore, also embraced a complete translation of Eustathius’
commentary on that book, introduced by a sincere praise of the archbishop and
of his activity as a collector of previous exegesis to Homer®. In his translation
(pp. 20-142), Postel arranged the material according to the strict order of the
lines, but he also made a point of not proceeding to cuts or abridgments even
of the most arid grammatical observations.

Finally, an even more ambitious task was the Latin translation of Eustathius’
commentaries “revus sur les manuscrits et éclaircis par la distinction des cita-
tions d’avec le texte, par la vérification de ces citations et par des notes” by
the French scholar Claude Capperonnier, started in the early 1700s and still pre-

29 Hepp 1968, 372-393. Racine’s earlier (1661-1662) Remarques sur I’Odyssée (on books 1-10; Ra-
cine 1952, 721-800), being still unaware of Eustathius’ Parekbolai, are less rich and tasteful than
those to the Iliad (Racine 1952, 709-721).

30 Racine 1952, 715 on Il. 3.427. But all of Racine’s notes to book 3 are full of psychological ob-
servations.

31 See Eust. in Il. 432.5-7, largely reworking the ancient scholia in a very original note, and in-
cluding an ancient proverb with a verbal paronomasia: iotéov 8¢, wg 1| ‘EAévn kAivel ToUG O@BaA-
HOUG TIGAL, (G elpnTat, oV povov dkki{opévn i Bupoupévn, GAAG kol ékkAivovoa TOV £E ékeivou
EpwTar 0ibe yap £k Tob Opdv TikTesOaL TO £pdv. This passage of Eustathius also impressed Mar-
cassus (ms. BNF, Coisl. 182, ff. 81-82; see above note 26). Sponde 1583, 61 is more committed to
explaining — even in opposition to Eustathius — Helen’s innocence and moral excellence.

32 Postel 1700, b1 r-v: “Dieser Eustathius ist ein vornehmer geistlicher, und sehr gelahrter Mann
gewesen, hat etwan vor acht oder neunhundert Jahren gelebet... er sahe schon zu seiner Zeit,
dafl die Ausldger dieses grossen Poeten und ihre dariiber verfdrtigte Schrifften anfingen
diinne zu werden, wegen Kostbarkeit des Abschreibens, daher entschlof3 er sich aus allen
denen, die damahls noch in grosser Menge vorhanden waren, einen Auszug zu machen. Daraus
denn diese kostliche Erklahrung entstanden, die wir noch zu seinem unsterblichem Ruhm, und
grofitem Nutzen deren die ihn lesen, besitzen”.
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served in manuscript form*. While covering only books 1-6 of the Iliad, and de-
spite its still relatively raw state, this Herculean labour shows a remarkable
amount of critical work, for not only all passages quoted by the archbishop
(both Homeric and other) are identified and sometimes discussed in the notes,
but references to parallel or relevant passages either within the Parekbolai or
in other sources (from Strabo to Hermogenes, from Varro to Horace) are also
often provided.

Capperonnier’s work was interrupted possibly because of the concurrent
project inaugurated in the 1720s by a Florentine Jesuit named Alessandro Politi,
who attended for years to an annotated translation of Eustathius In Iliadem,
availing himself of the help of the famous Hellenist and translator Anton
Maria Salvini — their three voluminous in-folios, however, did not reach beyond
book 534, Politi’s edition deserves praise both for its remarkably learned appara-
tus of notes to Eustathius (the only such work to appear in print before van der
Valk), and for the high consideration bestowed on the Parekbolai as a treasure of
hidden wisdom that could change the Western perception of the entire Greek
world®. Above all, Eustathius is viewed here from the outset as the most impor-
tant and by far the best of all previous Homeric critics — a key feature in the Na-
chleben of this author®®, and an idea already current in René Rapin’s 1664 Com-
paraison des Poémes d’Homere et Virgile, where Eustathius is put on a par with
Servius¥. The continuation of Politi’s work by the obscure Roman priest Leopol-
do Sebastiani (second half of the 18th century), albeit a remarkable feat of eru-
dition in both philological and exegetical terms, did not go beyond the manu-
script form, and covered only books 6, 7 and 8 of the Iliad>®.

33 Paris, BNF, NAL 2074-2076: see Hepp 1968, 578-579.

34 Politi 1730-1735.

35 Politi 1730 (I), c. a I v: “occulto hoc ac latente thesauro, nondum opes omnes Graeciae esse
cum Latinis communicatas: quem thesaurum si in oculis conspectuque gentis nostrae expone-
remus, Graeciam ipsam totam esse in Latium commigraturam”.

36 See also Politi 1730 (I), c. +3 v: “Eustathius, Archiepiscopus Thessalonicensis, qui tum prop-
ter admirabilem variae eruditionis copiam, tum propter accuratum et acre in rebus omnibus iu-
dicium, tum propter Operis amplitudinem et granditatem, superioribus Criticis universis est
longissime anteponendus. Hic enim, omnibus in unum coactis Graeciae Scriptoribus, quod quis-
que opportune atque apposite ad Homerum scripsisse et adnotasse visus esset, summa diligen-
tia summoque judicio excerpsit, et ex maximis seculorum omnium ingeniis excellentissima
quaeque ac praeclarissima libavit”.

37 Rapin 1664, 164: “les plus celebres et les plus exacts Commentateurs de ces deux grands
hommes”.

38 Rome, Biblioteca Vallicelliana P 258-260: see Luca 1988, 662 and 669-670. Andres 1822, 126—
127.
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2 Aesthetics and ethics: Dacier and Pope
2a Aesthetics

The above sketch of Eustathius’ role in early modern Homeric scholarhip intend-
ed to fulfil a twofold purpose: on the one hand, to give a context that might shed
light on his prominent role in Calliéres’ parody; more importantly, to introduce
what I regard as the most remarkable presence of our archbishop in Western cul-
ture, namely the massive use of his Parekbolai in the footnotes to two landmark
editions of the Homeric poems, the French one by Anne Dacier (1699-1708, then
1711-1716)*%, and the English one by Alexander Pope (1715-1726)*° — the latter
also growing out of the increasing English interest in Homer fostered by the
translations of Chapman, Hobbes and Dryden, and by Bentley’s discovery of
the digamma™'.

It should be remarked at the outset that Dacier’s and Pope’s (together with
Sponde’s 1583 edition) represent the only full-scale running commentaries to
Homer printed in the West before the 19th century: it is no chance that they
often draw on, interact and sometimes conflict with each other in their selection
of topics and in their interpretive lines; the complex relationship between them
would merit a study of its own*%. On the other hand, focusing on these commen-
taries alone does not imply disregarding the importance of at least two almost
contemporary achievements: Joshua Barnes’ 1711 Cambridge edition centers es-
sentially on textual criticism and on the erudite search for ancient readings
and scholia (for which it offered a conspicuous amount of fresh material), where-
as Samuel Clarke’s 1729 Iliad, in itself a masterpiece acknowledged as such by
the first coryphaeus of the “modern” Homerkommentierung,” is overtly indebted
to its predecessors, but also chiefly oriented (particularly from book 5 onwards)
towards the establishment of a reliable text — the numerous references to Eusta-
thius crop up precisely in that perspective.

Dacier and Pope can thus legitimately claim for their editions the status of
reference works, for the good reason that they are the only scholars (after
Sponde) to have perused and elaborated every word of Eustathius’ commenta-
ries, no matter if through direct personal study, as in the case of the French

39 Dacier 1711-1716.

40 Pope 1993.

41 Simonsuuri 1979, 15.

42 See already Foulon 2010.
43 Heyne 1802, I, xxiii.
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lady, or — as in the case of Pope, to whom biographers deny a thorough compe-
tence in Greek — through the work of obscure translators (Thomas Parnell, Wil-
liam Broome, John Jortin): the latter were charged with the task of making sense
of Eustathius’ difficult language, chiefly in such notes as “concern the beauties
or art of the author — none geographical, historical or grammatical — unless
some occur very important to the sense”**.

Dacier and Pope also owe their prominence in this context to the attitude
towards the text they are interpreting: both consider Homer, although from dif-
ferent angles, less as a masterpiece of ancient literature to be revered and set in a
distant past than as a text open to inquiries and analyses bearing on the present
day”*. Dacier is sometimes baffling in this respect, e.g. when she praises Telema-
chus for invoking her mother as “pfitep”, a practice at odds with the modern
habit of calling one’s parents by the vocative “Monsieur, Madame”; or when
she comments on Penelope’s anxiety about her son’s departure at the end of
Odyssey book 4, by a lapidary: “Tous les temps se ressemblent”“®. Pope’s ap-
proach, especially in the Iliad, is less optimistic and Homerolatric than Dacier’s,
especially in terms of aesthetic and moral assessment, which also explains the
criticism levelled by the English translator at his French predecessor despite
his immense (and sometimes undeclared) debt towards her; however, the quarrel
between the two does not rest upon a real ideological basis, and eventually a
more balanced attitude surfaces in both scholars’ notes to the Odyssey.”

Dacier’s use of Homer is of course to be understood in the frame of the then
raging querelle des anciens et des modernes, which affected the evaluation of
Greek archaic epic along two different parameters, the aesthetical and the ethical
one*®, On the aesthetical niveau, Dacier’s declared purpose was to show Homer’s
skill in handling his material: she wished not only to facilitate the pleasure of
reading the poems “as a novel”, but also to propose them as a model of style

44 See Levine 1991, 197.

45 Patzek 1999, 164: “avec sa précision philologique elle [scil. Madame Dacier] se rend bien
compte de la différence des moeurs homériques; mais a ses yeux, traduire signifie transposer
dans sa propre langue, dans sa propre culture”.

46 Dacier 1716, 1, 105 and 112 respectively. The latter statement has a flavour of La Bruyére’s “Les
hommes n’ont point changé selon le coeur et selon les passions, ils sont encore tels qu’ils étaient
alors et qu’ils sont marqués de Théophraste”, an idea fiercely opposed by the moderns such as
Saint-Evremond, La Motte and Fontenelle (Simonsuuri 1979, 20-22).

47 Foulon 2010. See also Simonsuuri 1979, 57-64.

48 Simonsuuri 1979, 19-20 speaks about the literary critical problem and the creative-education-
al problem, both linked to the cultural problem of the debt owed by contemporary arts and sci-
ences to antiquity (the latter issue, however pivotal, was of course less compatible with Eusta-
thius’ main interests).
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and writing, provided the poet’s text was preserved from distortions and disfig-
urements such as La Motte’s*:

mon dessein n’est pas seulement d’expliquer le texte d’Homere, pour donner le vain plaisir
de lire en nostre langue les avantures d’Ulysse comme on lit un Roman, mais aussi d’expli-
quer lartifice du Poéme Epique, et I’adresse du Poéte dans la conduite de ses sujets.*®

A famous case in point is the description of Alcinous’ gardens in Odyssey book 7,
which was contrasted during the Querelle with the grander and more magnilo-
quent descriptions of Louis XIII’s and XIV’s royal gardens. Calliéres’ Histoire
tackles precisely this issue by letting Eustathius defend the simplicity of Homer’s
description and utter a maxim of art criticism, endowed with a wider aesthetic
meaning that reaches well beyond the controversy on ancient epic.

Nous scaurons bien — lui répondit Eustatius — faire les distinctions nécessaires entre la
grandeur de leur Maitre et la capacité de ses Ouvriers, et leur faire connoitre que le tableau
d’un paisage ot il n’y a que des cabanes, peut surpasser en beauté par I’excellence du Pein-
tre le tableau des plus magnifiques Palais fait par une main moins s¢avante.”

This is why Madame Dacier intersperses the notes to Odyssey book 7 with several
polemical notes against Charles Perrault, the foremost “modern” polemist and
the author of the Paralléle des Anciens et des Modernes (1692) and of the Siécle
de Louis le Grand (1687). Dacier retorts against Perrault that Homer “est un
grand peintre, et il peint toujours”, that his descriptions are charming and per-
fectly appropriate to the reality he is describing, and finally that

Il n’y a rien en effet de plus admirable que ces jardins d’Alcinoiis tels qu’'Homere les descrit,
et j’ay toujours admiré le mauvais sens d’un Ecrivain moderne, qui pour mettre nostre sie-
cle au dessus du siecle d’Homere, a osé préférer nos magnifiques, mais steriles jardins, a
ces jardins ot la Nature toujours feconde prodiguoit en toute saison toutes ses richesses*.

49 Simonsuuri 1979, 49-56.

50 Dacier 1716, I, 51.

51 Calliéres 1688, 115.

52 Dacier 1716, 1, 560; 563; 566—-567. The attack is addressed against the mockery of Homer’s de-
scription in Perrault 1693, 168 and 182.
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2b Ethics: an old issue

It is apparent from Dacier’s words that Homer’s aesthetical praise (to which
Alexander Pope will contribute new arguments, directed against Rapin and
other critics, and partly relying on Eustathius’ remark that Homer “suits his Po-
etry to the things he relates”*®) cannot be separated from the ethical message
conveyed by Homer: the idea of simplicity and sobriety is in this respect perhaps
the most important one to be discussed. The (idealised presentation of the) sim-
plicity of ancient artworks — as opposed to the luxurious production designed for
the French king in the frame of his propagandistic agenda — is matched by the
(idealised presentation of the) simplicity of Homeric ethos, as it emerges from the
behaviour of all characters.

What stands out in Dacier’s exegetical approach — along with a general dis-
taste for every sort of philological or textual controversy®* — is the constant need
to show that the praiseworthy moeurs of the Homeric heroes are not the sign of
an “archaic” and “barbarian” civilisation with no access to refinement and edu-
cation, but rather the effect of a moral niveau that was distinctly higher than
ours. Indeed, the entire epic poem is “un discours en vers, inventé pour former
les moeurs par des instructions déguisées sous 1’allegorie d’une action generale
et des plus grands personnages”.>® This was also, to a certain extent, the idea of
Pope, who argued that “it would be endless to observe every moral passage in
the Odyssey, the whole of it being but one lesson of Morality”*°.

This approach will be systematised in the lengthy Homeric excursus in book
II of Charles Rollin’s Traité des études (1726-1728), a milestone in 18th-century
pedagogical and philosophical thought®’. By presenting Homer as the purest
prototype of the good old times®®, Rollin compares the description of Homeric
palaces and royal families with those known from the Old Testament and
from the history of the Roman Republic, joining all these paradigms under the
heading of simplicity and modesty:

53 Pope 1993, IX, 239 and 242. See Rapin 1664, 95-96.

54 Hepp 1968, 635.

55 Dacier 1716, I, xii.

56 Pope 1993, IX, 32.

57 Touchefeu 1999.

58 Rollin 1726, 377: “Telles étoient les moeurs de ces temps héroiques, de ces heureux temps, ot
I’on ne connoissoit ni le luxe, ni la mollesse, et ot I’'on ne faisait consister la gloire que dans le
travail et dans la vertu, et la honte que dans la paresse et dans le vice”.
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La simplicité et la modestie étoient ’heureux caractére de ces premiers siécles. Leurs palais
n’étaient point remplis d’une troupe inutile de domestiques, de valets, et d’officiers capa-
bles d’y introduire toutes sortes de vices par leur orgueil et leur fainéantise.”®

This idea of Homer’s simplicity, to which we shall come back presently, was also
very dear to an author who had in fact refused the Homeric model on the literary
niveau and preferred to center his most important novel on the adventures of an
Homeric character re-told in a Virgilian key: I am referring to Fénelon, who as
early as 1714 wrote to the “Académie”:

Cette simplicité des moeurs semble ramener I’age d’or... Les vains préjugés de notre temps
avilissent de telles beautés: mais nos défauts ne diminuent point le vrai prix d’une vie si
raisonnable et si naturelle.®

It should be stressed that Dacier (and later Rollin) were by no means stating the
obvious: the idea of Perrault (and in a certain sense of Voltaire, who also criti-
cised Dacier’s work) was that “les Princes de ce temps-la ressembloient bien
aux paysans de ce temps-cy”®’, and that therefore the level of technological
and cultural development — not an alleged ethical superiority — was the sole re-
sponsible for the remarkable differences between the behaviour of the Homeric
heroes and that of contemporary noblemen. Indeed, some critics (e.g. Houdart
de la Motte, who went so far as to change conspicuously the very wording of
the Iliad in his translation®?) were convinced that the progress of mankind
gave modern writers many advantages over Homer®*. Now, this opposition
(quite crucial in assessing the entire sense of Homer’s work) unconsciously fol-
lows in the footsteps of a perfectly analogous controversy that marked ancient
Homeric exegesis.

Part of the Alexandrian critics, and above all their chef-de-file Aristarchus of
Samothrace, regarded the Homeric customs, and chiefly the heroes’ simplicity
and avToupyla, precisely as a sign of the archaische Kulturstufe, and thus the

59 Rollin 1726, 376.

60 Fénelon 1970 (1714), 79. See Fraigneau 2005, 320; Hepp 1968, 600.

61 Perrault 1693, 68 (le Chevalier); see also 93 (I’Abbé): “A ’égard des moeurs, il y en a de par-
ticuliéres au temps ou il a écrit, et il y en a qui sont de tous les temps. A 1’égard des premieres,
quoyqu’elles semblent ridicules par rapport a celles du temps ot nous sommes; comme de voir
des Héros qui font eux-mesmes leur cuisine, et des Princesses qui vont laver la lesive, il pourroit
y avoir de I'injustice a les reprendre”. See A. Grafton in Wolf 1988, 9; Simonsuuri 1979, 23-26 and
37-45. On Voltaire’s stance, also critical of Dacier albeit in a different spirit, see Patzek 1999, 165—
167 and Simonsuuri 1979, 65-73.

62 See Simonsuuri 1979, 48-52.

63 See Canfora 1997, 93-95.



“Captain of Homer’s guard”: the reception of Eustathius in Modern Europe = 211

mark of an underdeveloped civilisation, much in the way Perrault did®. The late
Martin Schmidt, whose essay remains the reference work on this topic, has
shown that this idea — somewhat disparaging for the fpwikog Biog, and ultimate-
ly going back to Thucydides’ approach in the archaiologia® — partly affected also
the so-called “bT-scholia”; the latter often sought specific justifications for kings
and heroes doing manual jobs, since they regarded this practice as unworthy of
their status, in full compliance with the habits of their times, whether Hellenistic
or imperial®®. Schmidt further stressed how closely this interpretation went along
with the idea of Homer being a trustworthy witness of his own age, qua different
from ours — a note by Porphyry expresses this idea in the clearest of manners®’,
although it ought to be remarked that Porphyry was in fact an admirer of the eth-
ical superiority of ancient times®®,

Other ancient commentators, however, chose a different stance, and identi-
fied Homer with the true paradigm of ethical propriety, the summa of good moral
behaviour to be imitated in the present age. This was the case e.g. for Myrtilus,
one of the talking characters of Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae (1.8e-11b), who ar-
gued that Homer aimed to encourage moderation and cw@poovvn by giving the
heroes a simple, self-sufficient way of life®® — the examples are chosen particu-
larly from their eating habits. It is doubtful whether or not this passage depends
on a mysterious Dioscorides (probably not the pupil of Isocrates, maybe a certain
Dioscurides of Tarsus of the 1st century BCE) who wrote a treatise Customs in
Homer (niepl T@v nop’ ‘Opufpw vopwv) representing Stoic stances’; be that as it
may, we definitely have here someone arguing that Homer has purposefully
made the “lives of all his characters frugal and simple”, and more or less indi-
rectly extolling the moral value of this behaviour in opposition to that of his own

64 See esp. the A scholium to Il. 3.261-262a, where Aristarchus (Aristonicus) exclaims &Tt ol
Hpweg avTeg Epmelpot kal avTovpyol, when commenting on Priam driving the chariot himself.
65 Schmidt 1976, 161. See on this entire topic also Cullhed, this volume.

66 Schmidt 1976, 159-173. See also the pathbreaking study (not too strongly marred by the usual
philo-aristarchean bias) by Roemer 1924, 185-199.

67 Porph. qu. Il. 3.281 (p. 61.12-13 Schrader): 6 8¢ mMONTIG WUNTHG OV T& DIIGPYOVTA £TOIEL, OV
T& péMovta. See Roemer 1924, 187.

68 See Roemer 1924, 198-199.

69 Athen. 1.8e: 8Tt "Opnpog 6pMV THYV GWEPOTHVIY OIKEIOTATNY APETHY oDOAV TOTG VEOLG Kol
TPWTNV... BOVAGHEVOG Dot aOTNV Gl &pxAS Kal £Pe&fig, tva TV oxoArv kot Tov {fjAov év
TOTG KaAOTG £pyotg AVaMoKWOt Kt WOtV EDEPYETIKOL Kol KOWWVIKOL TG GAAAAOUG, EVTEAT KaTe-
OKELAOE TIROL TOV Blov Kal aOTEPKT.

70 This is what has been argued by scholars on the basis of the quotation in Suid. o 251 Adler:
see FGrH 594F*8 = Diosc. fr. 1 Weber; see also Schmidt 1976, 16-19 (who is very cautious about
the identification of this scholar) and particularly 163-164. Contra Heath 2000.
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times. What matters to us here is that Eustathius of Thessalonica seems to be so
aware of this line of interpretation as to imply or refer to it several times through-
out his Parekbolai: perhaps the most conspicuous locus is his own note to Iliad
3.261, where he picks up and amplifies Aristonicus’ doctrine, but the long list of
parallel passages in van der Valk’s apparatus shows how frequently the arch-
bishop referred to this topic, with several of his notes ringing a note of nostalgia
for a lost, paradigmatic world.

This interpretive Spaltung in ancient exegesis was important, and its re-sur-
facing in such a different cultural context as modern Europe is not fortuitous.
Before the discovery of the ancient scholia to the Iliad, Eustathius played a de-
cisive role of mediation in this respect, for in the frame of a moralistic reading of
Homer a selective perusal of the Parekbolai could yield precious insights. This is
already the case in Marcassus’ and Tinerel’s aforementioned 17th-century manu-
script works”?; but Dacier, while sometimes disparaging the archbishop as a pe-
dantic investigator of nugae™, more often avails herself directly or indirectly of
Eustathius when commenting on Realien and matters of ethics or style’. Dacier
did not intend to by-pass Eustathius, she rather attempted to go beyond Eusta-
thius by implementing an essentially similar approach: this almost sounds like a
timid response to Jean Leclerc, who complained in 1707 about the inadequacies
of present-day Homeric exegesis’, perhaps unconsciously repeating a dissatis-
faction already uttered by Sponde in his judgment about his ancient predeces-
sors’e.

71 Eust. in Il. 413.14-16: {otéov 8¢ kal 0Tt avTodLAKOVOL T& TIOAG oi ‘Opnpikol BactAelG. oVTW
youv évtaba Ipiapog AVIOXET, Ayopépvwy 8¢ Tapvel, fitot BVeL, Ta dpkia [I1. 3.271], kal AyAevg
8e aAayob Tapver kpéa [I1. 9.206]. See Roemer 1924, 195 and Schmidt 1976, 160 note 3.

72 See above note 25: Marcassus’ Odyssey in ms. Coisl. 183 is particularly instructive in this re-
pect.

73 “ce n’est pas un fort grand critique; il s’amuse longuement a des minuties; il court aprés de
vaines applications, et il ne remonte jamais a la vraie source des idées de ce grand poéte... On
peut se servir trés utilement de ses Comentaires pourvu qu’on s’en serve avec choix. J’en ai tiré
plusieurs remarques qui doivent lui faire honneur et qui ne me paraissent pas inutiles” (Dacier
1711, 1 (Préface de Ulliade), 1xxviii — 1xxix); see Hepp 1968, 636 note 35.

74 Hepp 1968, 647: “Bien qu’elle ait émis un jugement assez séveére sur Eustathe, elle reste rivée
a lui, elle semble ignorer que depuis lui ont coulé plusieurs siécles au cours desquels les exigen-
ces de I’esprit ont pu changer”.

75 See Hepp 1968, 564: “Je sais que nous avons Eustathe, mais on sait qu’il y a dans ses vastes
commentaires bien plus de minuties grammaticales et de subtilités inutiles que de fine critique
et de matiéres agréables”.

76 Sponde 1583, 36 (on Didymus and Eustathius): “sed neuter mihi satis in hoc Poeta laborasse
videbatur, quod ut plurimum in verbis enucleandis Grammatice versentur, aut in fabularum nar-
rationibus fusius et ad fastidium exponendis, quod ipsum praestitit in suis Commentariis Came-
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3 Heroes and dogs

Two examples — both taken from the Odyssey, which is by all standards the more
“moral” poem — will clarify this situation. At the beginning of book 2 Telema-
chus proceeds to the assembly of the Ithacans with no other escort than two
dogs: Od. 2.1 ovk olog, &pa T® ye 8w KOVeG dpyol €movro. The ancient scholia
observe that this might depend on the simplicity of ancient life, or on the innate
disposition of the animal to follow his master:

schol. (Ariston.) DEGHM® Od. 2.11b To0TO Tveg pog TOV Gypotkov T@v moAat@v Biov. fj wg
@\akoAovbov T {Dov EneTal, oL KATA TPoaipeaty alTob.

Eustathius, on the other hand, expands on the ancient exegesis by pasting in one
and the same note several ancient scholia, but he ultimately resorts to much the
same explanation.

Eust. in Od. 1430.47-52 (p. 352.17-24 Cullhed) oV poévov 81t phakoAovBov T6 {@ov kail paAt-
oTa £l SeomoTANG, GAAG Kot &L 0K ExeL O DYEVNG Veaviag ETepoiovg GkoAovBoug i TV
TV pvnotpwv EmPBovAry 8t fiv pepdvwTat... €Tt dkoAovBolot T@ TnAepdyw KOVES Kal Sia
TO AYPOIKIKWTEPOV TOD TMpwikod Piov, kal wg kvvny® 8¢ xkad oOpoiav T® matpl
£mTdevoty....

not only because this animal is a trusty companion, especially to its master, but also be-
cause the noble young man did not have other followers due to the scheming of the suitors,
which had rendered him lonely... Moreover, dogs follow Telemachus because of the rustic-
ity of heroic life, and also because he is a hunter, cultivating the same habits as his father...
(transl. Cullhed)

Let us now turn to the modern commentators. Politian finds Eustathius’ note
particularly interesting, and reproduces it at length, in his usual mixture of
Greek original and Latin paraphrase (p. 214.49-215.75 Silvano). The key point
of his annotation to the Homeric passage lies in the manifold motivations for
the appearance of the two dogs, whereby the “ethical” one is prominent:

Angelus Politianus, in Hom. Od. 2.11 (p. 214.49-54 Silvano) “animal @W\akoAovBov domini.
et Telemachus pepovwTal propter procos: non ergo habet alios pedissequos... sequuntur
eum etiam 81& TO &ypolKIKWTEPOV TOD TpwikoD Piov, et ut venatori qualis erat pater, qui
Argum canem amabat”.

rarius, non altius assurgens quam vulgus Grammaticorum. Itaque aliquid amplius desiderari ad
veram in tam gravi autore commentandi rationem animadvertebam”.
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Hubertus Giphanius (probably under the impulse of Falkenburg’s notes) is the
first to venture a comparison with other ancient authors, in what turns out to
be one of the nine notes to the entire book 2:

Vetere instituto, heroés canibus comitantibus procedere solent etiam in concionem: de quo
Pollux Virgil. lib. 8 de Euandro Nec non et gemini custodes limine abacto, etc. gressumque
canes comitantur herilem. [Aen. 8.461-462]"

Jean de Sponde, who obviously had no knowledge of Politian, reacts in a longer
note to the “veterum Regum simplicitas”, and follows more closely in Eusta-
thius’ footsteps when enumerating the possible reasons for the presence of
the two dogs (their fidelity, an ancient custom, the tradition of hunting in Odys-
seus’ family etc.):

Sed illa fuit veterum Regum simplicitas, ut nulla comitatus pompa incedant, nisi in bello...
Forsan et hoc in adeundis concionibus magis observatum fuit. Eustathius vero dicit, hoc
esse testimonio, procorum opera Telemachum omni esse hominum comitatu destitutum.
Caeterum canes solebant heroés ad conciones comitari... putat tamen Eustathius, potuisse
etiam ipsos esse venaticos, quod eodem studio venationis ac pater Telemachus teneretur.”®

Madame Dacier’s comment picks up her predecessors’ notes, including the refer-
ence to Virgil and above all the Eustathian idea of the simplicitas regum, while
transposing it to a more distinctly polemical tone, and retorting against the con-
temporary critics of Homer’s primitive world (a prince being escorted by dogs!)
not only an aesthetical judgment about Homer’s poetry, but also the reference
to a locus of the Old Testament that matches perfectly the ethos implied by
the world of Ithaca.

11 seroit bon que ces grands critiques se souvinssent que la Poésie est comme la Peinture,
qui tire de grandes beautez des coutumes les plus simples. Et que non seulement dans la
Poésie, mais dans la Prose mesme, on prend plaisir a voir relever les moindres choses qui
marquent les usages des anciens temps. Ce qu'Homere dit icy de Telemaque n’est pas dif-
ferent de ce que la sainte Escriture nous dit de Tobie, cent cinquante ans ou environ aprés
Homere, Profectus est autem Tobias, et canis secutus est eum, Tob. 6.1 Virgile n’a pas dé-
daigné la mesme circonstance, car dans le liv. 8 en parlant d’Evandre, il dit: Necnon et ge-
mini custodes limine ab alto / Procedunt, gressumque canes comitantur herilem. Et C’est ce
que les plus grands Peintres ont imité.”

77 Giphanius 1572, c. Ggg [V 1.
78 Sponde 1583, 17.
79 Dacier 1716, 152-153. See on this passage Mercier 1995, 190-191.
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In this respect, Dacier goes further than Eustathius himself: the archbishop had
been criticised by some for making hardly any reference to the Holy Writ in his
commentaries on Homer - a reproach countered by Alessandro Politi in the pref-
ace to his Latin translation®. In fact, Dacier (and to a lesser extent Pope)®* did
believe in the possibility of a comparison between Homeric passages and similar
Biblical loci, and proved ready to point to them on every given occasion.

Alexander Pope, who repeatedly acknowledges his debt to Madame Dacier
and to Eustathius in particular, also picks up and discusses Dacier’s and Eusta-
thius’ notes on Telemachus’ dogs and the simplicity of ancient Princes®, but
then turns it into a subtle aesthetic remark on the opportunity of considering
the poems within their historical context (this recalls Porphyry’s aforementioned
warning against anachronisms, augmented by an occurrence of the famous
motto Ut pictura poésis):

Poetry, observes Dacier, is like Painting, which draws the greatest beauties from the sim-
plest customs... the Poet, as well as the Painter, is obliged to follow the customs of the
age of which he writes, or paints: a modern dress would ill become Achilles or Ulysses,
such a conduct would be condemned as an absurdity in painting, and ought to be so in

poetry®,

This is a nice sample of the slightly more “historicising” perspective adopted by
Pope in his commentary®, although no stern separation or unbridgeable gap be-
tween the ancients and us is implied, especially if one considers the feats of
Ulysses:

We can bring the sufferings of Ulysses in some degree home to our selves, and make his
condition our own; but what private person can ever be in the circumstances of Agamem-
non or Achilles?®,

80 Politi 1730, c. c2 r-v.

81 See Foulon 2010, 175-176.

82 Pope 1993, 60: “But such was the simplicity of ancient Princes, that except in war they had
rarely any attendants or equipage. And we may be confident, Homer copies after the custom of
the time, unless we can be so absurd as to suppose, he would feign low circumstances unnec-
essarily, thro’ a want of judgment”.

83 Pope 1993, 61.

84 Levine 1991, 209. See also Pope 1993, 90: “If we form our images of persons and actions in
antient times, from the images of persons and actions in modern ages, we shall fall into great
mistakes”.

85 Pope 1993, 79.
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4 Nausicaa’s laundry

My other example is the famous scene of Nausicaa doing the laundry in Odyssey
book 6. No scholium to that book tackles directly the issue of the propriety, or
indeed the plausibility, of a scene where a princess devotes her time and efforts
to such down-to-earth occupations. But the issue is framed against the broader
background of the heroes’ avtouvpyia — indeed it was dealt with in such a context

by Porphyry®®

schol DH(O) (Porph.) Od. 1.332 (p. 172.81-85 Pont.): 16 T (xv'roupyew €\evbéplov poAoTa
eivat £86kel Tolg mahatoig (G kai £m MALVoLS | Gveldog elvat TG TV PactAéwv Gméval
Buyatepag Kat €ig LEpooplav Kal TVAG TOLWTAG {WG) {0080VAKAS TO VOV aroBeBAnpévag
Slokoviag.

personal labour seemed to the ancients absolutely worthy of a freeman, so that it was no
shame for the daughters of kings to go to the washing pits and fetch water and perform
similar services, which today are looked upon as fit for slaves.

schol. E (Porph.) Od. 3.411a (p. 145.36-40 Pont.): paciy obv 8Tt AmAOTKGS Kol GKeVOSOEWS
TOTE BIEKEVTO Kol OVK EXOVTEG ETIOPAOLY. GAAay0D 8¢ kal BuyaTépeg TV TOVTWV BacAéwv
HETA oikelwv Xelp@v EmAvvav T ipdtia. GoTe ovk AV avTolg £ig dtipiav T6 obTw motetv S
v &m\otTa.

They say that at that time their life was plain and without conceit or ambition: elsewhere,
the daughters of such kings even washed the clothes with their own hands: it was clearly
not dishonourable for them to act like that, due to their simplicity.

Eustathius makes two observations on the passage of book 6: first of all, he re-
marks that Nausicaa’s entire behaviour is an instance of the fpwikn d@éleia kal
anAotngG. Secondly, he insists on the fact that the very nature of the garments —
without any gold or similar luxury — is a proof of the modesty of the heroic age.

Eust. in Od. 1549.59-60 (on Od. 6.74): xai rom|oet oVTwg 1| Navowkda Sildodoa Eautnyv €ig
VrepTepiav EVTEAT KT MPWIKAV GQéNelav kal amAdTnTa, BU fiv Kal YuxpolouTel €v Toig
£ERG. kal @épet €k Baldpov £0OfiTa Paewvny, kal katatiOnow én’ anivng, kal pdotya kat
fviov AaBoboa paoTileL Tag MLOVOUG. Kol v T@ EK TOD TOTapoD Enavieval (evéaoa Tag niL-
6VOUG, TITUOCEL T E(pATA.

86 See Roemer 1924, 195 and Schmidt 1976, 161 note 8, claiming that this idea was ultimately
Aristarchean. It should be noted that this passage of the long excerpt from Porphyry’s Quaes-
tiones Homericae to Od. 1.332 does not belong to Dicaearchus (for the correct delimitation of
his fragment see fr. 95 Mirhady).
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And Nausicaa will act in this way, placing herself on a humble cart, according to the same
heroic simplicity, by virtue of which in another passage she will also bathe in cold water.
And she brings from the bedroom a shining robe and deposes it on the cart, then, taking
hold of the whip and the reins she whips the mules. And when they come back from the
river, she harnesses the mules and folds the garments.

Eust. in Od. 1550.36-39 81nAn 8¢ év 101G TolovToIG 1| NPWIKN APEAELX Kal EVTEAELR. ElpaTa
Yap @opodoty oi BactAelg mMAuvopeva kal oy AMA®G, GAAG Kal év ToTap®, kat oVdapod xpu-
006 £vtaba 1 Tt ETepov Gmpdattov V8T GAN Exatpov kabapd opolvteg vedmAVTAL

In such passages the heroic simplicity and humbleness are manifest, for kings wear robes
that are washed — and not only washed, but in a river! — and that do not have any gold or
other material that does not stand water: they were happy wearing clean, newly washed
robes.

This issue is conspicuously absent from Sponde’s commentary, but it soon be-
came one of the piéces de résistance of the Ancien Régime scholars, whose reac-
tion was either scandal or admiration. Jean Tinerel de Bellérophon, on the basis
of the Nausicaa episode, devoted part of his notes to the fact that “Les princes du
temps d’Homere vivoient fort frugalement”®. The atovpyia of eminent men was
a quality praised even by Jean Racine when commenting on Ulysses building his
own raft: “il n’est point messéant a un grand homme de savoir faire les plus pe-
tites choses”®®, That precisely Nausicaa should be a paradigm of simplicity in a
perspective perfectly compatible with Christendom, was made clear by Charles
Rollin®®, but already by Madame Dacier’s commentary, which clearly drew on Eu-
stathius, adding the Biblical example of Sarah, perhaps in the wake of the sec-
tion about virtuous women in Clement of Alexandria’s Stromateis®°.

C’est selon cette coutume, reste précieux de 1’age d’or, et que nous voyons si bien pratiquée
dans I’Escriture sainte, que Nausicaa va elle-mesme laver ses robes avec ses amies et ses
femmes. J’ai oiii dire qu’encore aujourd’huy dans quelque Province du Royaume les filles
de condition assistent elles-mesmes a ces fonctions du menage, et qu’elles se font une es-
pece de feste de ces jours-la. Nous serions bienheureux de conserver encore dans leur en-
tier des moeurs si simples et si sages, et avec lesquelles on ne ruineroit point sa maison...

87 See above note 25: ms. Coisl. 397, ff. 44r-v (and 47r-v).

88 Racine 1952, 760.

89 Rollin 1726, 329-330.

90 Strom. 4.19123.1: £mel kai 1| T00 ABpadp yuvr Zdppa 1 pakapia avT TOUG EYKpUEIag mape-
okevaoe ToTG GyyéAolg [Gen 18.6-7], kai Baothkal kopat apa Toig EBpaiolg ta mpoBata Evepov
[Gen. 29.6; Exod. 2.16], 6Bev kail 1 map’ Opnpw Noavowkaa M Toug MALVOUG HEL
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Eustathe fait remarquer encore icy une simplicité, une modestie et une propreté de ces
temps-1a, toutes ces robes sont sans or et peuvent toutes estre lavées®.

On this issue of the ancient Hellenes’ shocking habits, Pope follows in Dacier’s
footsteps®?, by replying to the critics of Homer that

such Critics form their idea of ancient, from modern greatness: It wou’d be now a meanness
to describe a person of Quality thus employ’d, because custom has made it the work of per-
sons of low condition: It would be now thought dishonourable for a Lady of high station to
attend the flocks; yet we find in the most ancient history extant that the daughters of Laban
and Jethoro, persons of power and distinction, were so employ’d, without any dishonour to
their quality. In short, these passages are to be look’d upon as exact pictures of the old
World, and consequently as valuable remains of Antiquity®>.

This is the “historical” explanation of the primitive customs of those early times;
but then Pope goes on to quote Eustathius about the

modesty and simplicity of these early times, when the whole dress of a King and his family
(who reign’d over a people that delighted in dress) is without gold: for we see Nausicaa car-
ries with her all the habits that were used at the greatest solemnities; which had they been
wrought with gold could not have been washed.*

Pope often insists on heroic simplicity, and he regularly does so in the footsteps
of Eustathius: e. g. about the furniture of Nestor’s palace in book 3%, or when Tel-
emachus goes to sleep at the end of book 1:

The simplicity of these Heroic times is remarkable; an old woman is the only attendant
upon the son of a King: She lights him to his apartment, takes care of his cloaths, and
hangs them up at the side of his bed. Greatness then consisted not in shew, but in the
mind: this conduct proceeded not from the meanness of poverty, but from the simplicity
of manners®.

We can thus see that Eustathius’ notes, as vehicle of the ancient debate on Hom-
er’s morality, sometimes stir and open up interpretive perspectives that have a

91 Dacier 1716, 502.

92 Foulon 2010, 167.

93 Pope 1993, 206.

94 Pope 1993, 2009.

95 Pope 1993, 88: “It is the remark of Eustathius, that Pisistratus the son of a King does not seat
these strangers upon purple Tapestry, or any other costly furniture, but upon the Skins of beasts,
that had nothing to recommend them but their softness”.

96 Pope 1993, 57.
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great deal to say about the modern reception of the epics. The influence of the
Parekbolai, both as representatives of ancient exegesis and as a reading of
Homer in their own right, is momentous, and concurs to shaping the debate
about the “moral Homer” between the 17th and the 18th century. It is perhaps
not by chance that precisely the simplicity of Alcinous’ gardens and the episode
of Nausicaa doing the laundry are evoked in a pivotal passage of Fénelon’s Lettre
d I'Académie (1714)*7 and in a crucial moment of J.J. Rousseau’s novel Emile
(1762). In the latter, it is through Sophie’s reaction to the story of Nausicaa
(told by the narrator), as well as through her promptness to act as an alter ego
of the Phaeacian princess, that the Odyssean intertext of the entire book
comes to the surface; the moral and paedagogical model represented by
Homer thus becomes a foil for Rousseau’s own representation of countenance
and love.

La fille voudrait savoir ce que c’est qu’Alcinoiis, et la mére le demande. Alcinoiis - leur dis-
je — était un roi de Corcyre, dont le jardin, décrit par Homére, est critiqué par les gens de
gofit, comme trop simple et trop peu paré. Cet Alcinoiis avait une fille aimable... Le pére...
prend la parole, et dit que la jeune princesse allait elle-méme laver le linge a la riviére.
Croyez-vous, poursuit-il, qu'elle efit dédaigné de toucher aux serviettes sales, en disant
qu’elles sentaient le graillon?*®

5 Eustathius damnatus

The praise of Eustathius sounds very remote to our ears. Many contemporary
scholars ignore or overlook the role of the Parekbolai in the reception and inter-
pretation of Homer; in recent years, no less an authority than Hartmut Erbse ut-
tered the harshest of verdicts on the archbishop’s lack of method and of conse-
quential reasoning®. The rationale for the trajectory that leads from the
Eustathiomania of the dge classique to contemporary skepticism is in fact rather
straightforward, and may be sketched as the outcome of several concurring ele-
ments. First of all, the primitivistic approach: Vico’s new, disparaging consider-

97 Fénelon 1970 (1714), 138: “Homére n’a-t-il pas dépeint avec grace I’isle de Calypso et les jar-
dins d’Alcinoiis, sans y mettre ni marbre ni dorure? Les occupations de Nausicaa ne sont-elles
pas plus estimables que le jeu et que les intrigues des femmes de notre temps? Nos péres en
auraient rougi, et on ose mépriser Homére pour n’avoir pas peint par avance ces moeurs mon-
strueuses, pendant que le monde étoit encore assez heureux pour les ignorer!”.

98 Rousseau 1966 (1762), book V, 534. See Patzek 1999, 168-170. Perrin 1999. Touchefeu 1995,
186-188.

99 Erbse 1965, 927, quoted with approval by Latacz 2000, 14.
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ation of the Homeric world as the age of uncivilised “bestioni”, marked by their
“costume immanissimo” and a fierce and uneducated pride (Scienza nuova,
1744), slowly replaced the subtle charm of heroic simplicity — which, as we
have seen, had played such a relevant role for Homer’s partisans during the
Querelle'®°,

Moreover, the erudite and pedantic side of Eustathius fell the victim of the
new Romantic sensibility: the consideration of Homer, after Winckelmann, as
an “urspriinglicher Genie”, as an “original genius” (to quote Robert Wood), as
a genuine and isolated representative of a world of popular songs and beliefs,
as the most immediate and faithful literary transposition of a primitive
world'®, entailed two consequences for Romantic poets:

— the allergy for all sorts of moralistic reading (as early as 1779, Johann Hein-
rich Voss stressed that the poet’s words had above all a sensory meaning'®?);
— the distaste for all the erudition that encumbered and impaired a direct and
first-hand, emotional fruition of the poems; this is the definitive verdict
about Homeric philology given by that heir of John Keats, Matthew Arnold,
in 1861:

Rather will the poetry of Homer make us forget his philology, than his philology make us
forget his poetry. It may even be affirmed that every one who reads Homer perpetually for
the sake of enjoying his poetry... comes at last to form a perfectly clear sense in his own
mind for every important word in Homer, such as a8wvdg, or qAiBatog, whatever the schol-
ar’s doubts about the word may be.'*?

But even more importantly, the decisive element for the dethronement of Eusta-
thius from the pantheon of Greek philology was the rise of Alterthumswissen-
schaft. The surfacing of new manuscript material changed dramatically the pri-
orities of scholars, drawing them away from the perusal and interpretation of the
Parekbolai and into the analysis of the sophisticated rhetoric of Hellenistic and
imperial scholia'®. The practice of reconstructing lost exegesis from new manu-
script material and through a fresh look at the indirect tradition was particularly
valued by Valckenaer (1747) and his successors, and it obviously came to its

100 See Lehnus 2012, 112-114, with further bibliography. Rotta 1999. Simonsuuri 1979, 77-98.
101 See e.g. Simonsuuri 1979, 99-142; Hantszchel 1977, 1-15. Lehnus 2012.

102 Voss 1779, 169: “Eustath und die Scholiasten irren am gewo6hnlichsten da, wo sie Worte er-
kldren, die bei Homer blof3 sinnliche Begriffe hatten, und nachmals moralische annahmen”.
103 Arnold 1903 (1861), 280.

104 See Pontani 2006, 203-210.
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acme with the publication of the Venetian scholia vetera to the Iliad by Villoison,
and their subsequent use in F.A. Wolf’s Prolegomena*®.

It is no chance that the removal of Eustathius from the foreground of Homer-
ic exegesis is overtly declared in the very first words of Villoison’s momentous
preface to his Iliad (1788):

Quod olim in Graecia confecit Eustathius, idem ego nuper Venetiis, quo, ante meam in Ger-
maniam et Graeciam profectionem, a Christianissimo Rege missus fueram, tentavi. Scilicet
varias antiquissimorum Criticorum in Iliadem observationes huc usque ineditas, nec non
editione dignissimas, descripsi, selegi, collegi, et secundum Homericorum versuum ordi-
nem ac seriem disposui atque digessi, Arsenii, Monembasiae Archiepiscopi, qui Scholia
in Euripidem primus edidit, exemplum sequutus®.

Wolf’s Prolegomena refined and completed this vilification of Eustathius:

At ille, qui in Homero nihil praeter pulchrum poétam mirabatur, priscorum eius fatorum
minus curiosus, et rhetoricos potius quam criticos interpretes sectatus, omnino ab hac
parte non tantam, quanta vulgo fruitur, laudem meruit, plurimam debet iacturae doctiorum
Scholiorum.*®”

It is with Wolf that Eustathius becomes forever a mere indirect source for alien
opinions, and a mere repository of ancient readings:

At in Eustathio non Eustathii opiniones quaerimus, sed vetustiorum litteratorum, quorum
Scholia ante oculos habebat. Ex his autem Scholiis eum ubique et in iis versibus maxime,
ubi rem non obiter tractat, alia omnia referre, paullo mox viderimus.'°®

This “murder” of Eustathius, partly proceeding from scholars who ignored much
about Byzantine culture (and for instance believed Eustathius to be a contempo-

105 Pontani 2006, 211-218.

106 Villoison 1788, i.

107 Wolf 1795, pp. 12-13 Peppmiiller. Transl. in Wolf 1988, 54 (1.5): “He admired in Homer only
the beauty of the poetry, taking little interest in the early portion of his afterlife and following
rhetorical rather than critical commentators. On this side of things he deserves less praise
than he commonly enjoys, and owes a vast amount to the loss of the more learned scholia”.
108 Wolf 1795, p. 58 Pepp. Transl. in Wolf 1988, 94 (1.18): “But we seek in Eustathius not the
opinions of Eustathius but those of earlier grammarians, whose scholia he had before his
eyes. And we will see a little later that he reports everything else from these scholia, both in gen-
eral and above all on those verses where he treats a subject not in passing”. See, in the same
spirit, Wilamowitz 2006 (a lecture of 1887), 137: “Fiir uns ist seine Weisheit nichts Massge-
bendes... Sein Commentar ist eine sehr respectable Leistung, wenn schon die eines Compila-
tors”.
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rary and friend of Michael Psellus'®®), will entail the quick disappearance of the
archbishop from the most influential commentaries of the 19th century such as
those by Heyne, Nitzsch and Ameis-Hentze, where he is evoked but sporadically
as a complement to the ancient scholia. Nor will the very trend of attention to
ancient exegesis and its transmission last long: comparative grammar and lin-
guistics, structural and narratological analysis, and other modern tools soon
moved the scholars’ gaze away from the heritage of ancient exegesis altogether:
“After Heyne, Homeric study took a different course”**°.

It is of course true that much of the material offered by Eustathius is deriv-
ative, and perhaps even superfluous for readers who have access to the ancient
scholia. However, the overarching interpretation of Homer given by the archbish-
op of Thessalonica, while consisting of a series of single, detailed interpreta-
tions, did respond to a wider image of the poet, in which the moral (and to a less-
er extent religious) issue played a certain role. With the triumph of scholia, not
only was Eustathius ushered into forgetfulness, but also a certain image of
Homer was superseded and relegated into a more or less distant past: the de-
mands of “close reading” and philological interpretation were definitively sev-
ered from the issues of contemporary aesthetics and ethics. Homer left the bat-
tlefield in order to enter the museum, and Eustathius stopped being the captain
of his guard in order to become one of his old and wrinkled keepers — the smart-
est one being Aristarchus, or actually a fragmented, if fascinating image of Alex-
andrian criticism™,

Perhaps the last intellectual who celebrated Eustathius in a meaningful way
was another Greek scholar, Adamantios Koraes, who embarked on the ambitious
project of an annotated edition of the Iliad (based on the text established by
Wolf), which eventually covered only books 1-4''2, While convinced that the By-
zantine Empire had been a dark age for every sort of learning, Koraes celebrated
Homer as “the common educator of the Greek genos” (viewing him and his
poems as the sources for every moral rectitude and the cornerstone for the edu-
cation of the young), and Eustathius as the champion of the humanistic attitude
that was ready to blossom once more on Greek soil, had not the Latin (1204) and
then the Turkish conquest (1453) forestalled its ripeness, interrupting periods of
compelling intellectual evolution (Koraes’ appeal to patience and confidence re-

109 Wolf 1988, 36; but the same is true for Politi 1730, c. c i recto.

110 Allen 1931, 267.

111 The same image that, one century before Wolf, had seduced Pierre Bayle into adorning his
Dictionnaire with a long article devoted to the philologist of Samothrace: see on this Canfora
1997, 103.

112 Paschalis 2010. See Hunter, this volume.
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lied on the certainty that 10 8ig éumoS1602v 8&v eivat poBog va Eumodiodii kai Tpi-
Tov)'3. It is for this reason that in 1806 Koraes envisaged a new edition of Eusta-
thius, which eventually aborted because of the printer’s withdrawal'*%. Nonethe-
less, his opinion was that the Greek people should celebrate Eustathius in the
espace public:

*0 00(OG Kal XPAOIOG OVTOG iEpAPXNG, £ig TOV OMOTOV TO Yévog, dTav avahdpr], XPeWOTeT vV
aveyelpn eikovag.....

Perhaps a good suggestion for the Afjog Oeooalovikng?

Fig. 1: F. de Calliéres, Histoire poétique de la guerre nouvellement déclarée..., Amsterdam 1688,
table before the frontispice

113 Korais 1988 (1811), 128-131, esp. 130-131 note 1.
114 Paschalis 2010, 114-119.
115 Korais 1988 (1811), 38.
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Renzo Tosi
Proverbs in Eustathius: Some Examples

Eustathius of Thessalonica often quotes proverbs in his works®. He uses them
both in the Opuscula and in his letters, and of course he explains many of
them in his Parekbolai to Homer. Neither M. van der Valk (1971, cxii) nor W. Biih-
ler (1987, 300 f) have been able to identify one single paroemiographic source for
these quotations. I think Biihler is right when he asserts that it is not possible to
pinpoint a consistent derivation, and that Eustathius rather took the proverbs
from several different sources: “multa manifesto ex certis auctoribus, quorum
apud eum assiduus usus est, imprimis ex Athenaeo, Strabone, Stephano Byzan-
tio, prompsit, alia viro litteris imbuto ex ipsis poetis, non ex paroemiographis
praesto erant, magis ad Zenobium pertinent, quod Eustathius magnum nume-
rum proverbiorum ex Pausaniae atticistae lexico sumpsit”. We can probably as-
sume the existence, among these sources, of a paroemiographical collection. Eu-
stathius quotes the paroemiographers, in a somewhat indefinite manner, in the
Parekbolai to II. 2.595 (in Il. 282.2-5 = 1.460.26-29 van der Valk)

Apwpig Tig ebpnTat Siya ToD 6 £v TAIg TV TAPOLDY GVayPaQais eiTe Hovotkog eite kal £Te-
poiog. 810 kol &v Tf mapoia T Aeyovon “Oapuplg paivetal” Tveg Apvpv Eypopav diya
To €v apxaig Ofjta,

and in those to IL 8.330-331 (in Il 715.58-62 = 2.590.16-18 van der Valk)

6 8¢ pnBeig ‘Ounpikog Adyog pooung moTe apwdndijvat kal eig AMADG EINKIY £miKov-
piav, €@’ 0ig oikeTov kai TO MAPOYDBES “yoVu KVANNG Eyylov”, (G acty oi Tag mapotiag
avaypaapevor’,

It is impossible to define what kind of paroemiographical text was originally
used by Eustathius. In my opinion, the two plural terms dvaypopépevot and dvor-
ypogaig are generic and do not necessarily indicate a plurality of paroemio-
graphical texts. The use of the verb dvaypa@ewv, however, seems to suggest a

1 A fairly complete list was made by E. Kurtz (see CPG Suppl. 307-321) as an Anhang of Crusius-
Cohn.

2 These three proverbs are attested in the paroemiographers: as for Odpupig paivetar cf.
Zenob. 4.27, Diogen. 5.19, Apost. 8.78; as for "Apvplg paivetar Diogen. 3.26, Macar. 1.95,
Apost. 2.60; as for yovu kvriung &yywov Zenob. 3.2, Diogen. 3.78, Greg. Cypr. 2.96, Apost. 6.59.
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technical text®. Moreover, Eustathius’ explanations of proverbs are often differ-
ent from those of the extant paroemiographers. All the paroemiographers, for in-
stance, explain the above-mentioned yovu kviung &yylov by £l T@v £auTtoug
paA\ov ETépwv dyamwvtwy, “it is said about those who love themselves more
than the others”. In contrast, in the Iliadic passage discussed by Eustathius,
the behaviour of Ajax protecting his wounded brother is rather a symbol of
@WK émkoupia.

It is possible that the explanations were added by Eustathius himself, but it
is also possible that he copied them from a source unknown to us. Rupprecht
1949, 1775, following Hotop 1888, 293-295, conjectured that this source was a col-
lection prepared for the schools of rhetoric. It would be a similar case to the well-
known fifth Athos-collection, which “aus dem Schulbetrieb der zweiten Sophistik
stammt”. According to Rupprecht, the main clue in this direction would be the
author’s interest for the “Doppeldeutigkeit mancher Sprichworter”. In reality,
Hotop detected two different characteristics of Eustathius’ alleged source. The
first one — the “congregatio complurium proverbiorum” — also features in the
first part of the fifth Athos-collection®; in contrast, the second characteristic —
the interest in the double meaning, literal and metaphoric, of the proverbs —
is peculiar to Eustathius. It is however very difficult and often impossible to iden-
tify such sources. Lexicographical and paroemiographical repertoires were very
important in the Byzantine Age and it is clear that their tradition is ‘open’: the
goal of the scribes of technical texts of this kind was not to copy their source ac-
curately word by word, but rather to create a functional tool. This allowed them
to insert new elements which in their opinion were useful, and eliminate mate-
rial they found useless. Each manuscript has its own identity, and often the dif-
ference between the manuscripts of the same work and its different redactions is
very small®. Therefore, it is hard to identify exact sources, and this is true in par-
ticular for Eustathius, because — as Biihler notices — “explicationes proverbio-
rum non ad verbum ex exemplaribus suis — quaequae fuerunt — descripsit,
sed suis verbis reddidit, insuper varias concinnans, quasdam de suo addens”.
In this paper, I will consider some examples: in the first part I discuss some
passages taken from the letters and the Opuscula; in the second part I consider
different types of quotations in the Parekbolai. My aim is to illustrate not only the

3 This verb also introduces, for example, quotations of the &upetpol mapoupiot of Aristophanes
of Byzantium, cf. frr. 358, 359, 360 Slater.

4 See in particular Biihler 1987, 48f; Spyridonidou-Skarsouli 1995, 9-12.

5 Recently, Gerlach 2008 pinpointed the concept of Konzeptionalitdt: each copyist of such works
selected the material not in a casual way, but according to a specific mastermind. See also Tosi
2013.
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relationship with the extant paroemiographers, but also the function of proverbs
in these Eustathian texts.

1.1. In the Epistola ad Thessalonicenses (165.54 Tafel®) Eustathius analyses differ-
ent types of falsity, among them fake weeping: Pevdopeda 10 kAaiewv dte kal
KkpokoBeAilopev £¢’olg pr| Exopev kateodiety OAOKAPWS TOUG ASeA@OVG “we sim-
ulate weeping when we act like crocodiles, not being able to eat up our brothers
completely”. The verb kpokodeAilw “I have the same behavior as a crocodile”
hints at a proverbial expression, kpoko8eilov 8&xpua, that is attested in a homily
by the 4th-century bishop Asterius on fasting’, and in Mazaris’ 15th-century Jour-
ney to Hades (3.130 Boissonade); this proverb is now alive and well-known in
most European languages®. Eustathius explains the crocodile’s behaviour with
the following sentence: this animal has the habit of weeping when it eats a
man, not because it feels pity or its victim, but because it has eaten the whole
body and feels that the head is fleshless and less tasty. Admittedly this explan-
ation is hardly original: essentially the same is to be read in the aforementioned
passage by Asterius. In the paroemiographic collections, the explanation of this
proverb is attested in a more ludicrous form (the warmth of tears shaves the head
and the crocodile can eat it). In actual fact, the proverb is ignored by the ancient
paroemiographers: it appears as an addition in ms. Par. gr. 3071 (f. 45", 11. 16-23)
of the so-called Zenobius vulgatus, and it is added to the collection by Michael
Apostolis (10.17 Leutsch-Schneidewin)®. The proverb and its explanation clearly
belonged to a list of topoi used by both Asterius and Eustathius, and this source
was quite different from that of Zenobius’ interpolator, and of Apostolis.

1.2. In another case, Eustathius refers to a proverb not attested in earlier au-
thors, and merely states that £€§ dyopdg napouuio Aalel, i.e. that the expression
is vernacular. In letter 45 (124.80-85 Kolovou) he affirms that he does not
want to ‘rise up’ any further (o0 6&Aopev v\pobobar): he has risen simply as far

6 It was not edited by Foteini Kolovou, because it is not a true letter, but “eine theologische
Schrift” (p. 80, n. 1).

7 Homilies 14.15.3 Datema ToUG Neth@oug kpokoSeiloug pipeiodat, oUg paot Taig KEPOAaTG mt-
Bpnvelv TV AvBpOnwV v Epayov kal SakplEY TOV QOVOV, 0D HETAVOLV TGV YEVOUEVWY
AapBavovtag — dg yap T& dAoya Onpia kal Evudpa; — , GAAE TO &oapkov, Eol SOKELY, TiG KEPQ-
Afig 08upopEvoug WG eig Bpwotv ovk emtndetov; (reported by Photius, Bibl. 271 [503a13]).

8 Lacrime di coccodrillo indicates hypocrisy and falsehood and is used by many Italian authors
(cf. GDLI 111.245): one of the Adagia of Erasmus (2.4.60) is devoted to the expression Crocodili
lacrima.

9 The proverb is attested also by Nicephorus Gregoras (Hist. 9.10.7), without explanation. Cf.
Biihler 1987, 98; Rohrich 1973, 545f.
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as an ant can rise. The ant — Eustathius continues — must be careful, because if it
rises too high it risks dying: the vernacular proverb warns “woe to the ant that
has risen on wings” (ovai popunkt mrepoig dpbévtt), for this unfortunate ant
might face the same fate of another, more famous animal, namely the frog
that swelled up and died in the attempt to grow as big as an 0x'°. The vernacular
proverb gives a special vividness to the sentence: as a result, the comparison
with the winged ant is crucial to Eustathius’ argument. It is remarkable that Eu-
stathius wants to stress the vernacular (as opposed to literary) origin of this prov-
erb: the expression €€ &yopdg is still used with this meaning in Epist. 44 (121.12
Kolovou) to qualify the proverb pr| BapiCewv £€¢ @ilov, which does not occur else-
where. This is one of the many instances in which Eustathius introduces popular
culture in his works, as Phaidon Koukoules has shown extensively in his stud-
ies'. M. van der Valk (1971, cxii) assumes that in the Parekbolai as well Eusta-
thius may have drawn proverbs “ex usu quotidiano”: it is therefore interesting
that he uses the introductory form €& dyopdg with this meaning only in these
two letters, and never in his commentaries, orations or theological treatises.

1.3. A passage of Ad stylitam quendam Thessalonicensem (61-62 [192.83-96
Tafel]) is extremely significant in this respect®. Eustathius deals here with ‘sym-
bolic’ expressions, based on images that bear a moral or spiritual value. As a
matter of fact, these expressions are traditional and proverbial: kopdiav pn
£00icwv ‘do not eat your heart’ warns against indulging too deeply in grief, where-
as poyaipq mop ur okaAevew (‘do not stir up fire with a sword’) and pr Aevkov
olkoTpaelv dAéktopa (‘do not raise a white cock in your house’) warn against
provoking angry persons and triggering their rage. In particular, the first proverb
is very frequent in ancient and modern European literature®®, and was used by
several authors, and its origins can be traced back as far as Homer (Il. 24.129)
and Hesiod (Op. 741-744)"; the second proverb became a Pythagoric precept
(58C6 D.-K.)™, that was finally added to the paroemiographic collection by Ar-

10 It is the protagonist of a fable of Phaedrus (1.24); cf. also, e.g., Hor. Sat. 2.3.314-320; Petr.
Satyr. 74.13; Mart. 10.79.9. The same story also occurs in the fables of La Fontaine (1.3).

11 See in particular Koukoules 1948-1955, V1.352-378, where the scholar detects three types of
proverbs in Eustathius’ texts: the ancient ones that were no longer used in his time, literary
proverbs and those current in vernacular usage.

12 See also Stratigopoulos, this volume.

13 The same metaphor occurs in English, while the Italian equivalent is rodersi il fegato.

14 See also Mantissa prov. 2.10.

15 Attested by Diog Laert. 8.18; Athen. 10.452d (via the peripatetic philosopher Demetrios of By-
zantium, FHG 2.624); Porph. Vita Plot. 42; several passages of Plutarch, and Lucian. Ver.
Hist. 2.28.



Proverbs in Eustathius: Some Examples — 233

senius (11.5a). As for payaipg mHp pr okoAevew, its Latin equivalent ignem gladio
scrutare (or ne fodias, as Jerome, ep. adv. Ruf. 3.39 puts it) is also widely attested,
appearing first in Horace (Sat. 2.3.275) and then in medieval and modern texts; it
is also to be found frequently in inscriptions on fireplaces®.

What Eustathius argues in the oration is that it would be absurd to abide by
the literal meaning of such expressions: all people naturally understand their
moral value (cupBoAtkdg fv moTe Adyog: 6 8& TOTE drodwWV avTH Te OVTWG EMOeL,
Gmeiyeto yop tob kapdlopayeiv, “it was a symbolic speech; the audience at the
time understood it: of course they refrained from eating a heart”). Proverbs, as
Eustathius emphasizes, typically have the fundamental characteristic of convey-
ing a message through a metaphorical reading of a concrete vivid image. This
text confirms the hypothesis of Hotop (see above), which was centered only on
the Parekbolai, and it shows that Eustathius used the same collection for his
Opuscula. For instance, Eustathius quotes here three proverbs connected by a
symbolic meaning and two synonyms. The observations concerning symbols
are closely linked to the issue of the double meaning of proverbs, and in this
context he demonstrates that sometimes the literal meaning is simply absurd.

1.4. In many cases the endeavour to detect Eustathius’ source is pointless be-
cause the author is not interested in the proverb itself, but rather quotes it
only in order to add a shade of stylistic liveliness. Thus, in the Oratio praepara-
toria in sanctam quadragesimam (23 = 6.86 Tafel) he writes pog T Apévt vava-
yfioat (‘to be wrecked in front of the harbour’) as a rhetorical flos, and in letter
7.259-261 Kolovou he says that a gift must not be 80odwpov (a bad gift), adding
£x0poig yap N mapotpia TNV tolavy AEEv Enéppupev “according to the proverb,
the adjective 80o8wpov refers to enemies”. He is hinting here at a frequent topos,
namely that gifts given by enemies are ill-fated; the most famous, oxymoric ex-
pression, £x0p@v Gdwpa ddpa kovk dvrowa, was regarded as a proverb on ac-
count of its occurrence in Soph. Ai. 665". In Or. super Ps. XLVIII, 18 (11.92

16 On the medieval and modern occurences of the Horatian expression see Tosi 2010, no. 775. In
Italy people say Non tagliare il fuoco col ferro, in Germany Wer in Feuer bldst, dem stieben die
Funken in die Augen. For other modern European proverbs cf. Arthaber 1927, no. 552.

17 In Eur. Med. 618 Medea says that the gifts of a bad man never bring advantages, and this
commonplace was inherited by Clem. Alex. Strom. 6.2.8.5f; Luc. Merc. Cond. 38; Theoph.
Symoc. Hist. 7.15.11, and recorded by the paroemiographers (Zenob. vulg. 4.4; Diogen. 4.82a;
Greg. Cypr. 2.15; Apost. 8.23; Suda « 519, 1144, € 4029). Similar expressions are attested by Me-
nand. Monost. 239 and 451 Pernigotti, as well as in other paroemiographical collections (App.
Prov. 2.94, Macar. 4.27). In Latin literature, cf. Sidon. Apoll. Ep. 5.13.4; Guill. Tyr. Hist., PL
201.654b, but of course above all Verg. Aen. 2.49 Timeo Danaos et dona ferentes. In the Old Testa-
ment, Prov. 27.6 calls attention to the concept that the wounds given by a friend are better than
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Tafel) Eustathius does not discuss the proverb mAivBov mAUvelg (you wash a
brick), a traditional image for a useless action®®, yet the proverb appears within
the following moralistic argument: eating properly is necessary, eating too much
is harmful, just like washing away the dirt is necessary, whereas washing a brick
is stupid.

2. Of course the situation in the Commentaries to Homer is completely different.
The Parekbolai are a true encyclopedia, where the Homeric passages are often
mere starting points and the author enriches his text with all available elements
— amongst them, sometimes, also proverbs and their interpretation.

2.1. Athenaeus, a very important source for Eustathius, quotes in 2.37f a passage
of Philochorus the historian (FGrHist 328F170): ®\0xopog 8¢ @naowv 6Tt oi mivov-
TEG O POVOV £aVTOVG EHPavilovoty oiTveg eiotv, GAAG kal T@V GAAwV EkaoTov
avakaAOTIToVoL Tappnoiav dyovteg. 80ev “oivog kai dAnBeta” [Alc. fr. 366 Voigt]
Aéyetan kai “Gvdpog 8 (oivog) Edeife voov” [Theogn. 500] kol TO VIKNTAPLOV &V
Alovdoov TPIToVG. Kol Yap “ék Tpimodog” Aéyelv @apev Toug GAnbevovtog: 8l 8¢
VOETV Tpimoda Toh Alovioov TOV KpaTipa. NV Yap TO &pxaiov 800 yévn Tpmdswv,
oG kaAeToBaL AEPNTOG OUVEBALVEV GUPOTEPOVG: EUTUPIBATNG O Kol AOETPOXOOG,.
AloxOAog “Tov pév tpinoug E8£Ext oikelog AEPnG / aiel @uAdoowv Trv LMEP
mpog otdow” [fr. 1 R.]. 0 & Etepog kpatrp KaAOUpEVOG. Ounpog “Ent’ drmdpoug
Tpimodag” [IL. 9.122]. &v TouTolg 8¢ TOV oivov Ekipvwv' kol 0UTOG E0TIV O THG GAN-
Beiag [oikelog] Tpimovg. 810 AMOAwWVOG HEV OIKET0G SLd TV €K PavVTIKTG GARBELY,
Aovioov 8¢ 8ia v év pedn.

Philochorus’ starting point is the frankness and honesty of the drunk man:
he quotes as traditional (Aéyetat) two famous expressions that bind together
wine and sincerity, namely oivog kol &Affewa by Alcaeus and &vSpog &
(071\10';> £8e1&e voov by Theognis®. The first one in particular was perceived as
traditional and was soon quoted as proverbial, just as is the case here in Athe-
naeus. However, this is not exactly the case of a gefliigeltes Wort, a sentence from

the kiss given by an enemy. Erasm. Adag. 1.3.5 explains Hostium munera non munera; with regard
to the modern occurrences see Tosi 2010, nr. 2210.

18 Laterem lavare indicates an illogical and impossible action: for classical and medieval occur-
rences see Otto 1890, no. 922; Sutphen 1901, 177; Szelinski 1903-1904, 239; Tosi 2010, no. 1920.
Donatus, commenting on Ter. Phorm. 186, quotes the Greek mAivBov mAUveLv, recorded by the pa-
roemiographers (Zenob. vulg. 6.48; Diogen. 7.50; Diogen. Vind. 3.52; Greg. Cypr. 3.39; Greg. Cypr.
M. 4.86; Apost. 14.32). Laterem lavas is explained by Erasmus in Adag. 1.4.48. In German, Dem
Ziegelstein die Rote abwaschen wollen is still alive and well.

19 Cf. also Aesch. fr. 393 Radt, attested by Athen. 10.427f.
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a renowned author that later becomes proverbial: the association between wine
and sincerity was proverbial well beyond Alcaeus, and the expression (just as in
many other cases) became a standard formulation for the topos providing the
basis for the Latin In vino veritas®.

Philochorus further explains the expression ék Tpimodog Aéyewv, which
means “to say the truth”, and quotes two passages, one by Aeschylus and one
by Homer, in order to demonstrate that tpinovg can indicate a kpatrp. However,
when discussing II. 9.122, Eustathius (in I 740.10 [2.672.15-21 van der Valk]) cites
Athenaeus’ passage and changes the order of the elements, because Homer, the
author here at issue, must be the first one to be quoted: 0 8¢ £tepog kpatnp
KkahoVpevog, omoiol oi map’ ‘Oprpw &mupot, v olg oivov £kipvwv. 0g 81 kol
WKEDTO Aloviow S TNV KAt avTov év pédn aAndelav, koba kal @ Mubiw
AnOMwvL Tpimoug AV dAnBeiag 81 TRV £k pavTtikig dARBewav. “Otvog ydp”,
@ooi, “kal GAMBela”. “O¢ kal Avdpog”, @aotv, “Edelie voov”. kal v Alovuaiolg
VIKNTAPLoV 81 Toito TéBerTaL Tpimoug, €mel Kal Tovg GAndevovtag £k Tpimodog
Aéyewv @opév, Tod katd pavreiov SnAadh dAnbeuTikod. O kal oivog Totel, Mg
elpntaL It is evident that in this case Eustathius is simply copying his source,
changing only the order of the elements.

2.2. Sometimes Eustathius took proverbs from the tradition of learned collec-
tions. It is evident that he used several lexicographical repertories, one of
which had been compiled in the 2nd century CE by the first Atticist scholars,
Pausanias and Aelius Dionysius. The text of this lexicon was reconstructed by
Hartmut Erbse, who attributed to the two scholars many Atticist glosses also oc-
curring in the lexicographical tradition of the Zuvaywyn. In his Commentary on
the Iliad (on Il. 5.137 [in Il. 531.8-10 = 2.40.1-3 van der Valk]) Eustathius consid-
ered the proverbial expression 6vov mokat, “donkey wool”, to indicate some-
thing completely absurd: {oTéov 8¢ WG TO pr| £PLOYOPETV Tapolpiay EENVEYKE
TO €ig 6vou TOKOoUG €Tl TWV GKePSWV Kal GAvorteA@V, v mapwdnoag 6 Kwpikog

20 This proverbial expression, still widely known and used, goes back to Erasmus (Adag. 1.7.17,
cf. also Walther 1963-1986, no. 12144), but it is not attested as such in any classical Latin author.
The link between wine and veritas is not only Greek but also Latin, cf. e.g. Hor. Sat. 1.4.89; Plin.
Nat. Hist. 14.28.141 (Plinius openly hints at a popular proverb). With regard to Greek literature, cf.
also Plat. Symp. 217e; Theocr. 29.1; Plut. Art. 15.4; Diod. Sic. 20.63.1; Euseb. Ad Is. 1.85; and the
paroemiographers (Zenob. vulg. 4.5; Diogen. 4.81, 7.28; Greg. Cypr. 3.23; Phot. o 128 Th.; Suda
ol 134; Apost. 12,49). This tradition is obviously referring to freedom of speech, which only a
drunken man possesses (Philochorus uses the term mappnoia), but the scholia to the passage
of the Symposium (65.15-26 Greene) remind us that pacts written in wine are inviolable. In Chris-
tian literature the link between wine and truth receives a new sacramental value. On modern
literature, see Tosi 2010, no. 1424.



236 —— Renzo Tosi

dvov mokag maifwv MAGTTEL MG o1 TL ywpiov év Aiov [Paus. € 21 Erbse]. He con-
sidered the same expression again in the commentary on Il 10.21 (in Il 7879
[3.8.3 van der Valk]): iotéov 8¢ 6Tt €v Toig ToD Iowoaviov @EpeTal, WG TRV
Sopav GomAdNTOV Tiveg eimov yAdivav [Paus. o 162 Erbse], 6 €0ty dvhgpavTov,
Kal 6Tt €k TG AeovTAg 1 KaTd TOV AéovTa Tiapolpia, TO “Eupeiv Aéovta” [Paus.
A 9 Erbse], &mi T@V GBUVATOLG EMIXELPOUVTWY. KOl TODTO HEV LA TV YEWXOTNTA
ToD AéovTOg, 6V 00K Gv Eupelv ToApnon Tig. To pévtol “mokoug dvov” GAAov Tpod-
oV &8UvVaToV €071, 814 TO pry eival mékeaBat Gvov. dpotov 8¢ mwg kai TO “4okov
Bépev”. ob yap av €€ ool Séppa ETepov AmooupnoETalL.

The expression occurs in many paroemiographical repertories?, and in the
lexicographical tradition of the Zuvaywyn®. The main source was probably
the ancient exegesis to Aristoph. Ran. 186, where dvoumokog is the funny
name of a station in hell®. The scholia to the Aristophanic passage reported

21 Zenob. vulg. 5.38 §vou nokovg INTElG: £ml TOV GvundoTata {NToOVIWY. Tapdoov TRV Gvov
oUte Lo Tig Suvartal ovTe Kelpat. Aéyetal 8¢ kal “Gvov Kelpelg” €ml TV AvnviToLg EMieElpovv-
Twv; cf. ms. Coisl. 177, 371 [151 g-152a Gaisford: see Biihler 1987, 278f]; Diogen. 4.85 ¢’ &vou
TIOKOG €Ml TV €ig adUvata GvaBoAlopévwy. G Gvou yap ovk £0TL TOKOG; 6.99 Gvou TOKOL-
£ml TOV GvnvOTwY Kal GTeA@V. 008E Yap KeipeTal 6vog; App. Prov. 2.29 €ig 6vou TOKOUG TIPOG
ToVUg €ig T0 advvarta dvaBalopEvoug, Tapdoov Grd Gvou TOKOL oV yivovTar oi 8¢ Emi KaTtapog
ToDTO Aéyovaotv: fitot “&rubl gig dvov mokoug” fiyouv évba ot Gvol onmovTal Kol T& abT@V Epla WG
nioKoL yivovtat; Macar. 6.35 Gvov miokor &l T@v dyprotwv; Apost. 779 € 6vov ToKag: £l TV
Gduvatwv: &’ vov yap olk €ott mokov AaBelv; 12.89 Gvou mokar Eml T@V AvnviTwV Kal pn
6vtwv Aéyeta It is evident that the paroemiographical tradition is quite different.

22 Hesych. 0 926 Latte vov mokai* xwpiov év ¢8ov dlateThnwkev Aploto@avng, oUTw Aeyope-
vov m\&oag. €0t 8¢ Kal apolpia TI§ Gvov ToKal, £l TV AvrvOTWV Kal ATEA@V. 0USE yap ai mé-
£e16 TV Bvwv Kkal K&poelg SuvavTal Tt orep i Aéyot Tig Svov keipelg. Tapdoov oDV T &v &Sov
AVAVUTA £0TL Kal TO pndév, mapd ToiTo TaG Tod Gvov Tokag émAacev. Phot. o 360 Theod. ‘Ovou
TOKOL TIPOLUX £l TV AvnvUTwV* Worep ai TotadTar mAtveov mAOvely: &okov TIMEW: xOTpav
TAOVELY; 0 363 Theod. "Ovou mokat &ml TV AvnvOTwY Kal TOV pr Svtwv Aéyetat 1 apotpia Uo
TOV ATTIK@V WoTep of TotadTar mAivBov TAUVeELY: Gokov TIAew* xUTpav motkiMew: gig komp@-
va Bupudv: Apiotapyog 8¢ 81 o Kpativov vrobéabat év Aldov oxowiov mAékovtar Gvov 8¢ TO
mhekdpevov ameoBiovtar olov dmokeipovta. Suda o 399 Adler "Ovov mokaw &ml TV AviVOTWY
kal pn Ovtwv Aéyetan 1 mopolpia VO TOV ATTK@V: Gomep al TowdTal, mAivBov TAUVELY,
GoKOV TiMELW, YOTpav ToiAELY, €ig kOmpov Bupudv. Apiotapyog 8¢ & T0 Kpativov Dmobéadat
v ¢8ov TIVa oyowviov mAékovTa, Gvov 8¢ TO MAekOpEVOY dmeaBiovTa, olov dmokeipovTa. map’
600V oLV TA £V &8ov AVAVUTA €iol, ToDTO EMAGOON.

23 Ancient and modern interpreters have tried to explain it: many of them correctly believe that
it is an absurdity with the one and only goal of making the audience laugh. Aristarchus of Sa-
mothrace (cf. Phot. 0 363 Theod.; Suda o 399) connected the name with the tradition according
to which Oknos made braids of rush in hell, an action that turned out to be completely useless
because a donkey ate them continuously. Meineke supposed that a reading "Oxvov TAok&g was
in Aristophanes’ text as read by Aristarchus: in this regard he followed a conjecture of Conze,
accepted by several editors (Fritzsche, Radermacher, Sommerstein, Henderson). In contrast,
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in the optimi codices are very interesting: 10 8¢ Andng mediov, Aidupog [14.9,
p. 248f Schmidt] @not, ywpiov év ABov Satetinwkev (I/a, 32.1-3 Chantry); €x
8¢ Tod SeuTtépov TO AdVvartov T@V ka® Aldov dnAot (I/a, 32.6-7 Chantry); Gdvva-
Tov TOKAG Grokeipacbat T@V Svwv. @aivetal 8¢ kal mapoyuddeg f{on sivar (I/a,
32.8-10B Chantry); Gvov mokag 10 &xpnoTtov: ov8E yap ai Tod Gvou mdkat xpnat-
pevovOL. T mapolia 8¢ Aéyetal émi TV AvnvOTWwY, &v @ TPOMW QOUEV Kol TO
“YOTpav ToiAAelG”, kal “kompov GvaBuds”. avivuta 8¢ kol Ta év Adov. S
ToDTO 0LV “8vov MoKaG” dvémaoe monTik®G (I/a, 32.8-16a Chantry).

Erbse attributed to Pausanias three different glosses: a 162 &onabnTov yAai-
vav (Soph. fr. 877 Radt): v dopav dviavtov; A 9 Aéovta Eupdg maporpia Emt
TV Aduvatolg émiyelpouvtwv®®; and in particular € 21 €ig vov moOkoug Emi
TV akepS@V kal dAvotteA@v. Aplotopavng (8e) xwplov év Adov SlateTVMwKeV
"Ovou nokag. Aéyetal 8¢ €ml T@V AvnvoTwV Kal GTeA@v, OTL kKal 6vog oUTE Keipe-
TaL oUTe €8 avTod mOKoG yivetat, Momep oi Towtan [cf. Com. Adesp. fr. 853
Kock®]* mAivBov mAUvey, dokov (8épetv, wov) TiMewv, xOTpav motkiAAew, [eig]
KOTPOoV AvaBupudv. The glosses of Pausanias, as they stand in Erbse’s edition,
are entirely hypothetical: the last one is a true patchwork composed from the
scholion, Eustathius and other lexicographical texts. It seems impossible,
here, to apply a true Quellenforschung, but it is very interesting to notice that
there is a difference between the two passages in Eustathius: in the first one
the expression 6vov mokoug is explained éml T@V dkepS@V kal GAVGITEAGDV,
thus meaning ‘useless’; in the second case, there is a list of sentences referring
to absurdities. In these cases there is no link between the proverbial phrase and
the Homeric text, and the difference of meaning cannot be explained by exeget-
ical needs. In the scholion to Aristophanes the two explanations were put togeth-
er, but it is likely that Eustathius was referring here to two different sources. To

Stanford (1958, 89) considers this conjecture “unnecessary” and translates “Never-never Land”.
He also adds the possibility of a hint at the place called "Ovov yva8og, in Laconia. Marzullo 1989
assumes that Cratinus (fr. 367 K.-A.) had written "Oxvov mokag and Aristophanes made fun of it.
Dover 1993 suspects that “there were two proverbial expressions available to Aristophanes with
somewhat different bearings: Gvov niékewv and 6vou niokog, of impossible tasks, and "Okvov miAo-
kai, of endless and fruitless tasks (like that of Sisyphos), and that Aristophanes invented a name
which refers primarly to the former but reminds us of the latter”. Shearing a donkey is attested
as an absurd action in Erasmus (Adag. 1.4.79 Ab asino lanam) and in the modern European prov-
erbs (cf. Arthaber 1927, nos. 260; 666). See also Mastromarco-Totaro 2006, 582.

24 This proverb is attested also in the paroemiographical collections: Diogen. 6.25 and
Apost. 10.64 have an explanation completely different from that of Eustathius, it is recorded
in a list of &8Uvata in Diogen. Vind. 2.61; Macar. 5.50; Mant. Prov. 1.97.

25 Kassel and Austin in their edition do not take into the right consideration this hypothetical
fragment.
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sum up, Pausanias is certainly one of the main sources of Eustathius, but the
text edited by Erbse is often hypothetical: therefore, it is impossible to determine
whether Eustathius added some elements. For example, the author of the Parek-
bolai explains i 6vov mokovg by £mti @V &kepd@v kai GAvoiteA@v: these words
are not to be found in the lexicographical or in the paroemiographical collec-
tions, nor in the scholia to Aristophanes: Erbse attributes them to Pausanias be-
cause he assumes (following Wentzel 1895, 376) that all the explanations of Attic
proverbs must derive from Pausanias?®®. But we have no way of ascertaining
whether they do derive from Pausanias or whether they could instead be an orig-
inal creation by Eustathius®.

2.3. Another example is symptomatic. Suda a 1002 Adler dxpofBivia Tvypaiwv
KOAOOO® EQappolely. mapolpia, AkpoBivia mMuypaiwy koAooo® E@appolewy: €mi
TOV patnv kormmwvtwv is a close parallel for Eustathius’ commentary on
0d. 19.205 (in Od. 1862.35) @épetal 8¢, @aol, Kal mapowia £ml TVwvV patnv
KOTUOVTWV (sic) TO dkpobivia Tuypaiwy KOAOGO® E@appolery, OTEp €0Tv Gvdpl
peyloTw pHKpoV Tt képSog ivar. Erbse dubitanter attributed dxpoBivia muypaiwv
KOAOOO® £PapUOleLy: Tapolpia £l TOV P&TNV Komwvtwy to Pausanias (a 56). In
reality, this gloss is a marginal addition in ms. Par. gr. 2626 of the Suda, whereby
Adler (1928, xix) assumed that “inter glossas marginales pauca recentioris ori-
ginis proverbia occurrunt”. In this case, a reader must have added this annota-
tion, believing that the gloss should be interpreted as a reference to Philostratus,
Vitae Soph. 1.19, the only passage where this proverb is attested. As for the pas-
sage of Eustathius, @aot indicates that the source is different from that of the
previous remarks, which all derive from the Zuvaywyn?. It is evident that Eusta-
thius’ source is the same as that of the marginal addition in Suda, and it is also
probable that this source is not Pausanias. This particular proverb is also attest-
ed in Apostolis with another — more suitable — explanation, see Apost. 15.12 ITuy-
paia kpoBivia KoAooo® E@appolelg £ml TV avopola movvTwy: the saying
would therefore emphasize inadequacy, not a vain effort. The meaning would
thus be similar to the Italian Nani sulle spalle di giganti: in fact, in the passage

26 " This is a corollary of two rules (see Erbse 1950, 20): “Alle Sprichwdrter mit ausfiihrlicher,
paromiographischer Erklarung gehéren dem Pausanias” and “Alle Sprichworter ohne Erklarung
gehdren dem Aelius Dionysius”.

27 Erbse himself in his Introduction notices that “das Bestreben, zu kiirzen und zu variiren,
fiihrt zu einschneidender Abwandlung der Interpretamente, deren urspriingliche Form sich na-
ttirlich nur dort festlegen ldsst, wo die reinere Gestalt der Paralleliiberlieferung vorliegt” (1950,
13).

28 On @aot in Eustathius see Erbse 1950, 8f.
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of Philostratus a sophist claims to write in order to correct Niketes, the protago-
nist of Philostratus’ chapter, who actually needs no correction at all. The issue is
whether the words mép £0Tiv &vSpi peyioTw pkpdv Tt kEpSog eivat belong to the
source or to Eustathius himself. A dogmatic answer is impossible: in my opinion,
it is likely that this expression derives from the source. Eustathius does not quote
Philostratus, but the explanation is suitable for that passage: it is but a trifling
gain for a great man like Niketes that a sophist should write about him, trying to
correct him. Therefore, the hypothesis of a paroemiographical source different
from our tradition gains plausibility.

3. It is evident that Eustathius took proverbs from many sources. In case 2.1 we
have found the extant source: it is possible to establish that he did not add any-
thing, and that he only adapted the text to his exegetical purpose. In case 2.2 it is
beyond doubt that the source is Pausanias, but the text of the Atticist lexicogra-
pher is uncertain; therefore, it is impossible to establish if two words extant only
in Eustathius were originally in his source or not. Case 2.3 confirms (with Hotop
and Rupprecht) that Eustathius also drew on an unknown paroemiographical
collection, compiled with a peculiar Konzeptionalitdit. The analysis of some ex-
amples from the Opuscula demonstrates that Eustathius used the collection in
question in those works as well (see cases 1.1 and 1.3): in the Opuscula and in
the letters, however, it is more evident that he took some proverbs from common
everyday speech. Moreover, in many passages of these works proverbs are quot-
ed only as a stylistic device without any further explanation.

To sum up, these examples show that proverbs and traditional expressions
were very important for Eustathius, who often used them in his Opuscula and oc-
casionally explained them in the Commentaries, collecting material from differ-
ent sources of the earlier erudite tradition. In the Byzantine age the habit of bor-
rowing was quite usual: this implied using and, to some extent, modifying
traditional motifs already familiar to both the audience and the readers. There-
fore, interest in proverbs was not a marginal aspect®, and it appears perfectly
natural that Eustathius should use them in his works and explain them in his
commentaries. The importance of proverbs and their collections in the Byzantine
age is twofold: philological on the one hand, literary on the other. In particular,
they appear to be a suitable way to understand classical texts. The Byzantine pa-
roemiographical tradition derives from the Alexandrian interest in proverbs, an
aspect to which the Alexandrian scholars devoted attention inasmuch as prov-

29 See Krumbacher 1897, 903-907; Karathanasis 1936, 13; Koukoules 1948-1955, 1.42-63, V1.336-
451. As for the whole Gebrauchsliteratur Garzya 1983, 35-71 is very important.
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erbs were used by ancient authors (in a broader perspective, the entire lexico-
graphical and erudite Greek tradition aims above all to achieve in-depth under-
standing of the classical texts). This philological attitude represents a key feature
of Byzantine culture: but the paroemiographical tradition was also important in
that it could provide authors with traditional materials to be re-used and adapt-
ed in new contexts. In his work, Eustathius embodies both of these functions.
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Dimosthenis Stratigopoulos

Orator or Grammarian? Eustathios in his
Work Ad Stylitam quendam
Thessalonicensem

Although Eustathios of Thessalonica is more widely known for his scholarly
work, he is also the author of some works of rhetorical interest, written on the
occasion of various events of his time. Among the works that he wrote in Thessa-
lonica, there is an oration whose title is preserved in the one and only manu-
script that has transmitted it to us: “Tod avToD £ig TOV UMEP Alav omovdaovTa
8 otOAov €v Beooohovikn Gvag@avijval mept MOV TO MOV TIRPABAAGTTLOV.
EiBe 8¢ v ékelvw kol aioBécbat ca@dg T@V Aeyopévwy. O yap &v Gvépn éxel
0 GvBpwmog, dkv@v kal GAAWG, WG EWKeL, TNV &vapaotv”. The text, that is pre-
served in ms. Basileensis Bibl. Univ. A III 20, ff. 151v-163v,* was first published
in 1832 by Tafel® and was subsequently included by Migne in his Patrologia Grae-
ca.? Although modern scholars are not unanimous on the date of Eustathios’ or-
dination as a metropolitan of Thessalonica and his subsequent establishment in
the city,* this must have occurred in 1175.°

Founding his argument on a passage from Eustathios’ oration that refers to
the feat of Emperor Manuel Komnenos in Claudiopolis,® Peter Wirth concludes
that it must have been pronounced between February/March and September
1180, since Manuel died in that month.” Paul Magdalino, on the other hand, ob-
serves that between the spring and the autumn of 1180 Eustathios was in Con-
stantinople, and concludes that the oration was pronounced in Thessalonica
in February/March 1179.2 At any rate, it is certain that the oration was written
and pronounced in Thessalonica after the Emperor’s victory in Claudiopolis
and before his passing away.

1 For a detailed description of the manuscript, see Kambylis 1991, 3*-8*; Schénauer 2000.
2 Tafel 1832, 182-196.

3 PG 136 (Migne 1863), 217-264.

4 See Schonauer 2004, where she deals with the issue thoroughly.

5 See Madariaga 2005, 210-211.

6 Ad Stylitam, 196.13-30 Tafel.

7 Wirth 1980, 86.

8 Magdalino 1993, 456; Magdalino 1996, 227.
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A problem, at least in appearance, is posed by the existence of a pillar her-
mit (stylite) in 12th-century Thessalonica.’ Is he a real person or a literary fiction
invented by Eustathios in order to refer to a specific form of ascetism? It has to be
noted that, although stylite ascetism flourished mainly in the eastern provinces
of the Byzantine Empire, its existence was not unknown in big cities such as
Constantinople and Thessalonica, and in Greece. The Life of Loukas Steiriotes
(10-11th century) mentions a pillar hermit in the Achaia region of Peloponn-
ese,’® whereas in the Life of Gregorios Dekapolites there is a similar reference
to a stylite near the church of St. Menas."* Therefore, pillar hermits were a
rare yet not totally unknown phenomenon in Byzantine Greece. Of course this
does not exclude the possibility that the oration might have never been pro-
nounced (what some scholars call a “desk homily”*?). Nevertheless, a thorough
examination of the text shows that the oration contains several elements point-
ing to the fact that it was indeed addressed to an audience in Thessalonica.
Thus, in the second paragraph already, Eustathios remarks that he had visual
contact with the pillar that existed in Thessalonica in the 12th century. In another
passage he affirms that the pillar was hollow and surrounded by a precinct that
barred access to it,'* whereas elsewhere he remarks that it was close to the east-
ern coast.”® These descriptions suggest that it was a real pillar, not a literary fic-
tion.

What makes us wonder, however, is the fact that Eustathios does not men-
tion the name of the pillar hermit in question. He usually refers to him in the
second person, addressing him directly and occasionally providing some addi-
tional information on his story. He writes namely that the stylite used to wear
an iron armour,'® a trait which he ridicules by comparing him to another iron-
clad man in the city who finally gave up on his armour and ended as a drunk-
ard.”” He also mentions that the sermons of the stylite attracted huge crowds
around him, and, in the end of his oration, urges him to “dismiss the mob”

9 On the issue of stylites, see Delehaye 1923.

10 See Vita Lucae Junioris Steiriotae 43.1-3 (Sophianos 1989): &v [I&tpaig Tfg Axalag oTUAITNG
AKOVETO Biov petamolovpevog LPnAoTépou.

11 See Ignatii Diaconi Vita Gregorii Decapolitae 43.1-2 (Makris 1997): povox® 8¢ Tt oTOAw TO
o@pa eptypapavtt mAnagiov Tob dBAo@opov Mnva.

12 On desk-homilies see Cunningham / Allen 1998, 1; Antonopoulou 2013, 37.

13 Ad Stylitam, 182.44-45: oTOAOV TOIVLVY Kal TOD TPO OPOAAUDY TOUTOV KATOVOUALOHEVOL.
14 Ad Stylitam, 194.43-45: Satetpiiodat 8e adtdV, Kai Babl kévwpa Exewv, Slelpydpevov mept-
@PAYHAOLY, OUK ATIOVNPOV EIMOLEV GV Ol HWHOTKOTEETY BOVAGHEVOL.

15 Ad Stylitam, 182.13: mepi mov 10 £ov mapabaAdoatov.

16 Ad Stylitam, 186.59—61.

17 Ad Stylitam, 186.93-187.20.
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(Tov 8¢ ByAov &noAvoov).*® Therefore, the fact that Eustathios does not name the
hermit, albeit providing sufficient information on him, might possibly be attrib-
uted to his reluctance to add to his fame, since his goal was to reprimand him
and convince him to abandon his ways.*

The verb usually used by Eustathios to describe his own rhetorical activity is
Aéyewv and its synonyms, not ypdgewv. Thus, in various passages of his oration he
remarks: kai Totvuv 0Tty fipiv vtabBa Aéyev,? évtadBa 8¢ kahov oipat eineiv,?
6oa OV ToD oTVAOV AdYyov Top’ AEIV &nemAnpwoe,? Ti 8¢ Aéyw ok &pkel;,?
Aéyw 8€,2* AN’ &Gua oVpBoAoV eimov, @ MapovTeg,?® OAiyov Séw eimeiv,? kai
tva pr ToAAG elmelv £T1 Exwv mapateivw,” Evayxog Aéyw,*® uéypt TooovTov eipn-
00w pot? When addressing the stylite, he sometimes uses the verb dxovew.>°
Moreover, he frequently addresses his listeners.?! It is, therefore, obvious that
the oration was pronounced in Thessalonica before an audience.

The oration is a rather peculiar one; Eustathios’ scholars include it in vari-
ous categories: according to Magdalino, it is a “lecture to a stylite”;** Kolovou
thinks that it belongs to Eustathios’ “kirchlich-theologisches und hagiogra-
phisches Werk”,*® whereas in Schonauer’s opinion it must be considered as a
part of Eustathios’ “theologisch-moralische Reden und Schriften”, in the sub-
category “Erbauungs- und Mahnreden”.>* For Peter Bara it is an admonitory ora-

18 Ad Stylitam, 196.70.

19 This can be also inferred by what is said in the title of the oration, Ad Stylitam, 182.13-14:
€l0e 8¢ NV ékelvw Kal aioBEGOAL CAPDC TV AEYOpEVWV.

20 Ad Stylitam, 184.41-42.

21 Ad Stylitam, 184.89.

22 Ad Stylitam, 186.12-13.

23 Ad Stylitam, 186.70.

24 Ad Stylitam, 187.73.

25 Ad Stylitam, 192.25.

26 Ad Stylitam, 193.80.

27 Ad Stylitam, 193.7-8.

28 Ad Stylitam, 196.19.

29 Ad Stylitam, 196.32.

30 Ad Stylitam, 186.19: GkovEL, @ oTUAiTOL

31 Ad Stylitam, 186.13-15: oxa{w 8¢ TO ye TOAD Tii§ OppiiG, OpDV TOVG &kpoatds VPapralovtag,
Kal povovouyl PO XENEWV QEPOVTAG TA VOOUHEVY; 186.93-94: (QEPE TPOCEVEYKW TOIG TIXPODOL
ouykupiav mpdypatog; 192.25: & MAPOVTEG; 192.86-87: o MAVL 8& SUGEVTEUKTOV SAITLHOGL
@\OKPOGHOOL.

32 Magdalino 1993, 456.

33 Kolovou 2006, 7*.

34 Schonauer 2006, 20*.



246 —— Dimosthenis Stratigopoulos

tion,* and, finally, Vasileios Katsaros includes it in the works written by Eusta-
thios in Thessalonica on various topics of actuality.’® From the above it can be
understood that in Eustathios’ work there are still many points that need to be
more thoroughly studied and investigated.

Now, since it looks as if that the oration had in fact been pronounced, we
must examine if the rules for the composition of a rhetorical work are respected.
To begin with, we observe that there is no preamble: Eustathios introduces us to
the subject with a paragraph concerning the term orvAog and its synonyms and
derivatives.” In Tafel’s edition this paragraph consists of 28 lines and its style
reminds us of a schedographic collection rather than a rhetorical work. Subse-
quently, Eustathios clarifies the meaning of the terms orvAog and otvAiTng, pro-
viding no less than forty different definitions and comparisons for the former3®
and approximately twenty for the latter.® He then proceeds to a comparison be-
tween stylitism and other extreme forms of asceticism,*® concluding that the for-
mer is the best of all. Eustathios compares the pillars to the pyramids of Egypt, to
the observatory of Eudoxus in Cnidos, to the hanging gardens of Babylon and to
the Colossus of Rhodes, and concludes that these were just wonders for naive
people and that the ascetic pillar is superior to all.** It is, of course, a well-

35 Bara 2013, 18. Otherwise he integrates the oration in Eustathios’ hagiographical work, see
Bara 2013, 17.

36 Katsaros 2015, 36.

37 Ad Stylitam, 182.66-69: GA\’ £yw ok evtadBa Bag epatwbijval v dpacty BovAopat, GAN
vnepekTadiival kol €l Sopacy. odTtn 8¢ Auiv Eotal, e TO Opwpevov Oplodpeda Kal
BEWPNTIKWTEPOV.

38 The pillar is called othAn, ToD MUPAG GTUAOG, THPWVOG GTVUAOG, KAIpAE, Gpog, Bouvdg, yalo-
@UAGKIOV, VOOOL&, TUPYOG ioxV0G, Baplg EAe@avtivn, Kpno@UYETOV GWTAPLOV, TIOAG OXLPd,
Témog mupcod, otkog HAiov, oikog Tob THG Sikatoouvng HAIOV, 0IKOG TPOGEVXTIS, OKOMEVTAPIOV,
otory Nbwv, PETEWPLOUOG, 0VPAVOG, HETEWPLONOG BaVpaaTog, eipkTr, GOANTIKOV BRua, dva-
BaBpa poapTupikr], Gvwyewv E0TPWpEVOV, ABOOTPWTOV, TAPOG, ONUEIOV, GKPA HOKOPLOTT], OVpa-
VOTIOAL, 01kog Ogol, Vaog &ylog, &peTiig OIKNTAPLOV, GKOTEVTAPLOV, OKApMA XOANTIKOY, GUPBO-
Aov avataoewg kol 1Ppoug, anpayé peAoong, HuppNKid &yab@v, 60ToDV GuOENOV, HEMTOTPOPOS
KGAapog, okpifag Si8ackdAov.

39 The stylite is called i0T0g éni 8povg, onpaia Tiig GPeTAS, aibepofapwv, ovpavomoAitng, &v-
SpLag kapTepiag, OlKATWP GMACHVY TAV APETAV, GETOG, GOANTNG ABiaaTog, dyyehoedng, dyyeog,
6noavpPOG MOAVTIUNTOG, OTPATIWTNG, OTPATIWTNS TVPYOPUARE, TUPGOG CWTAPLOG, HALOG, EVOEOG,
OKOTIOG £V OKOTIEVTNPIW, EKAEKTOG €k TOD Aol ToD Be0D, PUTOV OVPGVIOV, OVPAVOPAHWY.

40 See Ad Stylitam, 189.78-190.7, where ten types of ascetes are mentioned: yvpvitat, T@v TpL-
X@OV GvemioTpo@ol, Yapatedval Kol &vImTOnodes, PUMHVTES, OlyWVTES, onAALdTAL, OL8NPOVLE-
vol, Sevdpital, Klovital, £v AOKNOEL TEDAUPEVOL.

41 Ad Stylitam, 193.38-50.
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known fact that comparison is a part of both praise and blame, so in this case
Eustathios does not depart from traditional rhetorical rules.

It is, therefore, clear, that Eustathios does not oppose stylitism, on which he
expresses positive views in his works De simulatione (Ilepi Drtoxpioews)** and De
emendanda vita monachica (Enioxeig Biov povayixod)* as well. All he does is to
criticize the hermits who have an erroneous conception of this extreme form of
asceticism. In general Eustathios adopts a critical stance toward monks,** a trait
that is often encountered in other Byzantine authors t0o.** On the other hand,
one of the most virulent critics of pillar hermits, several centuries before Eusta-
thios, was an important representative of monasticism, namely Theodoros Stu-
dites.“® Eustathios’ own criticism might also be linked to the questioning of holi-
ness which had already begun in the 11th century*” and was still being expressed
during his own time.*®

It is clear that Eustathios, by means of a counter-example, aims at suggest-
ing what the stylite in question is not or does not. He thus sketches the portrait
of the ideal pillar hermit, based on previous model cases. For Eustathios, the
most exemplary of all stylites is St. Symeon, who lived between the 4th and
5th century.*” One could therefore say that Eustathios’ oration describes a “spec-
ulum stylitae”. The ideal stylite has two fundamental traits: he is a celestial man
and he teaches other people.”® The first one is easily understood, since the goal
of any type of ascetic life is the salvation of the ascete’s soul. To the second trait
Eustathios dedicates one whole paragraph, comparing the pillar to a teacher’s
easel and a chair whence the stylite teaches his audience,”* and concluding

42 Tafel 1832, 97.74-98.4.

43 Metzler 2006a, 96.84.

44 Kazhdan / Franklin 2007, 168-172.

45 See Metzler 2006b, 86—89.

46 See Theod. Studites Parva Catech. 139.14-140.25 (Auvray 1891): Tt @@EANOE TOV Aeyopevov
YaltAplov i €nt 1oV 0TOAOV Gvodog; oUXL EKEBeV KaTnVEXDN EkoTaTk@G; Kal vOv oUTe LToTa-
KTitNG oUTe oTUAITNG. Tl WEEANTE TOV Zampitnv O a0TOG 0TUAOG; OV)I KelBeV KaTiABE 8 OpBo-
Sokiav, kal MénTwkev eig aipeoty MPodOTNG GANBeiag yevopevog; kal vOv 0Ty év Stwktalg dpi-
potatog. AMNG kol éml Tig fuetépag GdeApotnTog emPAépwpev. OOl TIETpog O &pyaiog
KaA@G VToTaTTOHEVOG BTifev ebAaBelng EERABEV eig TV Epnpov; kal dnwg VméaTtpeey ékelev,
kal omoiov 8e8wke TO TéENOG loTe ol memelpapévor. OOl kal Ap@INOXL0G 6 £TL TIEPLWV OTUAITNG YE-
YOVe TPOTEPOV, EMelta £YKAEIOTOG; Kal VDV Evaoxnuovel WBe KAKeloe GADUEVOC.

47 On the questioning of holiness in the 11" century, see Paschalidis 2004, 493-513; Paschalidis
2011, 160.

48 Magdalino 2001, 55-62.

49 See Bowersock et al. 2002, 705-706; Harvey Ashbrook 1988, 377; Eastmond 1999, 87.

50 See Ad Stylitam 190.69-70: kol S18ackaAkov eivat xpry OV &mi Tob oTHAOU.

51 Ad Stylitam 190.72-75.
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that the teaching must not exceed the limits of moderation, because in that case
there might be voices in the audience urging him to silence (clwna, Te@ipwaoo).>
According to Eustathios, a stylite’s highest achievement is to leave behind disci-
ples willing to follow his path.”® In the ideal case where all these requirements
were met, he declares that he would not hesitate to become a disciple himself,
despite the fact that, in his own phrasing, cuvijka kol paBnTig yépwv eivai, but
also T €ig SikatooVvnv Gypoikog, kal WG einelv avoA@apntog.>

One can see that Eustathios, using in a masterly way both satire and self-sar-
casm,” has achieved his goal. It is, nevertheless, also legitimate to suppose that
in the portrait of the ideal teacher he saw no other than himself. A fruit of his
teaching ability, but also of his erudition, is the fact that, in addition to the
lists of definitions, he makes several references to oddities such as the tombs
of Mausolus and Cyrus, the gymnosophists, the Harpies, the ant-man, the ant-
lion, etc. Moreover, he quotes as usual several proverbs, such as AdOe Blovg,*®
HUPHNKLG &yoO@v,” kapdiav pr £06iewy, poyaipg mhp pry oKoAEVEW, pr| AeUKOV
oikoTpa@elv GAéktopoa. The latter three are quoted within the same paragraph
and are also interpreted by Eustathios in an endeavor to stress that speech is
often symbolic.>®

In the light of the above, it is quite plain, in my opinion, that the oration
under exam is rather a questioning of the holiness of the stylite of Thessalonica.
It seems, therefore, reasonable to include it, following the suggestion by V. Kat-
saros, among the works that were inspired by contemporary events, in the frame
of Eustathios’ criticism, or even blame, against the monks of his time.

Since Eustathios was, as we know, maistor ton rhétoron in Constantinople, it
is quite likely that before assuming this position he had worked as a grammar-
ian.”® This assumption is not very far from what Euthymios Malakes writes in his
monody about the period of Eustathios’ residence in Constantinople: oig p&v &yo-
PHYEL YPOUHATIKAY Kol HETPA KAt TTOINOLV...01G 8 TNV YADTTAV AKOVEL, PTOPIKAG
£Enyovpevog kal GAovg GAoLg éviokel kal Ttaudevpaoy kol podnuaoty.®® We
also know that Eustathios was held in high esteem by his disciples, who, accord-

52 Ad Stylitam 190.90.

53 Ad Stylitam 193.60-66.

54 Ad Stylitam 195.89-92.

55 On the use of satire in Eustathios’ work, see Sarris 1999; Metzler 2006b, 82-83.
56 Ad Stylitam 190.94.

57 Ad Stylitam 194.47-48.

58 Ad Stylitam 192-193, ch. 62. See also Tosi, this volume.

59 Merianos 2008, 38; Nesseris 2014, 93.

60 Euth. Malakes Monodia in Eust. 83.1-4 (Mponis 1937).
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ing to Michael Choniates, x0eg pev taic yAwttalg vmope i{ovteg, Evipavov e
kal Topov @Oeyyopevol ofpepov.®* Taking also into account the fact that Eusta-
thios is believed to be the author of two schedg,® preserved respectively in a
codex of Naples (Brancaccianus IV A 5), as it has been pointed out by F. Nousia,®*
and in a codex of the Vatican (Vaticanus gr. 2299) published by E. Nesseris,** and
considering also the style of the oration’s first paragraph, which, as we have
noted above, is reminiscent of schedographic collections,® we may say that Eu-
stathios never forgets his first capacity, that of grammarian. A similar phenom-
enon® can be observed in Eustathios’ work In eum, qui ‘papas’ dici recusabat,®”
in which he dedicates entire paragraphs to the etymological analysis of the word
nantéig and its derivatives.®

In other words, one can see that the oration under study is a mixture of Eu-
stathios’ teachings as a preacher and the methods he used as a grammarian. This
mixture is not an uncommon phenomenon in rhetoric®® and is observed in other
works of Eustathios as well.”® Thus, to the question whether in the work under
exam Eustathios is an orator or a grammarian, I would answer that he is both,”*
since in both his “modal language”, according to the term used by V. Katsaros,”
and in his “modal rhetoric”, he manages to be above all a master.

61 Michael Choniates Monodia in Eust. 289.6—7 (Lampros 1879/80).

62 For Eustathios’ views on schedography, see Agapitos 2015.

63 See Nousia (forthcoming). I would like to thank F. Nousia, lecturer at the University of Pa-
tras, who informed me about this schedos.

64 Nesseris 2014, 98.

65 This is proved by a simple comparison between the text of the first paragraph (Ad Stylitam
182.16-43) and the following passage: Kopn onpaivel y': k6pn 1| Véa, ftol 1 mapBévog: &mod Tod
KOp®, TO £mpehodpat kat kKaMwifopar kdpn 1 ToD 6@OaAHoD* 4o TOD KOpOV, TO pEAaV” fi 4o
ToD KkeloBau &v aUTH TV Opacty: Kai Koppn, f| Tapeld, 81 8vo p (see cod. Brancaccianus IVA 5, f.
197v).

66 This was suggested to me by Paolo Cesaretti, whom I would like to thank.

67 Tafel 1832, 37-41.

68 In eum, qui ‘papas’ 38.57-39.90 Tafel.

69 What Hermogenes says on the subject is quite enlightening, see Hermog. De ideis 217.12-17
(Rabe 1913): t& yapTot ToD AnpocBevikod Adyov kabamepel atotyela kal dpyxag el Suvndeinpev
AKPPOG aUTE EKAOTA £’ EaVT@V TOo TE €0t Setéal kal omola kol Onwg yivetal Tig Te )
PO BAANAQ HIEG avT@V Kat Ti Shvavtat TOVEE 1 TOVEE pyvipeva Tov Tpomov, Taxa &v mepl
AMAVTWV TOV AOYWV EIPNKOTEG ENPEV.

70 On mixture in Eustathios’ works see Lindberg 1977, 192-199; Agapitos 1998; Kolovou 2006,
22*-23*, 54*-57*,

71 Moreover we must not forget that Eustathios considers Homer as both an orator and a gram-
marian, see van den Berg 2015.

72 Katsaros 1992, 99.
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Aukoppoveing i GAAWG d10UpapPLKEC:
Eustathius’ Enigmatic Stylistic Terms and
the Polyphony of the lambic Pentecostal
Canon

For an answer which cannot be expressed the question too cannot be expressed.
The riddle does not exist.

If a question can be put at all, then it can also be answered.

L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus 6.5

Booteiw Katoapd 1@ @iievotodiw

Eustathius’ Commentary (Exegesis) on the Iambic Pentecostal Canon® is a text
which has periodically been a topic of research in the field of Byzantine hymnog-
raphy,” both because Eustathius interpolates various stylistic and literary com-
ments in the proem of his treatise, and because it contains extensive references
to the figure poems (technopaignia) of his time.?

In the proem, Eustathius treats the issue of whether it is possible, by starting
out from stylistic clues, to ascribe the lambic Pentecostal Canon to John of Dam-
ascus — the attribution that has prevailed in the tradition of the Orthodox
Church.” In Eustathius’ view, the Iambic Canons — and in particular the canon

| wish to thank John Melville-Jones, Filippomaria Pontani and Paolo Cesaretti for their valuable
comments and suggestions.

1 This is probably Eustathius’ last work, written in the last decade of the 12" century (Cesaretti
2014,*69-72). After a series of incomplete publications (Mai 1841, Migne 1865), the recent, excel-
lent critical edition (Cesaretti-Ronchey 2014) with an extensive prologue on all literary issues,
gave us the opportunity to have a reliable text at our disposal for research. Specifically on
the editorial adventures of Eustathius’ Exegesis, see Cesaretti 1987a; Ronchey 1991; Ead. 2011;
Ead. 2014,*290-298.

2 See Vartholomeos Koutl. 1890; Demetrakopoulos 1979; Ronchey 1986a; Ead. 1991; Ead. 2001;
Ead. 2011; Cesaretti 1987a; Id. 1987b; Genakou-Borovilou 2009; Phanourgakis 1989. Also, Eusta-
thius’ Exegesis inspired at times those who were involved in discussing and rendering the Ilambic
Pentecostal Canon: Nikodemos Hagioreites 1836; Nauck 1894; Montana 1995; Skrekas 2008.

3 Exeg. Prooem. 146-248. On Eustathius’ views on figure poems (technopaignia) see below,
pp. 270-272.

4 The main witness for the attribution of the lambic Canons to John of Damascus comes from
Suidas (Suid. 1 467). According to this testimony kal ot Gopatikol kKavoveg, iapBkol Te kal Kata-
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concerning Pentecost — bear no stylistic relation to the works of John of Damas-
cus, as the latter’s writing is characterized by brightness, clarity and sweetness®
(10 PwTEWOY, TO caWeS Kal TO N8V Exeg. Prooem. 69-79), whereas these stylistic
elements are not to be found in the Iambic Pentecostal Canon. Eustathius con-
siders the “Euripidean” drama of John of Damascus on the biblical subject of
Susanna and the Elders® to be a representative sample of such a style. In this re-
gard he notes:

oUTwg AoTopPacTog Kal 1 €momotia kal @wtl cagnveiog SiGAevkog kai GverokOTNTOG
@paoet oKANP& T@ Aoprp®d Aopaoknve (Exeg. Prooem. 94-95).
Thus, the poetic language of the brilliant John of Damascus is totally devoid of pomposity,

and the light emanating from its lucidity makes it fully transparent and crystal clear, there-
by not obscuring it with a coarse style.

All these stylistic features, dominant in the works of John of Damascus, are to-
tally absent from the Iambic Pentecostal Canon, which the spiritual melodist
composed according to Lycophron’s poetic style or, alternatively, the dithyrambic
style (Aukogpoveiwg fj GAwg SiBvpappk@c).” According to Eustathius’ reason-
ing, if the poet is indeed John of Damascus, in no way did he create the hymn
using his authentic poetic style; on the contrary, he mimicked® the style of
other poets. This is why Eustathius characterises John of Damascus as “multi-
voiced and multilingual” (mowA\é@wvog kal moAbyAwaooog: Exeg. Prooem. 117-
118). Judging from Eustathius’ analysis, it becomes clear that the stylistic
terms Avko@poveiwg f| GAMwg SiBvpapPik®g form a way of writing that is the op-
posite of the Damascene’s classical lucid style, free from pomposity (StaAevkov
Kal AOTOUPATTOV).

It is necessary here to examine the terms one by one, considering the adverb
Ako@poveiwg first. As a stylistic term, the adverb clearly refers to Lycophron

Aoyadnv were included in John of Damascus’ works. Specifically see Cesaretti 2014,*35-37 and
*83-84; Petrynko 2010, 283-315; Skrekas 2008, xvi-xix.

5 For the clear and bright tone in John of Damascus’ hymns, see Cesaretti 2014,*86-87. For the
term “sweetness” (yAukvtng) in Eustathius, see Karla 2007, 90-91.

6 Exeg. Prooem. 81-95; Eustathius also refers to this drama (16 8papa Tiig Zwodvvng) in his Com-
mentary on Dionysius Periegetes, 2.387.17-19 Miiller. On Eustathius’ reference to the “Euripidean”
drama on the life of Susanna written by John of Damascus, see Ronchey 1991, 157; Ead. 2001,
329; Lauxtermann 2003, 134-135; Cesaretti 2014,*132-133, *135-136, *141-142.

7 Exeg. Prooem. 107-108. On these stylistic terms in Eustathius’ Exegesis, see Cesaretti 2014,*91
and *178-179.

8 Exeg. Prooem. 253-255: kal TODTO 0V K&T& TNV £XUTOD QUOLV...., GAAG TTPOG POV XapakTii-
POG TIOLNTIKOD.
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and to his idiosyncratic poetry. Lycophron was an Alexandrian poet who drew
the attention of Byzantine scholars in the 12" century, as is made clear e.g. by
the monumental Scholia to Lycophron written by John Tzetzes.® Therefore, the re-
lation between the style of the [ambic Pentecostal Canon and that of Lycophron’s
poems should not surprise us. In the Hellenistic and medieval world Lycophron
was renowned for the obscurity of his poetic writing:* in Suidas’ lexicon his only
surviving poem, the Alexandra, is referred to as “the obscure poem”." Lyco-
phron’s obscurity characterizes the Iambic Pentecostal Canon'? as well, and
this stylistic feature is vividly highlighted by Eustathius:

KaBopbTnTog Pev oDV Kol pwTOG ToD KaTd GAPRVELOV &G TOOODTOV HETEGTL Tf| YPAP] TOD
KAt aTOV Kavovog, €ig 60ov kal VUKTL Xelpepiw GoTpwag EAMGPEWS. GMEOKOTWTAL Yap
olov T& MOAAG O GOQPOG, T PEV Ik TO TV VONUATWY BABOG BeoAOYIKHV TV MAELOVWY
DIApXOVTWY, T& 8¢ 0ig oYNUATI(El GEPVA... (Exeg. Prooem. 286-290)

The style of the lambic Pentecostal Canon is as scantily characterized by the purity and
brightness that clarity creates as is starlight appearing on a stormy night. The wise poet
is completely obscure in most cases. In some cases this occurs because of the depth of
his thoughts, most of which are theological, and in others by those which he insinuates
with solemnity.

This Lycophron-like way of poetic writing brings the poet of the hymn closer to
Pindar’s poetry, since Eustathius in the Prooimion of his Commentary on Pindar
notes that Lycophron’s zeal for Pindar® (Aukogpovelog (fjlog) resulted in his
adopting important Pindaric poetic features such as abstruseness, ambiguity
and paradoxical language (f| oTpLEVOTNG, T GOAEEW Kol TO EEVOQWVOV).
Note that all these stylistic elements are also to be found in the [ambic Pentecos-
tal Canon. Eustathius highlights the tortuous style of the hymnographer’s poetry,

9 See Hunger 1992, vol. 2, 447-448. According to Wilson 1983, 201, in his Commentary on the
Iliad, Eustathius copies verbatim Tzetzes’ brief notes on Lycophron. About the question of
whether Eustathius was in contact with his contemporary Tzetzes, see Koster-Holwerda 1954.
10 On the obscurity of Lycophron’s poetry, see the studies in Cusset-Prioux 2009. See also Cus-
set-Kolde 2013.

11 Suid. A 827: Aukdppwv, XaAKBeVG...£Eypape kal TV kahovpevny Ale&dvpav, TO OKOTEWVOV
Toinua.

12 Cesaretti 2014,*180. On the poetic connection between the Alexandra and the Theophany
Iambic Canon, see Skrekas 2008, 102-103. Furthermore, Paramelle 2009 stresses Lycophron’s
obscurity in all three Iambic Canons. On the term “obscurity” in Eustathius, see Karla 2007,
90-91.

13 Eust. in Pind. §11, 11.25-12.1 Kambylis. Eustathius speaks about Lycophron’s zeal (Auko-
@povelog (AAog) imitating Pindar. On Eustathius’ zeal for Pindar, see Katsaros 2006.

14 See in particular Negri 2000; Cesaretti 2014,*179-181.
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his syntactic idiosyncracies, his obscure language, as well as his lack of clarity
and paradoxical voices.”® As stated by Paolo Cesaretti, in Eustathius’ view the
hymnographer is in some sense another Pindar: a Christian Pindar, a spiritual
Pindar, inspired by the pentecostal multilingualism.®

Judging from the expression Avko@poveiwg f| AW SiBVpapPIK@g, it be-
comes clear that as a stylistic term the adverb §i8upappuk@g, if not identical to
the adverb Auko@poveiwg, is nevertheless directly related to it. As the ancient
sources reveal, the dithyramb was an enthusiastic choral song thematically relat-
ed to the birth of Dionysus." Initially, the obscurity and ambiguity of meanings
were not the main features of the dithyramb, and in Eustathius the adverb 816v-
poppw®g undoubtedly has no connection with the stylistic elements of the dith-
yramb of antiquity;*® moreover, the link with the adverb Avko@poveiwg seems to
refer to the neoattic dithyramb of Euripides’ era.’ The features of the neoattic
dithyramb are identified today as noise,?® chatter and pomposity, ambiguity of

15 According to Eustathius the poet of the Pentecostal Canon atpugvol TV @pdotv (Exeg. 95.7)
in relation to Pindar who otpu@vag @padet (in Pind. §20, 16.7). See Cesaretti 2014,*180 n. 966.
The poetic style of the Canon is abstruse and labored (o TKOG XapaK TP AVOTNPOG Kok ATNPOC)
(Exeg. Prooem. 256-257), distinguished 810 10 T@v Aé€ewv....8uatiPnTov, and presents peculiar-
ities (émrtn8evoelg) which could also be characterized as structural abnormalities (kfjpeg ypa-
@fig) (Exeg. Prooem. 290-294). Pindar’s £&evogwvov (in Pind. §23, 20.2-3) appears in the Exegesis
as napadoLopwvia (Exeg. 250.6), a stylistic element also found in the lambic Pentecostal Canon.
Of course, all these Pindaric stylistic elements are also dithyrambic. On the rigour of poetry as a
dithyrambic stylistic element, see Negri 2000, 181 n.1.

16 Cesaretti 2014,*184.

17 Plat. Leg. 700b 4-5: kai &ANo, Alovioov YEVeai§ oipat, 8180papBog Aeyopevog. Especially for
the name and origin of dithyramb, see D ‘Alessio 2013; Le Meur-Weissman 2012, 81; Zimmer-
mann 1992; Ierano 1997.

18 For the typical features of dithyramb, see Kowalzig-Wilson 2013; Csapo 2004; lerano 1997;
Zimmermann 1992.

19 For the neoattic dithyramb and its characteristics, see Le Ven 2013; Ead. 2011; Le Meur-Weiss-
man 2012, 91-93; Csapo 2004, 227-229; lerano 1997, 229-230; van der Weiden 1991, 194.

20 Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. 7.4 Aujac), deploring the pompous style in Plato’s Phaed-
rus, points out that Yoot TadT eiol kat 818Vpappol, KOUTOV GVOPATWVY TOAVY VoV 8¢ GAiyov
&yovteg (“these are all noises and enthusiastic stylistic elements, which are full of pompous
words having little sense”). He also refers to noise and chatter of the dithyramb (8i8upapBwv
Po@oug kal Afpoug) (Dem. 7.6). Cesaretti (2014,*138 n.712) aptly notes that Eustathius’ observa-
tion in the Exegesis that “Plato when particularly moderate in tone, is more precise and usually
sweeter” (6 yobv ITAGTwV, OTE TIPOG HETPOV YPAPEL, CAPESTEPOG £0TIV £aVTOD Kal YAVKOTEPOG:
Exeg. Prooem. 78-79), refers to Dionysius’ judgment concernig the dithyrambic style of the
Phaedrus. Eustathius seems to have in mind Dionysius’ judgment on the §i6upopfknyv @paoty
which oV kpotel T0b petpiov (Ep. Pomp. Gem. 2.1). On the noise and ranting of dithyrambs,
see Le Ven 2013; Le Meur-Weissman 2012, 90; Porter 2007, 6—7; Csapo 2004, 228-229.
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meanings and lengthy, incomprehensible compound words,”* all elements of
style that are also very evident in the Iambic Canon which Eustathius is com-
menting on.

The poet of the hymn likes to create complex multi-compound words such as
the neologisms “dkTtioTooupmAacTovpyoouvOpovov” (uncreated co-creating co-
ruler)? and “OpPpoPAvteig” (you rain down).” These “hapax legomena” com-
pound words were a stylistic element easily identifiable in Pindar’s dithyrambs.**
According to Eustathius, the poet of the hymn creates words through accumula-
tion of meanings (Exeg. 167.1-16). The abundance of these words in the body of
the poetic text clearly forms a dithyrambic style, which is already identified in
Platonic texts, more specifically in the Cratylus, where Socrates creates a com-
plex, novel and paradoxical name for the moon, a name his interlocutor de-
scribes as a “dithyrambic”:

Twkp: “Telavaiov” 8¢ ye kahobow adThv ToANOL.

‘Eppt: TIavu ye.

Twkp: 011 8¢ a€lag véov kal Evov €xel Gel, “Telaevoveodela” pev Sikadtat av [T@v] dvo-
HATWV KOAOTTO, GUYKEKPOTIHEVOV B¢ “Telavaia” KEKAnTAL.

‘Epp: ABUPOPBDSEG YE TOUTO TODVOUA, M ZWKPOTEG....

Socr: The moon is often called “Selanaia”.

Herm: Certainly.

Socr: Because it has always a new and old gleam, the most fitting name for it would be
“Selaenoneoaeia”, which has been compressed into “Selanaia”.

21 Suidas’ reference to the poets of the neoattic dithyramb is noteworthy: AilBupapBodiSdokaiot
Tiepl HETEWPWV Kal Tiepl TV VEPeA@DV Aéyouat oAAG kal ouvBETOUG 8¢ AéEeig €moiouv, kal £Ae-
yov évSlaeplaieptviyétoug: olog qv “Twv 6 Xiog, 6 monTg. émoinoe 8¢ moinpa, ob 1 &pxn: doiov
Aepooitav GoTtépa pijva pEv deliov Aeukf Tépuyt ipodpopov. maillwv 8¢ Aplato@dvng doiov
avTOV GoTtépa @not kAndfijvat (Suid. 8 1029). “The poets of dithyramb were chatting away
about the sky and the clouds and created many compound words such as
“gvBlaeplatepvny€tovg”. Such a poet was Ion of Chios. He composed a poem which began as
follows: &ofov fiepo@oitav AoTépa pfva pev deliov Aevkf] mtépuyt pddpopov. Making fun of
him, Aristophanes suggested he be called doiov dotépa”. On Ion, see Valerio 2013.

22 Eustathius, commenting on the multi-compound word “dKTIGTOCUUTAAGTOVPYOTUVOPOVOV”
(Pent. Canon v. 119: Exeg. 206.1-14) calls this kind of compound words “t& mvoxn8ov anotel-
vopeva émm” (words stretched out like ship-timbers). Eustathius refers to Aristophanes
(Ran. 823-825), who characterizes the sesquipedalian compound words of Aeschylus as pripata
yopgormayfl. On Eustathius as Aristophanes’ reader, see Cesaretti 1987b; Kassel 2001. For the
compound words in the Iambic Canons, see Lauxtermann 2003, 136-137; Cesaretti 2014,*160-
161; Kominis 1966, 80-81.

23 Pent. Canon v. 38: Exeg. 106.1-7.

24 Le Meur-Weissman 2012, 92; van der Weiden 1991, 194.
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Herm: That is a dithyrambic name, Socrates....
(Plat. Crat. 409b—-c)

Through the abundance of compound neologisms, the poet of the Iambic Pente-
costal Canon also seems somehow to be a dithyramb composer, since according
to Aristotle,

XPNOWWTaTN 1 SUTAR Aé£Lg Toic S1BupapBomoLois (ouTot yap PYopwseLS)

compound words are especially employed by dithyrambic poets, who are full of noise;
(Arist. Rhet. 1406b 1-2)

or else, as the philosopher states,

TV § OVOPATWV TG HEV SUTAG POALTA GPUOTTEL TOTG S1Bupappolg

of the various kinds of words the double forms are most suited for dithyrambs. (Arist.
Poet. 1459a9)

According to Eustathius, in many cases the hymn is interspersed with words that
sound strange (mapadofopwvial: Exeg. 250.5-8), as well as with words having
controversial meanings, both stylistic elements which he himself attributes to
the fact that the hymn was composed according to the principles and rules of
the dithyramb (tfj S6upapBwdel petoyelpioet TG momoews: Exeg. 250.3-4).
The hymnographer raises questions about the interpretation of the poetic text,
acting as a puzzle® (ypipov 8iknv: Exeg. 250.2) for the interpreters, who are
forced to read the obscure and enigmatic meanings through the metaleptic her-
meneutical process (katd peT@Anv).? In order to comprehend them correctly,
they use one word for another; more specifically, they try to find a synonym and
at the same time a double-meaning word behind each word of the poetic text;
and their mind is urged to choose the second meaning, which is actually differ-

25 It is noteworthy that Pindar composed poems as if they were a kind of puzzle. The Ode with
reference to the letter -, which was composed without a sigma (Pind. dith. fr. 2.1-3 Maehler) is a
typical one. According to Clearchos from Soloi, [Tiv8apog pog 10 ‘0° €moinoev @8NV, oiovel ypi-
@ov TvoG év pehomoliq TpoPAnBévTog: see Athen. 448b (= Clearch. fr. 86 Wehrli) and 455c (=
Clearch. fr. 88). In particular, see Porter 2007; Luz 2011, 223-234.

26 Exeg. 249.3. The term “metalepsis”, lit. “sharing”, as a rhetorical term, refers to figures of
speech such as metonymy or metaphor, when one word is used for another. For a discussion
of the history of “metalepsis” as rhetorical term, see de Jong 2009, 88; Wagner 2002, 235-237.
On “metalepsis” as a narratological term in Ancient Greek Literature, see de Jong 2009, 87-
115; Wagner 2002, 235-253.
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ent from that used in the hymn (Exeg. 252.1-13).* These are dithyrambic poetic
devices which Eustathius detects in the style of comedy as well. He argues
that in comedy the deceitful (xiBénAov)?® dithyrambic style deceives in many
ways and reveals words behind the words.

1 YOOV Kwpwdia Towadtd Tiva SiBupapBwdn énoiet év pud Aé&et Gvaykalovoa ypa@ag Sia-
@OpoUG VOelv: olov bTe e, GTL O Zevg APOIG TOUG VIKGVTAG AVaS®Y GTEQAVOL. TO Yop
AfpoLg AéyeTat PEV, WG TV VIKWVTWV €V OAVPTIOLG pAVAPW Kol KEVD KOUTw BENYOpEVWV.
BovAeTau 8¢ Aéyewv kal OTt Aepiolg fiyouv GvBeat TOUG ViKOVTAG Gvadel.

Thus, comedy mimicked the dithyramb, forcing the listeners to infer different meanings for
the same word. When Aristophanes says that “Jupiter bestows baubles (Afjpot) on the vic-
tors as a crown” (Plut. 589), the word “Arjpotg” denotes the pompous words and the ram-
bling claptrap, which delight the winners of the Olympic Games. Furthermore, the poet
aims to express concurrently that “Jupiter crowns the winners with flowers (Aeipioig)”.
(Eust. in II. 125.39-42)

In this case, when Eustathius talks about double meanings as an element of dith-
yrambic style, he does not refer to “metalepsis” as a hermeneutical method, but
to sounds that are more tangible to the listener’s ear, created by alliterations, ho-
mophones and anagrams.?’ Eustathius maintains that all these sound-tricks rep-
resent an artful type of alliteration (mavoipyov mapnynosws £i60g), as they re-
veal words upon words.

£oTtL TL kol GAAO MAVODPYOV TAPNYACEWS EIBOG, OMEP KATX YPAHUATWY HETAOEY YiveTal,
OMOIOV TL TIEPLELPYAOATO O EMWV TO ToD Adyou Vapa pavva Sokelv Toig dkpoatai: TO yap
VAP XWPROoAV MG €G AVAPPOLV EI HAVVA HETEPPUN. TOLODTOV Kal TO “00 Aibw BoAwv,
GG TR xept AaBwv” kal 10 Aémag kal méAag mapd Avkogpovt [Alex. 419-420].

There is another artful kind of alliteration, which is achieved by the rearranging of the let-
ters. Thus, the words of the poet 10 ToD Adyov vapa sound like pavva to the listeners, as if
the water of the source (vépa) — since it is fluid - changed its direction and joined the di-
vine food (pavva). Another example of artful alliteration is the phrase o0 Aibw BoAwv, but
also Tf xewpt AaBwv as well as the words Aémag and mélag, which we encounter in Lyco-
phron. (Eust. in II. 125.30-33)

27 In particular, see below p. 267.

28 On the illusive character of dithyramb, Pindar’s verses in the asigmatic ode are very charac-
teristic: [Ipiv pév €pme oyowoTéveld T dotda / di0updpBwv / kal T0 gav kiBdnAov dvBpwmotlov
amo otopdtwv (Pind. dith. 2.1-3 Maehler). In particular, see Le Meur-Weissman 2012, 94.

29 For Eustathius’ comments on alliterations and anagrams in Homer, see Testenoire 2010; Luz
2013, 160-163.



260 —— Vassilis A. Sarris

Once again, although Lycophron®® did not compose dithyrambs himself, his
name is mentioned by Eustathius together with the dithyrambic style. Thus we
begin to gain greater insight into Eustathius’ comment that the hymnographer
composed the Tambic Pentecostal Canon Avko@poveiwg fj GAAwG S1BVPAUPIKEG.
Judging from Eustathius’ observations on the alliterations in the poetic lan-
guage, we conclude that, beyond obscurity, what connects Lycophron with the
dithyramb is mainly a hidden “paralanguage”. In Tzetzes’ Commentary on Lyco-
phron, Lycophron is not so much commended as a poet but as the main crafts-
man of anagrams, an observation which reflects the Byzantines’ view of the
basic skill of the Alexandrian poet:

evdoxkipel 8¢ Tote 6 Aukdpwv oL TogohToV BLa TV Toinov Goov SLa TO Aéyewv Gvaypap-
HaTIopoUG olov 6Tt IIToAepaiog Gmo pEALTOG Aéyel petaypappati{opevov, Apowon 8¢ lov
“Hpag kai Etepa TowadTa TOUTOLG GOLA.

At that time, Lycophron was famous not so much for his poems as for the fact that he cre-
ated anagrams. He said, for example, that if we rearrange the letters in the name IItoAe-
poiog the phrase amo péAitog comes forth, and that the anagram of the name Apowon
gives us the phrase {ov "Hpag and so on. (Tzetz. Schol. in Lyc. p. 54-8 ed. Scheer)

Since the hymnographer, as Eustathius believes, does not use his own style of
writing but imitates the techniques of Lycophron® and the peculiarities of the
neoattic dithyramb, it seems reasonable to look into the Iambic Pentecostal
Canon for points that might support Eustathius’ implied views, as he himself
does not insist on developing them, nor does he discuss them further in a less
enigmatic manner.

Let us examine the anagrams and alliterations®? in the following troparion of
the Canon (Ode 4, trop. 1):

Having by a word mixed the divine bath of rebirth
With a compounded nature,
You rain down upon me a stream from your immaculate

30 In Tzetzes’ Commentary on Lycophron we encounter an etymology of the name “Lycophron”,
which is associated with Eustathius’ observation on the artful alliteration (mavodpyog
nopAxnotg): “Why is he called Lycophron? Because he speaks with riddles and cunning. For
wolves are also cunning”. (8w Tt Aéyetar Avko@pwv; 8i1d TO aiviypatwdig kal mavovupyws Ae-
yew: kal yap oi AUkot mavodpyot. Tzetz. Schol. in Lyc. p. 7.10-12 Scheer).

31 For the underlying meanings in Lycophron’s Alexandra, formed by the alliterations and an-
agrams, see Cusset — Kolde 2013.

32 For the anagrams, alliterations and underlying meanings in a literary text, see Bader 1993;
Calder 2004; Testenoire 2013b, 195-289; Cook 2009, 28-35 and 153-155; Lysoe 2007; Luz 2013,
147-175 with particular references to Lycophron and Eustathius.
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Pierced side, oh Word of God,
Sealing me with the fervour of the Spirit.
AovTtpov 10 B[elo]v Tig oAtyyeveaiog
Aoyw keplavvig] ouvteBepévn @ioel,
OpBlpoBALTEIQ] [pot] [peibpov] £€ &[kn]pdTov
N[evuyp]évng cov mAevpds, @ Bsod Adye,
"Eru[o@payi]{wv Tii {oet oD [vevpatog.
OuBlpoPAvteis potl= pupoPAOTNG
[uot peiBpolv €€ &lknlpdrtov = pupodikn
Nlevuyulévng = aiviyp(a)
"En[oppayil{wv = o@payi(q)

Oleio]lv
keplavvug] = Twdvvng

It is obvious that the “hapax legomenon” dithyrambic word “OpppopAuTeic” (you
rain down) stands out in the troparion. In combination with the pronoun “pot”
(upon me) that follows, it leads the listener’s mind to the word “pvpopAitng”
(myrrh-gusher), if the letters are rearranged. In addition, the word “pvpoBnkn”
(perfume-box) arises from the array of words “pot peibpov €& dxnpdtov” (upon
me a stream from your immaculate) by means of a simple anagram. In the
next line, the past participle “vevuypévng” (pierced) echoes the very word
“aiviyp[a]” (enigma): the enigma® concerns the identity of the myrrh-gusher
and the meaning of the word “pupoBnkn”. This myrrh-gusher can be no other
than Saint Demetrius of Thessaloniki. For the Orthodox believer who is listening
to the text, the reference to “vevuypévn mievpd” (“pierced flank of Christ”) - in
connection with the implied words “pupopAng” and “pupodrkn” — necessarily
and forcefully brings to mind** Saint Demetrius’ martyrdom: he was pierced in
his side with spears, just like Christ had been on the Cross. As for the word
“Uupobrkn”, note that in Latin it is also referred to as “arcula”. The word “arcu-
Ia” is directly linked to the name of the poet, who, as Eustathius says, is John

€2

Arklas.* Initially, Eustathius indirectly connects the nickname Arklas with “dp-

33 For the physiognomy and anatomy of the “enigma” in literature, see Cook 2009, 27-159; Luz
2013.

34 This is the dithyrambic nature of the lambic Pentecostal Canon, which forces the listener to
infer different meanings for the same word (év & Aé&etl ypag@ag dwaxpopovg voety, Eust. in
Il. 125.39-40).

35 Eustathius in the Prooemium of the Exegesis states that the hymn is a poem by John Arklas,
who is characterized as a diligent man, loud-voiced, a philosopher and a wise hymnographer
(pAdmOVOG, PHEYaAOPWVOG, PINGTOPOG, G0POG Kal pHouatkog: Exeg. Prooem. 125-127 and 140-
143). Again in the 12" century, this opinion is expressed by the patriarch of Jerusalem John Mer-
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kAiov €iT’ ovv KiBwTov” (“box”) (Exeg. Prooem. 124), whereas subsequently he
considers that the nickname is related to the word “dmofnkn” (“storage
place”: Exeg. Prooem. 139), and that it was attached to the poet by his opponents
in order to belittle him. To be more precise, arcula in Latin, or “dpkAl / Gpkha>°
in medieval vernacular Greek, is any kind of storage structure for various uses
which may be a small box for the storage of money, or equally well a jewellery
box, a religious tabernacle, an urn, a reliquary and, of course, a perfume-box
(Lvpobnkn). Why Eustathius did not specify what sort of box or storage place
was meant by the word “dpkAiov” is not known; on the contrary, he contradicts®
himself and becomes obscure and enigmatic, like Lycophron. On the one hand,
he considers that we should offer the Iambic Pentecostal Canon as an dpkAiov®
to John of Damascus as a token of honour; on the other hand, he maintains that
Arklas is not a respectable name (ogpvov 6vopa), since the meaning “&mofnkn”
is as disparaging® towards the poet as the name “Xolpopookog” (swine-herd) is

kouropoulos, who claims that the Iambic Canons are not John of Damascus’ works, but were
composed by some other hymnographer also named John, who was a monk at the monastery
of Mar Saba and who was known as Arklas. The homonymy with John of Damascus deceived
those who did not know the truth (Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1897, p. 349, 43.18-24). More specif-
ically on the issue of John Arklas and whether he is in fact John of Damascus, see Nikodemos
Hagioreites 1836, 553-554; Vartholomaios Koutl. 1860, 5-6; Cesaretti 2014,*94-103; Skrekas
2008, xlviii-li, 3, 14, 27, 40, 73, 125; Petrynko 2010, 283-315; Ronchey 1991, 156; Ead. 2001,
330-335; Ead. 2011, 89; Lauxtermann 2003, 135; Chrestou 2006, 711-716; Paramelle 2009.

36 See OLD, sv. arcula, -ae: “I1. a small chest or box, a casket, etc. For unguents, ornaments, etc.
A. A small perfume-box, a jewel-casket. B. A small money-box or casket”. For medieval vernac-
ular Greek see AMEAT sy. dpxAa, 1j: “ built tomb, chest, cabinet, arc”; sv. dpxAi, 76: “case”; sv.

r

dpxAitoa, 1j: “small box, chest”; s.v. dpxAitaw, 10: “pouch”; sv. dpxkAdémovAov, T0: “small box”.
Note that Eustathius indirectly connects the nickname “ApkA&g” with the word dpxAiov, so Ar-
Kklas as a professional name indicates the man who makes small boxes, such as perfume-boxes
or other small sacred objects for ecclesiastical use. For more details on the meanings of the word
“arkla”, see Cesaretti 2014, *88-91; Ronchey 2001, 331.

37 Ronchey highlights this contradiction (Ronchey 2001, 334).

38 More specifically, Eustathius considers that the Iambic Pentecostal Canon should be attrib-
uted to John of Damascus as mavapov 8 £oTt 8ifn fi dpkhiov €’ oV kiBwrtiov (Exeg.
Prooem. 123-124). In any case, both the mavaptov and the 8ifn are small boxes, as the &pkAiov
is. For the meaning of the words “0ifn” and “mavaplov”, see Cesaretti 2014, *88 nn. 459, 460.
39 Perhaps the name “ApkA&g” is disparaging towards the poet because the word “apkAa” also
means “sarcophagus” (ThLL 11475, s.v. arcula: 3.”sarcophagus”) and the term “arcularius” means
“the manufacturer of coffins”. In particular, see Cesaretti 2014,*90 n.471. According to Speck
(1968) the name “ApkAdg” is a parody of the name “skriniarios” (chartophylax), who was an of-

ficer in the Byzantine palace. In particular, see Ronchey 2001, 331.
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for the Byzantine scholar George.“® If indeed the Pentecostal Canon is offered as
an &pkAlov to John of Damascus, then dpkAiov is definitely something precious
and sacred, for instance a pvpoBnxkn, according to the underlying words of the
hymn. Therefore, in the hymn which we examine in terms of anagrams, the read-
er is faced with a word-puzzle which he is asked to decipher.

Puzzles, riddles or “noemata” (ypigol, aiviypata f| vonpata) and “laby-
rinths” (AapvpwvOol) were very popular and keenly intellectual word-games in
Byzantium within the genre of schedography for school students.** Hymno-
graphical texts could also be used as schede (oyédn) for the students’ language
training.*> I would argue that the Iambic Canons with their highly sophisticated
language were written from the very beginning not only as hymns for ecclesias-
tical use but also as puzzles, riddles and “labyrinths” within the schedographi-
cal practice.*®* The lambic Canons and their Commentaries were used as teaching
texts in the schools of Constantinople:* the whole point of puzzles, riddles and

40 The offensive nickname “Choiroboskos” also has the meaning of “pander”. According to Eu-
stathius, George’s opponents, possibly the iconophiles (?), mockingly gave it to him. Perhaps the
connection between Arklas and George Choiroboskos, the scholar who lived in Constantinople
in the early 9" century, the second period of iconoclasm, is one of indirect allusion: namely, it is
possible that Eustathius seeks to incorporate Arklas into the array of iconoclasts through this
association. The fact that the Christmas Iambic Canon, which Leo V sang when he was mur-
dered, according to the Chronicle of Theophanes Continuatus (Theoph. Cont., I, 25.38-39
Bonn), was the favourite poem of the iconoclast emperor, raises many questions about Arklas’
relationship with the iconoclastic circles. Based on this logic, Ronchey 2001, 331-335, believes
that Arklas was a contemporary of George Choiroboskos who lived in the second period of icon-
oclasm and was closely connected with the imperial circles. Lauxtermann 2003, 135-138 refutes
Ronchey’s view: he believes that the three lambic Canons are works of the late 8" century and
come from the area of Palestine. Skrekas 2008, xliv—xlv is also not convinced by Ronchey’s ar-
gumentation, emphasizing the iconophile implications in the three Iambic Canons. Cesaretti
2014,*42-43; *99-103 basing his opinion on the dating of the manuscripts, considers that the
Tambic Canons were written in the late 8™ or early 9™ century.

41 See in particular Vassis 1993/1994, 9-10; Agapitos 2013, 91; Id. 2014, 5-22; Id. 2015a.

42 On the use of hymnographic texts as schede (ox£8n) for school students, see Stratigopoulos
2014.

43 The question is whether the Iambic Canons were a mixed genre with elements from both
schedography and hymnography. P.A.Agapitos in his recent studies has shown the interconnec-
tion between schede and poetry in the case of the Ptochoprodromic poems (Agapitos 2014, 18—
22; 1d. 2015a, 11-24).

44 Demetrakopoulos 1989; Cesaretti 2014,*119, *122, *123. Moreover, for the linguistic study of
the Iambic Canons, students could use texts such as the treatise by Theodosios Grammatikos
“Tlepl TV MéEewv T@MV v Toig KavooL TOV dylwv £opt@Vv”, ed. Andrés 1973 (9™ c.), and the “Emt-
peptopol”, mostly that of the 10™ century, in which roughly 60% of the vocabulary was derived
from the Iambic Canons (Genakou-Borovilou 2009). Specifically, see Cesaretti 2014, *48-52.
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“labyrinths”, was for the students to gain the skill of finding words behind the
words.”” In this sense we could say that the Iambic Pentecostal Canon is a
word-puzzle for skilled solvers.

The decoding of the word-puzzle in the case of the lambic Pentecostal Canon
reveals the link of the poet with Saint Demetrius, and consequently with his city,
Thessaloniki. Additionally, it offers information about the poet’s professional oc-
cupation, which the nickname “Arklas” may reflect. He could have been a man-
ufacturer or a seller of perfume-boxes*® and other holy church utensils. More-
over, through the decoding of the word-puzzle we also discover Arklas’ first
name, which of course is “Iwavvng”, as emerges from the combination of the
words 6[eio]v and xep[avvig] in vertical arrangement. The entire troparion is
an enigma (aiviypa), a word that emerges from the past participle v/evuyp]évne
through an antistoichic pun, and constitutes the sphragis (o@payig) of the
poet. The word “o@payic” is included in the participle émt/oppayi/{wv. The hid-
den word “o@payic” is of particular importance for the relation of the Canon to
the poetic techniques of the neoattic dithyramb, inasmuch as in the neoattic
dithyramb the o@payic*” was the part of the poem in which the poet presented
himself. Therefore, Arklas composes the Pentecostal Canon according to Lyco-
phron’s and the dithyramb’s poetic style (Aukogpoveiwg kai 8i0vpapfixic), i.e.

45 Such an exercise was to attempt to correct a wrong phrase by finding the correct one, such
as: énnny Teheiav oUveg Ry €xet and ol w AdBpov TupeTov instead of Enel v TeAeiav oOveov
€xet and VIO A&Bpwv TVPeT@V respectively (ms. Marc. Gr. X1.34, f. 277v: see Polemis 1997, 258).
The same observation can be put forward in connection with the Avriotoya, a game with ho-
monymous words (Follieri 1986-1987). The sound of the words may refer to other homonymous
words and thus a plethora of meanings emerges, amongst which the student must choose the
right one: &i 8eioelg, Bedv, M mai, kai mept Adywv eidioeLg iSioelg, 7BN0E TavTOV Kol TOV EXBpOV
dnoeg (ms. Vat. Pal. gr. 92, f. 194v: Gallavotti 1983, 27 n. 23). In particular, see Agapitos 2013, 91—
92. On ms. Vat. Pal. gr. 92 and the riddling schedography, see Vassis 2002; Sanchez 2015. For the
riddling schedography of Nikephoros Basilakes, see Rothstein-Dowden 2015, 38-45.

46 With regard to the word “arkla”, Koukoules 1950, 1.101-102 notes that it is used “to designate
the box in which bread or fabrics or other articles were put”, while for the nickname “Arklas” in
Eustathius he notes: “it is an adjective that certainly refers to the manufacturer of boxes”. This is
clearly a business name (Koukoules 1950, 11.276-277) which is parallel to the Latin “arcularius”
as du Cange mentions (GMIG, sv. Arklas, col. 119). According to Skrekas, “Arklas in all proba-
bility could point to the role of cabinet-maker, perhaps the main work (diakonema) of this
monk at the monastery of Mar Saba” (Skrekas 2008, xliv). In my opinion this deaconship has
to do with the construction of sacred vessels, such as perfume-boxes, church tabernacles and
reliquaries. This interpretation is the most compatible with the status of a monk.

47 For the use of the oppayig (sphragis) in Timotheos’ dithyrambic nomoi, see Le Ven 2011. Es-
pecially for the o@payig in ancient Greek literature, see Kranz 1961; Gértner 2001.
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with anagrams, alliterations and allusions, hiding words behind words,*® weav-
ing internal acrostichs* as an ioToupyog (web manufacturer).”® The detection of
a paralanguage behind the hymn makes the poetic text as polyphonic as its
model, the dithyramb, whose sounds are dissonant (L&oBo6ag 8160pappog):** voi-
ces with a variety of sounds and many pompous words (kOpmog OvVopdTwv
ToA0G)> also emerge from the pEoBoag dithyramb. Eustathius himself character-
izes the sacred hymnographer as multivoiced and multilingual (TokINo@wvOg
kal ToAbyAwaooog), whether he writes in his own genuine style or by imitation.>®

48 F. de Saussure was a pioneer in this research, as he was the first to study the combinations of
letters and syllables in Homeric lines, in order to reveal words behind the words. His handwrit-
ten notes have been edited recently (2013) in an excellent study by Testenoire. ]. Starobinski’s
classic study (1965) is based on Saussure’s surveys and it concerns the procedure of searching
for words behind the words in literary texts in worldwide literature, approaching the whole issue
in a literary and simultaneously psychoanalytical perspective. This technique is not unknown in
Byzantine texts, especially when the author wants to hide his name behind the words. The ex-
ample of Manolis Limenitis (15" c.) in the anonymous poem AAwoig Tfig Kwvotavrivovmodews (1,
177-197 Sathas) is a typical case. The poet invites the reader to look for his hidden name behind
the words in the following verse: “Twpa okenalw T Gvopa kat kpUPw T Gvopd pov” (Now I cover
my name and I hide my name). In particular, see Henrich 2004; Id. 2005; Id. 2006. For the under-
lying meanings which the alliterations and anagrams form in the Akathistos Hymn, see Sarris
2006; Id. 2008. In recent years, many significant efforts have been made to pinpoint this tech-
nique in ancient Greek and Latin literature. Indicative studies are: Castelletti 2008; Id. 2012a;
Id. 2012b; Luz 2011, and the studies included in the volume issued by Kwapisz-Petrain-Szyman-
ski 2013.

49 Referring to figure poems (technopaignia), Eustathius considers that the poet constructs par-
allel meanings in an acrostich-like configuration (dkpootiyidwv 8iknv) (Exeg. Prooem. 223). For
internal acrostichs and their technique in Byzantine figure poems, see Hérandner 1990. For in-
ternal acrostichs in the technopaignia of the Hellenistic period, see Luz 2011, 1-137.

50 Exeg. Prooem. 212-214. Kai €iopev iotov Ov ékelvog EED@ave HETPIKWG, Kal EDaUUATOpEY,
AKOVOVTEG PEV TO TERVNUA Kol &K ToALoD,....iv 8 TO ioTovpynua ékeivo TolobTov. See below
n. 71 and 73.

51 Plut. De E 389a-b (ed. Sieveking): kol GSovot T® pév SbupapPikd péAN mabO@V peoTa Kal
HETABOARG TAGVIY TVG Kad Slapdpnoty £xovong “lEoBoav” yap AioxvAog @noi “npémnet 8160-
PapBoV OPAPTELV GUYKWHOV AlovDow”, T@) 8¢ Taudva, TETAyHEVNV Kal ow@pova podoav...“To Di-
onysus or Bacchus they sing dithyrambic verses, full of passions and change, joined with a cer-
tain wandering and agitation backwards and forwards; for, as Aeschylus says, The dithyramb,
whose sounds are dissonant, / ‘Tis fit should wait on Bacchus. But to Apollo they sing the
well-ordered paean and a discreet song” (transl. W. Goodwin). See Aesch. fr. 355 Radt. For the
pluralism of the dithyramb, see Le Meur-Weissman 2012, 81-82.

52 See above n. 20.

53 Exeg. Prooem. 281-285: kai mpd TV dAAwv EkBETEOV 010G O ToD EyXelpnOnoopéVoL Epyou Tot-
NG T& &g B1ABEatY ypaikny, eite QUOEL TOLODTOHG 0TIV 010G EDPICKOUEVOG AVAYIVWOKETAL, EITE
Kal KaTa pipnoty, wg &v TeXvRoatTo kal avtog Xpnotois Stagopotg y\wooog AaAeiv. “And before
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Therefore, Eustathius’ observation refers not so much to the ability of the poet to
change his style by imitating various poetic standards, as to his poetic techni-
que. He is multilingual and polyphonic because he accumulates a variety of
sounds and alliterations and repetitive letters and syllables in the troparia of
the hymn. All these data reflect a variety of parallel meanings, notions, words,
as in the following troparion of the hymn (Ode 9, trop.1):

It is right to sing of the Maiden who produced life;
For she alone concealed in the vortex of her womb
The Word, who heals the ailing nature of mortals.
Now seated on the couch at the right hand

Of the Father, he has sent the grace of the Spirit.

“Y[8ellv £owke Vv @lvai]{wlov] kopnv
M[6vn] yop v [8ivnol kekpigel Ady[ov]
N[oc]oboav dABaivovta Trv Bpot@v @[vow],

['0g] 8e&1olg kAwop[oiot viv i8]pupévog]
Hotpdg, méEmopge TV Xapv tod IIvedpatog.

The accumulation of the sounds -8et, -vati, -ov, -6vn, divpot, -ov, -oa, -vaw, 0O,
-olot v i6-, -o¢ echoes the name Awoviioiog. Aloviolog is Dionysius Areopagites,
whose mystic theology conceals the holy and hidden (iepav kot kpu@iav) truth of
God through sacred riddles (8¢ aroppiTwv Kal iepdv aiviypdtwv).> The theolo-
gy of the Pentecostal Canon is connected with Dionysius’ mystic theology
through the hymnographer’s reference to divine darkness and to Moses’ vision
of God.*”® In fact, in the very next troparion (Ode 9, trop. 2, v. 133) the anagram
of a specific word reveals an additional element concerning the identity of Dio-
nysius:

everything else we must present information indicating with what style the poet composes the
poem that we have in our hands, whether he shows himself as he really is — that is as we find
him and read him — or whether he mimicks in order to succeed in speaking artificially with var-
ious familiar languages”.

54 &GAN 6Tt Kol TODTO TOIG MVOTIKOLG Aoyiolg éoTi TpenwdéaTtatov TO 8 &moppnTwy Kal iepdv
aiviypdtwy anokpontesbat kal GBatov Toig ToANOIG TIBEVAL THV lepav Kal Kpu@iav T@V UTEPKO-
opiwv vodv GAnBetav. Pseudo-Dionysius, De caelesti hierarchia 11.16-19 ed. Heil-Ritter.

55 Pent. Canon, Ode 1, heirmos |/ Exeg. 1-19. The treatise of Pseudo-Dionysius, Theologia Mysti-
ca, predominantly refers to the divine darkness (Bglog yvo@og), known as yvo@Qog Gyvwoiog
(darkness of unknowing). The vision of God by Moses and the divine darkness are also men-
tioned in Gregory of Nyssa’s De Vita Mosis, which is the hymnographer’s source in many
parts of the Canon. See Ronchey 1985, 247; Cesaretti 2014,*140.
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O6veiav dMoiwatv evmpensotarnv  “A strange, most glorious transformation”

[0Bveiav] = Abrvav

The anagram of the accusative 60veiav (foreign) produces the genitive A6nvav,
indicating that Dionysius was a bishop of Athens, thus we have: Awovioiog
Ab6nvav (Dionysius, bishop of Athens). Note that in his Exegesis Eustathius com-
ments exhaustively on the word é6veiav (foreign: Exeg. 249-252). He claims that
semantically the word conflicts with the theological meaning of the line, since
the adjective 66veiog (“foreign”) means dAAoTpiog (“alien”) and arises from the
anagram of the word voBeiog (“spurious”). The proper expression would not
be 60veiav dAoiwaow (“alien transformation”), but rather mapadoéov dAoiwoty
(“strange transformation”): according to Eustathius, only in the metaleptic her-
meneutical mode (katd peTdAnPwv)*® can we accept that the word o6veia
means ntapadoéog (strange), by avoiding the word d6veia and using its synonym
&vn instead. The latter is a double-meaning word, in which the contradictory
meanings “foreign” and “strange” co-exist: accordingly, we can thus accept
the meaning “strange” for the word dé6veia. It is precisely when writing about
the contradictory meanings that Eustathius refers to the composition of the
poem according to the rules of the dithyramb (810vpapBwdng petayeiplolg g
nooews Exeg. 250.3-4). However, the anagram which he introduces with the
pair 66veiog-vobeiog prompts us to become aware of the genitive Afnvav by an-
agrammatizing the accusative 60vsiav in a different manner. The hymnographer
uses a word that does not match the required meaning, and he does so not only
for reasons related to the meter or the acrostich, as Eustathius claims, but also to
allow the underlying meanings to emerge through the alternation of the sounds.
Furthermore, he thus wishes to emphasize the enigmatic character of the hymn.

The emergence of enigmatic meanings through the plethora of sound-plays
is reminiscent of techniques referring to the mystical languages of ancient divi-
nation.”” If we trace the use of the adjective moAvyAwaoog (multilingual), which
Eustathius attributes to the hymnographer (Exeg. Prooem. 118), we encounter it in
Sophocles’ Trachiniae®® and in Eustathius’ Commentary on the Iliad as well,

56 Exeg. 249.3. On PeTdAM1g, see also above p. 258-259.

57 In ancient Greece the oracular language and various oracles were distinguished by ambigu-
ous language with riddles and double meanings, which could be interpreted in many different
ways by the faithful. Apollo’s nickname “Loxias” precisely described the ambiguous oracles of
the Pythia at Delphi. On this topic, see Evgeni 2014; Maurizio 2013; Beerden 2013; Naerebout-
Beerden 2013.

58 Soph. Trach. 1168 mpdg Tig matpwag kal moAvyAweoov Spuog (to the fatherland and multi-
lingual oak).



268 —— \Vassilis A. Sarris

when he describes the oracular oak at Dodona as moAOYAwGGoOVv..., ©G MOAVQW-
VoV, ola kai ToAAOIG pavTevopévny.®

It is well-known that the priests of Zeus interpreted the voice of God by de-
ciphering the sounds produced by the movement of the oak leaves or, more like-
ly, the metallic musical sounds produced by the movement of the chimes (tvy-
veg).®° A pupil of Eustathius, Euthymios Malakes, refers to the sound of
Dodona (10 Tfig Awdwvng NxnTkov)®* as the language that arose from the variety
of sounds in the oracle. According to Suidas’ dictionary, these sounds were not
confused; on the contrary, they were harmonious (évapuoviot),®* bearing a mu-
sical connotation. In Eustathius’ view, the hymnographer, being a polyglot, com-
posed the hymn in accordance with the harmony of the apostles’ multilingualism
(Exeg. Prooem. 116-117). In the interpretation of Ode 7 (troparion 1) of the hymn,
one can more clearly perceive how Eustathius perceives this multilingual harmo-
ny (moAv@Boyyov Gppoviav):

Tovg MePLTETUXNKOTAG Tfi TOD dylwTatov Ivedpatog évlnuia toTe Aaovg kal pr mmvoig
70D O£0D TV YVWOEWV EMYVOVTOG TV EKEVOL BeloTdTnY SUVap unde epabuvavrtag do-
PaTIKAG OTWG, YopnyoUvTog Tob Beob, Slawopotg YAwaooalg T& £ketvou ENGAoVV ol &mdaTo-
Aot évappoviwg €v Slapopd KPOVHATWY, dmep EVAPYEL £V TAIG EKElvwV YAWOOoXIG TO dylov
Tvedpa GG ot kai MARKTPOV Se£LOV. TOVG TOIVLY TOLOUTOUG AdODG IaPASELYHATICWY O peAw-
80G WG pr| &roSexOpEVOG EKEIVOUG, GPPOVAG TE ATOKAAET WG GAOYiQ KATOXOUG Kal GuviEval
pr| #xovTag ola kai boa Sivatal 6 Oedg kai omoia Aahel £keivog Kal ToLeT S TV Bepamov-
Twv avToD, Kal péppetal oTL EAeyov otvw PeBUEWY TOVG GOOTONOUG EMAV PIOELG EKEIVWV
Eévar (6 €omt Eevilovoal kal EEvwg fTol mapadoEwe dmnyovpeval S TO £TepOYAWOOOV
Kai oUTwg GANGYvVwTOV) fKoveBnoav. (Exeg. 166.1-13)

The crowds which randomly attended the coming of the Holy Spirit had not been inspired
by the omniscient God to recognize its power, nor had they entirely seen how God gave the
gift to the apostles to preach the Word of God in different languages. These languages were
created by the harmonization of different sounds that the Holy Spirit produced in the apos-
tles’ tongues, just as a good plectrum [of a guitar (kithara)] produces the notes. The hym-
nographer, condemning such crowds in order to give us an example, calls them fools be-
cause as irrational beings they were not able to understand of what kind and how great
are the deeds of God and that which He says and does through his servants. So he blames
them because they said that the apostles were drunk from wine, as the words they heard

59 Eust. in Il 1057.45-46; Eust. in Il 335.41-45: Awdwvn 8¢,.....MOAG MoAoaooidog év 'Hnelpw,...
£vba iepov kal TO €k 8puog pavteiov 10D Awdwvaiov Alog, v 8piv MoAVYAwaoov Aéyel 6 Zoo-
KAf(G, fiyouv moAb@wvov.

60 On this issue, see Harissis (forthcoming), with relevant bibliography.

61 Euth. Mal. Ep. 22 Bonis.

62 Suid. § 1447:..xal &mouev 6 GvpLdg TOV AEBnTa, 48 o0 YOG TIG Evapudviog dmeTeAeiTo. ai 8¢
TV Sapdvwv pwvat Gvapbpol elotv.
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were unknown, which means previously unheard, and sounded unusual, which is paradox-
ical, because they were merely other languages known to others.

The expression of the apostles’ multilingualism in terms of music clearly refers to
the musical multilingualism of the oracles® of antiquity, and in particular that of
Dodona. The apostles reproduce the voice of God like guitars whose strings the
Holy Spirit plucks as a plectrum (mAfiktpov), harmoniously (évappoviwg) emit-
ting a variety of musical sounds (kpovpata). Only those who can recompose
these various musical sounds, the notes, into a block of semantic meanings,
can transform them into a language, thereby enabling the divine word to emerge
through the diversity of sounds. According to Eustathius, all these words uttered
by the apostles are unknown and paradoxical (evi{ovoat kail mapadoEwg ammn-
xovpeva) for those incapable of recomposing. Such terminology necessarily re-
fers to the poetics of the dithyrambs and their paradoxical sounds (mapado&opw-
viar). In the case of the Pentecost, the paradoxical language was due to the fact
that the crowds heard foreign and therefore unfamiliar languages. The sacred
hymnographer tried to express the apostolic multilingualism when composing
the hymn on Pentecost. The difference is that, unlike the apostles, he did not
speak various unknown languages, but various familiar languages (xpnotaig Sta-
@opolg YAwoooug Exeg. Prooem. 284-285), as Eustathius notes. These various fa-
miliar languages, being also unusual (£gvifovoar)® due to the paradoxical lan-
guage of the hymn, do not refer to anything other than the ability of the poet
of the Canon to create various layers of language in his poem by employing mu-
sical sounds. This explains Eustathius’ observation that the poet composes the
hymn according to the multi-sound harmony of the Apostles’ language, so
that he can become multi-voiced through his art and multilingual through divine
inspiration as well (kata TV U OOTOD pePEAIOUEVIY GTOGTOMKIY TIOADPOOY-
YOV appoviav YAwoo@v, tva mpog TExvny €in kal adtog moKNO@wvog Kai, €k
Beiag émumvolag, mToAOyAwooog: Exeg. Prooem. 116-118).

Moreover, Eustathius characterises the poet not only as multilingual (rtoA0-
yAwooog), but also as multi-voiced (mow\é@wvog). We cannot ignore the fact
that in Sophocles we encounter the adjective “moikiAw80¢”® as having the
same meaning as the adjective “nokiA0@wvog”. Sophocles attributes the adjec-
tive “mokiAw80¢” to the Sphinx® in order to present her enigmatic, oracular and

63 On the interconnection between music and divination in antiquity, see Harissis (forthcom-
ing); Moutsopoulos 1990; Johnston 1990; Johnston 1995; des Places 1971; Cook 1902.

64 On the stylistic term “evi{w” in Eustathius, see Karla 2007, 91-92; Cesaretti 2014,*180.

65 Soph. Oed. Tyr. 130. Suid. o 3083.

66 On the enigmatic and riddling language of the Sphinx, see Cook 2009, 7-26.
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cryptographic language. The analysis of the adjectives “moAUyAwoocog” and
“rtokN0Owvoc” leads us to the conclusion that these two adjectives both have
the same meaning and both refer to the same form of speech, which is the mys-
terious and ambiguous speech of the oracles of antiquity, so that the hymnogra-
pher’s multidimensional language in the Iambic Pentecostal Canon is highlight-
ed.

Of course, the identification of words behind the words, in relation to the an-
cient poetic tradition, cannot fail to lead us to the figure poems.®’ In the figure
poems of the Hellenistic period,® selected letters throughout the lines form
names in a geometric pattern, according to the poet’s desires. Eustathius was
well aware of this tradition, and after mentioning the Lycophronic and dithyram-
bic nature of the hymn along with the poet’s multilingualism, he goes on to
make an extensive reference to the figure poems of his contemporaries as well
as to those of the Alexandrian poets. This is a digression of Eustathius which
may appear irrelevant to the logic of the text, yet there is a veiled element that
binds together all the strands of Eustathius’ argumentation, namely the under-
lying layers of language in the poetic text.

When presenting the figure poems of his time®® (Exeg. Prooem. 146-248), Eu-
stathius mentions poems with particular internal acrostichs which form poetic
squares and diamonds with sides and diameters, in which the sequence of letters
reveals the desired names. In his view, these poems are by no means innovative:
they follow the tradition of older Greek and Latin poems with which his contem-
poraries were well acquainted. Eustathius makes special mention of a figure
poem shown to him in Constantinople by Patriarch Lukas Chrysoberges,”
which he calls a “spider poem” (moinpa Gpayvng).”* What he also mentions in
particular is the figure poem composed by a contemporary monk named Olynti-
nos,’? about whose life and work we have no other information. Eustathius has a

67 On figure poems in Byzantium, the studies of Hérandner 1990 and Ernst 1993 are still val-
uable. They extensively refer to Eustathius’ views concerning figure poems, as outlined in the
Exegesis.

68 On figure poems and technopaignia in the Hellenistic world, Luz’s study (2011) is of notable
importance. The study brings together all the material concerning figure poems and utilizes the
earlier bibliography.

69 Horandner 1990, 25-31; Ernst 1991, 743-747; Cesaretti 2014,*148-158.

70 On Eustathius’ reference to patriarch Lukas Chrysoberges (1159-1169/70), see Ronchey 1987;
Horandner 1990, 24-25; Cesaretti 2014,*9 and *149-153.

71 Exeg. Prooem. 148. With regard to the “spider poem” and woven or cross lyrics, see Lampsidis
1982, 1147-1149; Horandner 1990, 22-25; Krumbacher 1897, 761; Cesaretti 2014,*149-153.

72 Exeg. Prooem. 210-234. For the monk Olyntinos and his poetic technique, see Horandner
1990, 28 and Cesaretti 2014,*156-157.
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poem in mind, which he calls a “web-like poem” (ioTovpynua)” implying that its
creator used the letters as raw material to metrically knit together (¢€v@aivel) a
poetic web behind the sequence of letters, as if he were a web manufacturer
(lotoupydg). This is the terminology for a poetic technique that Eustathius
seems to extract from the dithyrambic words of the hymn itself. Thus, in the
lengthy, multi-compound word

Axt[otoo]upmialotovpyoav]vBpovov  “Uncreated co-creating co-ruler””*

the words ioT0g (web) and ioTtovpyog (web manufacturer) come into view, where-
as in the lines

For it revealed the unlettered to be orators,
Bridling the mouths of sophists in abundance with a word,
(Ode 3, trop. 1, v.133)

‘Piitpag yap [E&Epnve Tlovg dypappdartovc,
‘AMN[ig] cog[oT]ag [ovoTo]pifovtag Adyw

the phrase €&v@aivet(al) ioTog (a web is knitted) emerges through sound plays
and anagrams.

When he presents the figure poem of the monk Olyntinos (Exeg. Prooem. 210—
234), Eustathius refers to a web of internal acrostichs which lie within the
lines of the poem in horizontal and vertical arrangements, forming a second
row of letters behind the original one. At the same time, these internal acrostichs

» »

73 Exeg. Prooem. 214. Using the terminology “spider poem”, “web”, “poetry textile”, “woven
fabric”, “veil” (“moinpa Gpdyvng”, “ioTovpynua”, “moinolg Vpavolg” “cEhpaopa”, “rmémhog”
Exeg. Prooem. 210-234), Eustathius describes the technique of the poets who composed figure
poems as web manufacturers (iotovpyol). Eustathius argues that this technique was derived
from Homer’s verses: Totéov 8¢, 61t 10 ka® ‘Opnpov vaivesbar Adyoug (IL. 3.212) npébloe
TVOG TOV DOTEPWY OLVTIBEVAL OTIYOUG WG €V TUTIW VPAvoews, obg Kal ioTovg Wvopalov. ‘We
should be aware that the phrase “woven words” according to Homer (Il 3.212), prompted
some of the later poets to compose verses as if they manufactured woven fabrics, which they
called “webs™: Eust. in II. 407.7-9 (add. marg.). Eustathius’ comment is a revelation that cannot
be misinterpreted, as it clearly emphasizes that the technique of figure poems goes back to
Homer. This passage from Eustathius demonstrates that the roots of figure poems can be
found in Homeric verses. In this respect Eustathius’ comment vindicates F. de Saussure, who at-
tempted to unravel Homer’s poetic web to find words behind the words in Homeric verses (see
above n. 48). Undoubtedly, if de Saussure had been aware of Eustathius’ comment, he would
have been overjoyed!

74 Transl. Lauxtermann 2015.

9
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also form extra-words camouflaged behind the main meaning-bearing words.
This unknown monk composes his poem on two levels, due to the fact that
the lines have the same number of letters: this allows him to form other
words on the second level, based on a specific numerical arrangement of the let-
ters.

Such a clearly codified poetic structure as presented here by Eustathius, al-
lows the reader to decode the poem after having verified the code. However,
when praising the poem, Eustathius does not speak of one or two, but of several
underlying meanings which are unlikely to be fully identified by the prospective
solver of the poetic puzzle.”” Consequently, this is not a poem with a unique rec-
ognizable coding, but rather a text that functions more as a “cryptogram”. Is
there simply a contradiction in the whole of Eustathius’ argument or does this
second complimentary reference account for another poem which Eustathius im-
plies?

Clearly, Eustathius’ lengthy reference to figure poems (technopaignia), which
is added in the section of the proem where Eustathius speaks about the poet and
the main features of the poem, is in no way a fortuitous event. Eustathius implic-
itly tells us that the lambic Pentecostal Canon is related to the philosophy of fig-
ure poems and the logic of concealing second meanings. The amazing praise be-
stowed by Eustathius at the end of his passage on figure poems (Exeg.
Prooem. 239-248) is not actually a praise of figure poems in general, but rather
of the skill of the poet of the lambic Pentecostal Canon as a cryptographer.

While Eustathius is developing his poetic theory on figure poems, he seems
to have one particular source in view: the heirmos of the ode 9 of the Christmas
Iambic Canon, where the poet (or the poets?) reveals his poetic ego and refers to
the physiognomy of the poem.

It would be easier for us to love silence out of fear.
Oh Virgin Mary, it is very hard indeed
To weave hymns by yearning,

75 Exeg. Prooem. 229-234: xai Aoyiletal f pév TovTov moinatg Heavetg, wg otov 8¢ avaAvoig 1y
Gvdyvwolg kal 6 0Toag EKEIVOV TTPOaYudG &v Pnbein Adyov EEupavat cogov. wg 8¢ Shoepyov
T0 TOLODTOV EEDPAOHA YVWOETAL O TIEPACOUEVOG AUTO Slayelploeadal, Go@OG HEV EGOHEVOG ElTep
a0To AKpIB@oETaL, ol Suvnadpevog 8¢ Sid TEAOUG 0US’ aTAG £V OANOIG elval KATX TOV ODTWG
einovta co@odg. “His poetry is regarded as a piece of weaving and accordingly the reading as an
unravelling of it. And we can aptly say that the one who produced that poetic web wove a saga-
cious text. Whoever attempts to engage himself with it will understand that the creation of such
a web is a particularly arduous task and only a wise man would be able to unravel it accurately.
However, even he cannot completely succeed, as he is not wise in everything, as it is said [by
Homer]”.
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Hymns intensively sharpened.

Oh Mother of God, provide us with strength
According to the will we have.

TTEPYEWV PV MBS WG dkivBuvov @ORw,
‘Piov olwmv: 1@ TeBw 8¢, opBEéve,
“Ypvoug Dgaivelv ouvtovwg TeBnypéEVoug
"Epy@8€g €oTv, GANG Kal, purtnp, 06évog,
‘Oon mépukev 1| ipoaipeatg, 8idov.

(ed. Skrekas 2008, vv.116-120)

Comparing Eustathius’ poetic theory to that of the hymnographer’s, they are
clearly and directly relevant to each other:

1. Heirmos v. 118-119:

“Yuvoug vpaivew...

Epy@bés ot ...

Exeg. Prooem. 229-231: xal Aoyiletat 1| pév TovTOL 7M0MOIS UPavoig, ... Kai O OTROOG
EKEVOV... AGyov éévpavar o0@oV. GG 8¢ voepyov TO TotolToV E&Dpacua...

Exeg. Prooem. 239: 1| Tola0tn €pywsia

Exeg. Prooem. 294-295: OmoBéoewg LPNARG Kol oVTwG Epywdous

2. Heirmos v. 118:

“Yuvous vpaively ouvtévws Tebnypévous

Exeg. Prooem. 239-241: qv aToig 1 ToladTn Epywsdia ... 67éig uyijs eig o&itnTa

3. Heirmos v. 119-120:

......... , @A kai, purTnp, obévog,
‘Oon mépukev 1 npoaipeats, Sibov.
Exeg. Prooem. 239-249: fiv ahToIG 1| Tl Epywéia ... Eupacts Suvauews Yoy, Expav-

01¢ loxDog ypapIxii.
Exeg. Prooem. 304-306: 6 VOV ... PEAOTIOLGV ..., WG OlX TPOTIOV TIVA €I TOUTO MEPUKAS.

This correlation leads us to the conclusion that Eustathius’ terminology for figure
poems is essentially in no way different from the hymnographer’s vision of his
poetry. Therefore, what Eustathius writes about figure poems clearly concerns
the Iambic Canons as well.

On the basis of these observations on the underlying meanings behind the
words of the hymn, we can now comprehend the meaning and implications of
Eustathius’ remark that “the wise poet is totally obscure in most cases”, and
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that “in some cases this occurs through the depth of meanings, most of which
are theological, and elsewhere through those which he insinuates with solemni-
ty” (AMeoKOTWTAL YAP 010V T& TOAAR 6 GOPOG, TA PEV S TO TV VonuATwy BaBog
BeoAoyIKDV TAV TAEIOVWY DOPXOVTWY, T& 8¢ oig oxnuatilel oepva... Exeg.
Prooem. 288-290). The verb “oxnpartiCel” (insinuates) that Eustathius uses to de-
scribe the poet’s language, thereby capturing the darkness of his poetic writing,
is particularly important. This is a special rhetorical term which is related to the
obfuscation of meanings by the orator. When commenting on the phrase “rape€
Gyopevew” (Il. 12.213) with which Polydamas addresses Hector in the Iliad, Eu-
stathius is very clear about what “oynuotiCw Tov Adyov” means, and what the
“€oXNMOTIOPEVD” are:

@ 8¢ “mapes dyopevev” SnAol TO mapd TO 8€ov 1 TO Tapa TO KeAevopevoy, [iva kal 1y
“riapd” Kol 1 “E£” 1 pév T mapateTpdpdal Tig 6pfS, 1| 8¢ TO EEw avTAS eilvat SnAoL. Shva-
Taw 8¢ kal TO £oYNUATIOpEVWS T AEELG onpaivewy, tva ouvnBwg 1 pev “apd” EyyuTnTa éppn-
vevol 1} 88 “£” BldoTaoty, dmep 816V £0TL TV EoYNUATIOREVWY, £V 016 Kai £yyilet 6 Adyog
QaVopEVWS i dAnBeia, kai o A #w mov avTHS EoTnKe Tii SUTAGN TV vonpdtwy. Kod
#oTL kal oUTw Bed1d 1 AEELg,] émtenSevpévng kdvtadBa @ pritopt TG du@BoAing, keital
8¢ 81 ToUTO Kal Siya TvOG oLUVTAEEWG. TOTEOV YaP OTL OV HAKPAY EOYNUATIOHEVOL E0TL KAl )|
10D IToAvdapavTtog abtn dnpnyopia. ov yap G @povel Aalel, GAAG oxnuatifet 81 T Bpacy
ToD Gpyovtog. (Eust. in II. 901.13-20)

The phrase “nape€ &yopevewv” [of Polydamas] indicates that he does not say what he has to
say or he does not respond to the request, and both prepositions “rapd” and “¢£” serve this
purpose. The first one means that the speech has deviated from the correct path and the
second that it has escaped completely. The word “mapé€” can mean the vague and ambig-
uous (éoxnuatiopévawg). For that reason, the preposition “map&” usually denotes closeness,
while “¢£” denotes removal and distance, which is a characteristic of insinuated (€oxnpa-
Twopéva) meanings in which the speech seemingly touches on the truth, while concurrently
moving away from it, because of the double meanings. The word “mapé€” is so skillfully
utilized that the orator also instils doubt through its composition, and for this reason
the words are placed without any special syntax. We must be aware that the declamation
of Polydamas itself is not far from insinuated speech (¢oynuatiopévov). Polydamas does
not say what he thinks but insinuates (oxnpartiCet) the meanings, because of Hector’s inso-
lence.

Thus, according to Eustathius, the poet insinuates (oynuatiCel) some meanings,
not all of which are theological. This means that he does not boldly express
them, but masks them, instilling doubts and double meanings and portraying
them faintly in the poem, which becomes a magnificent cipher. This cipher of
the Canon is based on a variety of cryptographic techniques: anagrams, alliter-
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ations, sound-plays, homophones, figures. All these language devices’® express
the hymnographer’s desire to intrinsically combine the form with the content, by
attempting through the poem’s workmanship to reinstate the apostolic multilin-
gualism of Pentecost to a level of unprecedented poetic polyphony.

Of course, one question arises: why does Eustathius give no explicit account
of the underlying words in the lambic Pentecostal Canon? What is the reason for
doing this implicitly? Let us re-examine the sound plays in troparion 1 of ode 9.

“Y[8et]v €owke Vv @lvai]{wlov] kopnv:
M[6vn] yop v [8ivnol kekpigel Ady[ov]
N[oc]oboav dABaivovta v Bpot@v @[bow],
['0g] 8e&1otlg kAwop[oiot viv i8]pupévog]
Hotpdg, méEmopge TV Xapv 10D IIvedpatog.

In the first four verses the hymnographer creates the acrostich YMNOZ as fol-
lows:

“Y[8el M[6vn] Nloa] ['Og].

It is noteworthy that the letters beside the letters of this acrostich form vertically
the word “Ai6vvoog”. In the heirmos the names “AldGvucoog” and “Aloviolog””
coexist. It seems as if the hymnographer’s intention were to make a pun with
the homophones “Aidvvoog” and “Aloviolog”, using the hymn as a schedos
for language teaching. Furthermore, by the name “Alovicl0g” he wishes to high-
light the mystic theology of the hymn and by the name “Atdvuoog” its dithyram-
bic physiognomy. The whole acrostich in the first four lines of the troparion is
YMNOZ-AIONYZO0Z, which means “dionysiac” hymn or “dithyrambic” hymn.
By creating a second hidden acrostich beside the main one, the hymnographer
implicitly states that he composed the hymn using the characteristics of the dith-
yrambs. It seems that Eustathius elicited the stylistic term “S10vpoppk®g” from
this hidden acrostich. Undoubtedly, the name “Ai6vuoog” in the troparion could
cause a problem for the use of the hymn in church services. Eustathius was very
well aware of this, and he sought to hide this internal acrostich. This was the
main reason for his decision to attribute the hymn to John of Damascus and
not to John Arklas, even though he believed that Arklas was the poet. As he
openly stated, by attributing the hymn to John of Damascus it was certain that

76 N.Valaoritis 2012 mentions language schemes formed in the Homeric epics by an alphabet-
ical acrophonic system concerning names and concepts.
77 For the hidden name “Atoviolog” in the troparion, see above p. 266.
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it would remain in ecclesiastical use and would not be removed as v66og (Exeg.
Prooem. 249-280). This provides insight into the reason why Eustathius speaks
so implicitly about the underlying meanings of the hymn.

In conclusion, we can state that the Pentecostal lambic Canon belongs to an
extensive tradition of texts that were called “words within words” (Adyog &v
Aoyw), as Eustathius himself writes.”® In Eustathius’ perspective, such texts
were not only the riddling schede (oyé6n) of Byzantine education,” but also po-
etic texts from Greek antiquity, such as epigrams. Moreover, Eustathius clearly
suggests that the riddling schedographic method was derived from Homeric
lines containing sound plays and hidden acoustic riddles,®® which formed
“words upon words” (Adyog &mi Aoyw).*

Of course, the issue of underlying words that alliterations, anagrams and
sound-plays reveal in a poetic text is not new: it had already been raised in

vy ~ 5 ~

78 ol 8¢ vewTepol TabTa kal 6oa Toladta {NAwoavTeg, TOAG 8 £v Toig TaAatolg ebprTal Spota
wg TIoAAax0D SeBAAwTAL, YPiPOUG EHENETNOOV TIAEKELY ODG WVOpHRORV OXEBN. TV &PXTV HEV AeTt-
TOUG Tvag Kal oloug pdov ékdladpdokeabdat, TéAog 8¢ a8povg kal Suadla@VKTOVG. Kal Ot PEV Ta-
Aawot 10 pnBev Tod Emyappov vonpa, €1t 8¢ kal T0 ToD EMypappatos, kat doa 8¢ dpyaia TolodTa,
Bavpaoiwg ekdAouv WG evopobetnoev 6 ‘Emixappog, Adyov év Adyw adTd einwv, 81 10, WG év
aiviypatt dAov pgv eivar Tov Aalobpevov Adyov, £Tepov 8¢ TOV VooUpevov. oi 88 Ta oyedikd
AahoDvTeg dkoAovBwG Kal avTol Vonpata KaAoDoLy &rep ypupevovTat, S TO Kol TOV YPAPHATEX
maida pry Tod Aeyopévov GAAG Tob vooupévou yiveoBat (Eust. in Od. 1634.11-18). “Modern au-
thors, engaging in this and similar pursuits — many similar things are to be found in the ancient
authors as it has been often stated — made it a practice to weave puzzles (griphoi), which they
called “schede” (oxe8n). At first these were somewhat meager and such as one might easily
solve, but later (they became) dense and unsolvable. And the ancient authors admirably called
the aforementioned riddle of Epicharmus and that of the epigram and all similar ancient rid-
dling texts, as Epicharmus himself had stipulated, “words within words”, because, just as in
a riddle, what is spoken is different from what is meant. In the same way modern authors, de-
claiming the schede, have subsequently called what puzzles they composed, “riddles” (von-
pata). Because the schoolboy learning grammar has to grasp not what is spoken but what is
assumed”. This very important passage from Eustathius’ Commentary on the Odyssey has already
been noted and discussed by Agapitos 2014, 10-11; Id. 2015h, 229; Rothstein-Dowden 2015, 41-
43.

79 On riddling schede, see above n.45.

80 Eust. in Od. 1809.12 (ed. Stallbaum): &% v (sc. deceitful sound plays) f T@v oxe8omol@v eilf{-
@Bat Sokel péBodog. According to P.A.Agapitos, Eustathius in his Commentaries on the Homeric
epics “often points to verses that seem to hide an acoustic riddle ... Eustathius explains these
riddles as antistoichic puzzles composed according to the “schedographic custom” (oxedkog
vopog)”. Further, see Agapitos 2014, 10-11; 1d. 2015b, 228-233 containing very interesting passag-
es from Homer and Eustathius.

81 Eust. in 0d. 1634.20-21 (ed. Stallbaum): Epugavdg 8¢ Adyog i Adyw kail AaBuptvoog ppai-
vetat 6v ol VoTepov oxedikol EmetndevoavTo.
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1908 by F. de Saussure in his study of the Homeric epics,®” and it remains a tan-
talizing issue to this day. The present writer wishes to believe that the obscure
(okotaiog)®®  Eustathius, whose observations are not far-removed from
“eoynuoTiopéva” (since he does not clearly state what he wants to say with
his indirect allusions in the proem to the Exegesis of the Iambic Pentecostal
Canon), will shed some light on researchers’ efforts to verify the existence of a
paralanguage in poetic texts of the ancient and medieval world, and to establish
it theoretically.
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lll. Eustathios and history






Eric Cullhed
Achaeans on Crusade

In the Homeric Parekbolai, Eustathios follows his ancient predecessors in sys-
tematically pointing out the customs that characterize heroic society. Everything
from religious rites to table manners and use of musical instruments is cata-
logued, a recurring observation being the relative simplicity and frugality of
the heroes’ lifestyle compared to later phases of Greek culture.! The fact that
even the great overlords Agamemnon and Priam prepare their own meals and
drive their own chariots was particularly remarkable to Eustathios, just as it
had been to scholars in Ptolemaic Alexandria or Imperial Rome before him. Eu-
stathios notes that Homer dwells on such social details not only to break up the
monotony of narration but also to provide lessons that are “useful in life”, con-
tributing to the polymathy of the reader.”? Furthermore, Eustathios amplifies this
didactic feature by supplementing Homer with a wide array of folkloric and lin-
guistic information belonging to later periods, including his own day, which was
perhaps collected while reading the epics with students from all corners of the
empire.? Eustathios’ reason for joining his predecessors in this scholarly venture
was not merely to reiterate tradition. The readership of the Parekbolai (and the
audiences present at the teaching sessions from which these works evidently de-
rive) included active or soon-to-be panegyrists and historians who would con-
stantly draw on Homeric heroism when projecting the military ideology of
their Komnenian overlords or the relationship between the empire and various
other peoples.” In this paper I will investigate the functions that were (or
could be) acquired by the fruits of this scholarly activity in the wider context
of twelfth-century textual culture.

Noble simplicity

The frugal life of the heroes could naturally be invoked as a virtue shared by the
person being praised. This is the case in a late Eustathian speech addressed to

1 See e.g. Schmidt 1976, 159-173; Kim 2010, 27; Pontani, this volume.

2 Eust. in Il. 628.39-42.

3 Koukoules 1950, 1.12.

4 On the significance of Homer for twelfth-century panegyrists, see Basilikopoulou-loannidou
1971-1972; Kazhdan & Epstein 1985, 134-135; Magdalino 1993, 431; Kaldellis 2007, 243; Cullhed
2014; Loukaki 2015.
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Isaac II Angelos in Philippopolis in the early 1190s, which ends with a plea to the
emperor to tell him more about his recent campaigns. Eustathios can guess that
they have been successful, but he prefers to hear about it from the emperor him-
self since Isaac is “a wise orator and valiant man of action, and one who has ac-
curate knowledge since he serves himself (dia to autodiakonon) in all undertak-
ings according to the heroic custom”.” Here Eustathios does not only explicitly
mention the heroes, but he even uses the rare word autodiakonia. It is found
once in Athenaeus (1.18b = Chrysipp. SVF 708) for heroic self-reliance, but in
the Parekbolai Eustathios adopted it as a technical term for this phenomenon
and used it interchangeably with autourgia — the standard word in ancient schol-
arship. He ascribes the same virtue to Manuel in his funerary oration, but this
time it is not praised as an attribute typical of the Homeric heroes but of Christ:

ov [scil. Toh XptoTod] kai T adToupydV EppeTTo, Kail TO £V Epyolg avTodidkovov, Kol PaAL-
oTa TOIG peyioTolg. OV yop fiBele xepol pev £Tépaig €kmoveiohal TO Kaldv, avTov 8¢ TOig
avBpayadnpaoty Emypgeadal, 008’ dkoag TapaB&AAEV ToOTG BaoMKOIG TIPAKTEOLS, OPOOA-
povg 8¢ EmBaAewy, kal xepol kataBGAAe TO GvTikeipevov.®

whose autonomy in action and self-reliance in deeds, especially in the most important mat-
ters, [Manuel] imitated. For he did not wish that good works should be carried out by the
hands of others, while the achievements were attributed to him, nor [did he want] to hear
about things that should be performed by the emperor, but to see them with his own eyes
and to bring down whatever stood against him with his own hands. (transl. Bourbouhakis,
modified)

The term autodiakonia had previously been applied to Christ by Clement of Alex-
andria,’” yet considering Eustathios’ consistent use of the term for heroic simplic-
ity in the Parekbolai, and the combination here with autourgia, the emperor’s
imitatio Christi is portrayed in terms of Homeric heroism. Through this amalga-
mation, Eustathios effectively articulates a Christian and Hellenic military ideol-
ogy of rulership, combining Achilles with Christ.

Impeccably Hellenic garb?

So far so good, but noble simplicity is not very far from crude primitivism. Al-
ready Thucydides (1.5-6) famously remarks on the casual way in which Nestor

5 Eust. opusc. 7.18, 45.68-75 Tafel: £€0¢éAw 8¢ gov ToD kal cood PriTopog kal &vdpkod TPNKTH-
pog pabwv dmdvachat, Tod kol ) €id6Tog S TO &v Tl Epyolg ATOBIAKOVOV PWIKE VOUW.
6 Eust. opusc. 23.61, p. 210.13-19 Tafel = 101.8-13 Bourbouhakis.

7 Clem. Alex. Paed. 3.4.26.1
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asks Telemachus and his companions if they are pirates, comparing the cultural
values embodied in this dialogue to those of savage tribes in his own day, and
Aristotle notes in the Politics (2.1268b.38) that the customs of the ancients
were simple and barbaric. As Paul Magdalino puts it, the aim of applying Homer-
ic style and allusions to the deeds of a twelfth-century emperor was to strip
“those deeds of their associations with both the world of Digenes Akrites and
the world of the Song of Roland” and reclothe “them in the impeccably Hellenic
garb of ancient epic.”® But by activating the primitive connotations of the Homer-
ic heroes, this encomiastic transubstantiation could be reversed, switching the
affinities with the blood-stained frontiersmen of medieval legend back on.
This is perhaps the case in Niketas Choniates’ historical account of the destruc-
tive regency of Andronikos I Komnenos. In recent years it has been noted that the
portrait of this emperor as an unstable fraudster presents itself as a convoluted
inversion of the Odyssey, alternating between the positive heroic and negative
antiheroic aspects of Odysseus as well as the monstrous beings he encounters
on his journey.® Against this background, a passage that follows directly upon
the account of Andronikos’ gruesome death has caused some confusion:

.DYIEWVOTATOG T GvBpWTIwY, OTL und’ dho@dyog NV kai Akpat®g Exwv koiag wg {wpo-
nOTNG Kal TEVONG, GAAG KaTd ToUG Opnpikovg fpwoag HAALOTA TOTG OTTTOTG TIPOGEKELTO TQ)
Tupi, 66ev 008’ Epuyyavovtd Tig ooV €Bedonto.”

He was the healthiest of men because he did not indulge in delicacies; neither was he in-
continent in matters of the stomach, a gourmand drinking neat wine, but in the manner of
Homeric heroes he preferred meats roasted over the fire, and thus no one ever saw him
belch. (transl. Magoulias)

Roderick Saxey suggests that “Choniates praises the Odyssean Andronikos for
his (very un-Homeric) gastronomic temperance”,** and tries to connect the allu-
sion to a story in Tzetzes’ Little Big Iliad (the source of which is Philostratus):
during a food crisis Palamedes suggests that the army should adopt a vegetarian
diet and all accept his proposal except for Odysseus." According to Saxey this
means that Andronikos failed to be an Odysseus in this aspect. But the point
in Choniates is hardly that Andronikos was a vegetarian, but rather that he is at-

8 Magdalino 1993, 431.

9 Basilikopoulou 1969-1970; Hunger 1978, 1.436-437; Gaul 2003; Efthymiades 2009, 108-109;
Saxey 2009; Kaldellis 2009, 85-86 and 93-94. On the portrait of Andronikos, see also Bourbou-
hakis 2009, 222-232.

10 Nic. Chon. hist. 351.59-62 van Dieten.

11 Saxey 2009, 125.

12 Tz. pukpopey. TA. 1.323-343, from Philostr. heroic. 33.14-18.
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tributed with a custom that was common to all Homeric heroes, namely that they
never eat boiled but always grilled meat. This was noted already by Plato," and
very frequently discussed in the scholarly tradition on Homer, including Eusta-
thios.* To give but one example, when Achilles and Patroclus carve and grill
their meat in the ninth rhapsody of the Iliad, Eustathios encourages his reader
to “note Achilles’ heroic simplicity and plainness here in the roasted meat and
other regards”.” This icon of heroic simplicity was apparently exploited by An-
dronikos himself in contexts of self-representation. Choniates claims that build-
ings erected by this emperor were decorated with

Biog dypotkikog kal oKnVATNG Kal £0Tiaolg £k TMV Bnpevopévwv oxéBLog kal avTog AvBpovL-
KOG HOTOMwVY avToyelpl Kpéag EAAPELOV | KATPOU povalovTog Kal ATV TEpLPPadews
Tupi, kal Toldd Etepa, OMOoK TekUNPLAley Exovat Blotov Gvdpog memoBoTog éml TOEW
Kal poppaig kal inmolg wkHmoot PevyovTog Te TNV éveykapévny 8t oikeiav dBeltnpiav i
Gpetnv.'®

scenes of rustic life, of tent-dwellers, and of improvised feasting on game, with Andronikos
cutting up deer meat or pieces of wild boar with his own hands and carefully roasting them
over the fire. Similar scenes also depicted the way of life of the man who is confident in the
use of bow, sword, and swift-footed horses and who flees his country because of his own
foolishness or virtue. (transl. Magoulias, modified)

We also learn that Andronikos’ “bodyguards slept at some distance from the im-
perial bedchamber while his dog was tied to the doors”,"” which is reminiscent of
Achilles’ companions, who are found sitting far away from the hero when Priam
visits the camp at the end of the Iliad. Along these lines, Eustathios comments
that “this custom is certainly in use even today among the Romans” (¢60¢ 61

13 Plat. resp. 3.404b—c.

14 See Schmidt 1976, 188-190. Pontani, this volume.

15 Eust. in Il. 749.10: Enpeiwoat 8¢ kal évtadba TV fPwikny &peAelav kol EDTEAELQV TRV £V OTT-
TOIG KpEaaL TOTG Katd TOV AXIAAER kat ToiG Aourtoig. Lindberg 1977, 225 refers to this very passage
as evidence that Eustathios associates the cooking of meals with the Hermogenean type of style
“Simplicity” (apheleia). This mistake is used by Roilos 2005 as the basis for a section on “The
Poetics of Euteleia” where it is repeatedly stated that Eustathios “associates literary discourse
on food and banquets with the styles of apheleia and euteleia” (Roilos 2005, 258, cf. 245), but
this is certainly not the case. Meals can be more or less humble or grandiose just as literary
styles can range from high to low. These can be combined in many different ways, but food is
not necessarily something apheles.

16 Nic. Chon. hist. 333.55-60 van Dieten.

17 Nic. Chon. hist. 322.48-50 van Dieten: oi pév yap owpato@OAakeg kol Sopu@dpot Grobév mov
ToD BagIAKOD KOIT@VOG VUKTOG KATNUVALOVTO, 0 8¢ ye khwv mpdg Toig BVpatg £6£8eTo. See also
Pontani 1994-2014, vol. 2.673.
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ToDTO Pwpaiorg £t kai viv &péokov), referring to the Byzantine court.® Accord-
ingly, the heroic excursus on the emperor’s eating habits following immediately
upon the account of his gruesome death, is a recapitulation of the image that he
himself wished to display. But just as the portrait of the warrior in the fresco is
ambiguous — we do not know whether he is leaving his homeland “because of
his own foolishness or virtue” — so is perhaps the association with the Homeric
heroes in general. The virtuousness constructed by literary and visual artists at
the behest of the emperor at the zenith of his reign was not difficult to dismantle
after his decline by accessing contradictory elements stratified in the scholarly
tradition: the anti-heroic and monstrous aspects of the Odyssey as well as the
‘simple life of the heroes’, not as positive frugality but negative crudeness. It
is for authors in these kinds of situations that Eustathios gathers such ‘useful’
items in his works.

Latins

Considering the political situation during this period, observations on the cus-
toms of the “Romans” (i.e. what we term the Byzantines) and the Latins
would be of particular importance. In Niketas Choniates’ description of Alexios
IV Angelos as a turncoat, the historian especially condemns him not only for his
religious conversion but also for “altering of the ancient customs of the Ro-
mans”.” We have seen that Homeric heroes and certain Byzantine emperors
eat grilled and never boiled meat, and so it is no coincidence that Choniates
stresses the fact that the Latin crusaders prepare their meat in cauldrons.?®
One of the most striking and immediately visible differences was that of facial
hair-style. On several occasions Niketas remarks in negative terms on the shaved
faces of the Latins;** his brother, Michael Choniates, harshly condemned the
members of his flock in Athens who had adopted this custom;** and Konstanti-
nos Stilbes included shaving in his list of the unorthodox practices of Western
priests.”?

18 Eust. in Il. 1349.40; cf. Eust. in Od. 1399.1-2.

19 Nic. Chon. hist. 540.20-23 van Dieten.

20 Nic. Chon. hist. 594.1-5 van Dieten.

21 Nic. Chon. hist. 575.64; 623.76-77; 647.9-10 van Dieten; see Pontani 1994-2014, vol. 2.645 and
vol. 3.570.

22 Mich. Chon. or. 2, p. 1.43.17-44.3 Lampros; cf. Magdalino 1993, 374-375.

23 Ed. Darrouzes 1963, 71; see further references on p. 94-95; Gounarides 1994, 162-166.
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Latin customs are indeed discussed in the Parekbolai but the tone is seldom
explicitly negative. Andrew Stone, pointing to frequent shifts in attitude towards
different peoples in Eustathios’ panegyrics, notes that: “in a fluid situation, such
as existed in the twelfth century, attitudes to different races in encomia are con-
comitantly fluid, and not static”.?* Here I will consider the way in which this flu-
idity affects the approach to Homeric customs in the Parekbolai. The topic war-
rants a brief digression on the possibilities of tracing the textual genesis of the
Parekbolai in the structure of the authorial manuscripts preserving these works
(Laur. plut. LIX, 2 & 3 (= L) for the Iliad and Marc. Gr. 460 (= M) and Par. gr. 2702
(= P) for the Odyssey) in relation to occurrences in Eustathios’ life. In Eustathios’
account of the capture of Thessaloniki during the time of his episcopacy in 1185,
a long section is devoted to various signs from God of the imminent calamity that
had appeared in Thessaloniki before the Normans arrived: virtuous men had vi-
sions, saints wept in their icons, processions were invisibly obstructed, and so
on; but every warning was ignored.?

This thought found its way into the Parekbolai too. In relation to the rain of
blood sent by Zeus before a battle in the Iliad (11.52-55), Eustathios reports that
“Not long ago, close to the Vardar river, or Axios, in the region of the Macedoni-
ans, a thick hail shower mixed with blood was witnessed”.?® This is found in the
main text of L, but in the margin of the manuscript Eustathios later added a note,
drawing the conclusion that this hail shower witnessed some years earlier close
to Thessaloniki “was an omen, it seems, of misfortunes, the experience of which
struck in the devastation of the neighbouring city”,* clearly referring to the cap-
ture of the city. Since the authorial manuscripts M and P containing the Parek-
bolai on the Odyssey were both produced after the capture, marginalia as well
as main text,”® we lack such indications about textual genesis in this case, but
at least we know that it is possible that certain entries in the text might have
been added after this traumatic event.

Let us now consider the example of hairstyles. In the Capture of Thessaloni-
ki, Eustathios tells us that the Norman invaders gathered together the inhabi-
tants of the city and brutally cut their hair short and shaved their beards, forcing
them to conform with their own customs. In his representation of this act Eusta-

24 Stone 2001, 231.

25 Eust. capt. Thess. 140.8-142.25 Kyriakidis.

26 Eust. in Il. 830.11-12: TeBewpntat 8¢ o0 1po moAAoD kal TAg Mokedovwy Yiig mepl TOV gite
‘Aklov eite Bapdaplov katappayeloa D@apog adpd xdhalo.

27 Eust. in II. 830.12: onpaivouoa, wg #otke, Setvd, MV i Melpa PET’ 00 TOAD KaTAPAEEV &M dmw-
Aela Tiig yeitovog moAew; see van der Valk 1971-1987, 1.xiv.

28 See Cullhed 2012 with references.
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thios adds an antiquarian remark: “Such was, I think, the proverbial Hectorean
hairstyle”.” In the ancient texts this style was generally described as the mod-
ern-day, equally heroic ‘mullet’,*® i.e. cut short on the top but long in the
back, but Eustathios seems to envisage it as the raised bowl cut of the Normans.
This identification seems to be related to the definition in Hesychius, where it is
simply defined as “flowing all around the shoulders” (t0ig Wpolg mepikexLUEVT),
and furthermore described as a Trojan custom that has been taken over by the
Daunii and the Peucetii, both peoples of southern Italy.>* In the Parekbolai on
the Iliad the Hectorean cut is mentioned twice: once when Eustathios notes
that Hector is not blond like Achilles, “but still a Hectorean haircut is widely
celebrated, that which flows all around (rmepikexvpévn), as they say”;* and
once in a marginal addition in ms. L, listing various barbarian hair-styles collect-
ed from lexica and scholia.® There is no explicit reference to the Latins in any of
these cases, but in an entry in the Parekbolai on the Odyssey we can see that the
attitude towards the hair style has changed:

Omep ot Aatwvondeig [...] BragovTal TOV Twywva Tf| GUVEXET €V Xp@ Koupd, SoKelv TAVTOTE
ApTL yeveldokew. kal avTol pev &ripovsbwoav.>
Those who make use of the Latin custom [...] commit violence upon their beard by cutting it

close to the skin, in order to always seem as though they were just getting their beard. And
let them suffer dishonour for it!

Now — as I believe, after the capture of Thessaloniki — the Latin custom is char-
acterized as an act of violence that needs to be condemned.

We find another rather extraordinary example of such a change of perspec-
tive in the Parekbolai pertaining to the fist book of the Odyssey. Being a Roman
himself, Eustathios takes note of scholia pointing to correspondences between
Homeric and Roman customs. He is well aware of the story about Aeneas as
the founder of Rome,* and frequently calls attention to connections between
the Trojans and the Romans. He follows the Alexandrian critics in noting that
only Trojan women wear long, trailing robes (they are helkesipeploi and bathykol-

29 Eust. capt. Thess. 130.2 Kyriakidis: omoia Tig oipou kai 7 mopoualopévn EXTEpeLog kovpa.
30 See Pollux 2.30 = Timaeus, FGrH 566 F 54; schol. vet. Lycophr. 1133.

31 Hsch. € 1745, which ultimately probably derives from the Sicilian historian Timaeus (see Ja-
coby’s note on FGrH 566 F 54).

32 Eust. in I 1276.29-30: kal Spwg mepiddetat kOun EKTOPELOG, 1| TIEPIKEXVHEVT, Qaoiv. See
Miihmelt 1965, 26; Austin 1972.

33 Eust. in Il. 1292.61-62.

34 Eust. in Od. 1658.61-62.

35 See esp. Eust. in II. 1209.7-17.
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poi) in Homer,*® and concludes that this custom was transferred to the Romans
from the Trojans.?” Occasionally, he also identifies links between the Achaeans
and the Romans, drawing on material that derives directly or indirectly from
the scholarly efforts in late Hellenistic times to emphasize the significance of
Greek settlers in the formation of the Roman people. Most prominent among
such sources is Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who argued that Rome was founded
by Greeks, basing his argument on observations concerning language (Philoxe-
nus had previously regarded Latin as a Greek dialect) and customs, many of
which attested in Homer.?® On the same grounds Aristodemus of Nysa even ar-
gued that Homer was a Roman.>® In the fifteenth book of the Iliad where Ajax
swings himself from one chariot to another, it is noted in an exegetical scholium
dating probably to the Imperial Age that this still happens in Rome (kai viiv &v
‘Pwpn motodat Tveg).*® Eustathios paraphrases this note including the statement
about Rome (xai viv év Pwpn todTo yivetal), and then finally adds that such a
spectacle had been witnessed “even among us”, i.e. in Eustathios’ own time,
probably in Constantinople.** A distinction is thus drawn between three histor-
ical moments: The Homeric world, ancient Rome and twelfth-century Constanti-
nople. In some instances Eustathios seems to preserve such notices from the Ho-
meric scholia that have been lost, as when he notes that the gods in the Iliad
raise their glasses before drinking just as the Romans do.*? In other cases the na-
ture of his source is more difficult to determine, as when he mentions Roman
cock-fights and even knows that they were preceded by the public announce-
ment in Latin: “pulli pugnant” (kfpvkog mPOPWVODVTOG TO “TIODAAL
novyvavt”).?

All of the aforementioned “Roman” customs are noted in the Parekbolai on
the Iliad and occur in the main text of the authorial manuscript, indicating that
they were all made while the author was still in Constantinople. We are told by
the author that a fuller discussion can be found in the Parekbolai on the Odyssey:
“It has been shown in the Odyssey that the Homeric poems are brimming also

36 schol. A Il. 2.484; schol. T Il. 18.339; schol. A II. 24.215b; EGen. 3 5.

37 Eust. inIl. 654.41; 682.2-3;1260.56; in Od. 1491.31-33. See also ps. Aristot. mirab. auscult. 840b
and the annotation in Cullhed (2016) ad loc.

38 Dion. Hal. ant. Rom. 1.20; Philox. fr. 311-322 Theodoridis; Tyrann. fr. 63 Haas. See Ascheri
2011.

39 See vit. Hom. 6, p. 251.18-26 Allen; Dubuisson 1987; Heath 1998.

40 schol. T II. 15.683-84.

41 Eust. in II. 1037.55-59.

42 Eust. in Il. 436.23-24; cf. also 882.16 on double patronymics.

43 Eust. in Il. 740.48-50; cf. Koukoules 1953, 88.



Achaeans on Crusade — 293

with Roman customs”.** But we look in vain for the fulfillment of this promise.
What we do find, however, is an extensive section dealing with Latin customs:

‘Totéov 8¢ [...] kal 6Tt TV el xep@v 1 oupPoln €owkev €€ EAAVwVY Emiywptaoat Toig
Aartivolg petd kol GAAwv pupiwv £0@v: oMol yap T@v EAMVwV ol pév EkOVTEG PHETOIKNA-
CAVTES, €T’ 0DV AMOIKAGAVTES, oi 8¢ Kkai peTd TV Tiig Thiov Awatv €ig T& katd T Trokiav
SlekniecdvTteg ywpia TV € &Ptv T@V Se&ldv, WG elkog, SiESwkav Toig £kel. kal GAwv 8¢
€0V EAMVIKGV €ketvolg petédwkav, @v ‘Opnpog pépvntat 6 “EAAQV 6o@dg, 6moiov Tt
Kal 1 TG Staitng &mAdTnG Kal O mportivety GAAAA0LG Se€lovpévoug Ekmwpact Kal TO TayyD-
HVoUG VOKTWP KABeLBELY Kal TO VIO yuvauk@v Aoveabat Kot TO TAG TTOAAAG TV YUVAIK®V pr
€0EAEWV TIpOo@aiveLy TG TPOOWTA, [...] Kol TO Tovg Gvdpag yAaivag dpméxeabau [...] wooTwg
‘EAANVIKOV Kol TO YOVumeToDVTaG IKETEVEWY €ite Kai kabnuévoug, [...] kal T TOv evpukpei-
ovta 8¢ WaG TvOg TIOAEWS GpXEWV TOTG GANOLG GPLEVTA TAG AOUTAG TIPO@av@s EAANVIKOV.
val prv kal T &v Srunyopialg mavtwv KaBnUEVWY TV GUVEINEYHEVWY EVa TIVG S yopElv
iotapevov kal 10 T0ig deomoTarg ouykadijobat Tovg BeparmevovTag, (owg 8¢ kal TO TAG KePa-
AGg axkatakaAdTToug ExEw. [...] 00 povov 8¢ €0n EAAnvika Toig kel Emendlacav, GAAG kal
Aé€erg ‘EAAnvikal moMad kol pdhota Awplot évamépevay, el kal xpovyw Dotepov amm-
xpewwdnoav t& EAANvik& Ovopata mapdkomna yeyovota kai Bappapa, g kal mepl TovTOL
AUTOD TPAYHOTEIRL GKPIPETG TIOL TV TIOAXLDV EKTEEMOVIVTAL. TO HEVTOL TV YUVAUKDV EAKE-
otmemov, aig 6 Mémhog &v @ Bodilety EpéhkeTal 81t O PadD ToD ipaTiopod, ein &v KAfpog
101G Ttohoig €k Tob TpwikoD Aiveiov: EAAnvig yap yuvr oUte BaBimenhog olte EAkeotirme-
mAog Top’ ‘Opnpw evpntar.

One must also know [...] that the joining of right hands seems to have been transferred from
the Hellenes to the Latins together with thousands of other customs. For many Hellenes
willingly metoikésan, that is “emigrated to”, the regions of Italy, whereas others were scat-
tered over these lands after the capture of Ilium, and it seems as though they transmitted
the joining of right hands to the inhabitants there. They also gave them other Hellenic cus-
toms that Homer mentions, the wise Hellene, such as the simple way of living, the act of
drinking after greeting each other with their cups, the habit of sleeping completely
naked at night, to be washed by women and the fact that most women do not want to
show their faces [...], and that the men wrap themselves in chlainai |[...]. It is likewise a cus-
tom of the Hellenes to kneel or sit down when supplicating, [...] and that the “wide-ruling
chief” is the leader of one single city but leaves the remaining ones to the others is clearly
Hellenic, and indeed also that in public speeches the one man who speaks stands up while
all who have gathered sit down, and that the servants sit together with their masters, and
perhaps also that they have their heads uncovered [...] And it was not only Hellenic customs
that came to them living there, but also many Hellenic words and especially the Doric ones
remained, even if afterwards the Hellenic nouns degenerated with time and became false
and barbaric, and on this subject some of the ancients produced accurate treatises. How-
ever, the custom of women being “robe-trailing”, wearing robes that are dragged when they

44 Eust. in Il. 404.6 (811 8¢ [...] membkvwtat kol Pwpdikolg Eeatv 7 ‘Opnpkn moinatg, év '0dvo-
oeig dednAwTan).
45 Eust. in Od. 1398.55-1399.10.
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walk because of the length of their garments, came to the Italians from Aeneas the Trojan.
For no Hellenic woman is found to be “deep-robed” or “robe-trailing” in Homer.

The list includes two customs that we have previously seen ascribed to the Ro-
mans: Latin men raise their glasses in a toast before drinking and the women are
“robe-trailing”. Evidently, this section originated as a collection of Roman cus-
toms in Homer but at some point it was modified and expanded by the author,
and it is very likely that this revision occurred in connection with Eustathios’ in-
teractions with the Latins in Thessalonike around 1185. The lifestyle of these en-
emies, barbarians but also descendants of the Romans and occupants of the ter-
ritory of Ancient Rome, seems to have reminded him of the heroes. In particular
we should note that the customs concerning women (that they wash the men
and veil their faces) were exotic elements of the Homeric world that Makrembo-
lites had exploited for the Hellenic mise en scéne of Hysmine and Hysminias,*°
but Eustathios curiously observed similar behaviors among the Latins. Another
undeniable difference between the heroic world and Byzantine culture was the
concept of kingship. Although Eustathios appreciated the Iliad almost as a Mir-
ror for princes, describing it as a basilikon pragma,* he knew that Agamemnon’s
supremacy was a temporary measure “in order that the joint fighting should not
be torn asunder by having a multitude of rulers (polyarchia)”.*® The normal sys-
tem of many basileis ruling over different parts of the Greek-speaking world was
fundamentally different from the Imperial system of the Byzantines with its one
single emperor (basileus). Here he spells out the obvious: it seems more similar
to feudalism and the multitude of ethnic groups found in the West — the analogy
of the ‘Mycenean baron’ that we find in modern scholarship too.*’

There is a sense in which this section is surprising. The most common reac-
tion towards the increased presence of Westerners in the empire during the cru-
sades was to decrease the significance of the Trojan and Italic components in the
cultural narrative of Byzantium and bolster up the Hellenic, a process that would
culminate in Niketas Choniates’ famous designation of the Latins as “descend-
ants of Aeneas” in his account of the capture of Constantinople.”® Based on
the incontrovertible evidence of language and literary culture, the Byzantines

46 Jouanno 2005, 25-27 (who does not mention the scholarly tradition discussed here but offers
acute observations on affinities between Eustathios’ comments on the heroic world and Euma-
thios Makrembolites’ Hysmine & Hysminias).

47 Eust. in Il 4.24.

48 Eust. in Il. 57.24-31.

49 Vernant 1982, 33.

50 Nic. Chon. hist. 652.81-83 van Dieten; see Kaldellis 2007, 299-300.
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“claimed to be the lawful and sole descendants of the ancient Greeks”.>! Howev-
er, this passage in the Parekbolai seems to deviate from the norm, revitalizing the
sort of arguments that we find in Dionysius of Halicarnassus and thereby implic-
itly designating the Latins not only as Romans but as Greco-Romans, culturally
and linguistically. The gain of this operation is indicated in the first item in the
list: the Latins share with the Homeric heroes their “simple way of living”. Eusta-
thios is in effect making the same claim as Thucydides or Aristotle, that the cus-
toms of the Homeric heroes are not unlike the barbarians of his own day. This
uncivilized aspect of the Latins is a motif found in the Capture as well:

0i 8¢ kol &Awg eig TOGOV dypotkikdg ixov, BG LNdE dpOaALOTG ToTe StohaBécbat Sokelv &
omovdaldTepa. Avéolg yov omelp&paat Kal oakKiolg kal pakeoty dyadd kal oA kal Tl
€ykelpeva mpog Epv AVaAEYOHEVOL, T& HEV EVBOV EEEPPITTOUV GVOLYOVTEG TG TV AyYElWV
otopata Kal ouvendtovy, Ta 8¢ dypela Soyela eig kOATOLG MapéPuov, OPoAlaia WG T&
7oA Gvta. Kai TolobTol pév ol mAeiovg Td mp@ta év Akuf TAS apmayiig EneAdovTeg 8¢
ol HeT’ aOTOVG Kal of PeT EKelvoug ETL €POPTIfOVTO TG EKKENUMEVA KOAX Kai TAoDTOV
ouvédeyov. "Hoav 8¢ kai avTol dyevveilg dypotkol kai ovSEv doteiov memaidevpévol. Toig
yoUv Kat’ umoplav mapaTeTuXnKOoL Kai eite ioXvOTEPOV | IPOG TIOY0G Suvapévolg KTdobat
T épmoAwpeva Bpayy Tt AapBavovteg katAaTToV Ta T@ Piw Tipa.>

So lacking in civilised ways were they in fact, that they seemed to be unable to perceive
with their eyes what were the objects of greater value. At all events, they struggled to collect
many fine and valuable objects which were stored in wrappings or bags or cloths of linen,
and when they opened the mouths of containers they threw away the contents and tram-
pled upon them, while they stuffed the useless containers themselves into their bosoms,
most of them worth no more than an obol. Such at any rate was the behaviour of the ma-
jority of those who were present when the looting was at its peak. But those who followed
on after them, and those who arrived still later, began to load themselves with what had
been scattered around, and managed to amass a great deal of wealth. But even these
were rough fellows of no breeding, with no education or refinement. So they bartered
away things that are precious in life with those who came their way seeking to do trade,
accepting a meagre recompense whether the others were able to buy sparingly or in
bulk. (transl. Melville Jones)

By comparing the Latins to the Achaeans in the Parekbolai, they are presented as
crude pirates and pillagers in the same spirit as in this passage.

51 Ciggaar 2003, 110-111.
52 Eust. capt. Thess. 146.30-148.9 Kyriakidis.
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Conclusion

Eustathios’ interest in the scholarly tradition dealing with the simple life of the
heroes was not mere antiquarianism, but a systematic search for culturally sig-
nificant yet highly malleable lore that would be useful in representations of men
in power as well as the identity of the Byzantines themselves and other peoples.
It could be deployed not only with positive connotations of frugality but also
with negative overtones of primitiveness. A notable example of the latter kind
of association is found in a long list in the Parekbolai on the Odyssey comparing
the simple life of the heroes with that of contemporary Latins. Here, Eustathios
offers his reader observations that could be used to blame them for retaining
habits that his own more sophisticated Greco-roman culture has outgrown.
The Latins are brutal barbarians from the west, yet there is something forceful
and heroic about their simplicity that only makes the threat all the greater.
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John Melville-Jones

Eustathios as a Source for Historical
Information. Decoding Indirect Allusions in
his Works

In the prologue to his notes on the Iliad (Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem perti-
nentes or IapekPolai ei¢ 1rv Ounpov Thidba), Eustathios says that Homer is
like an ocean® from which almost every kind of wisdom springs. Like Homer, Eu-
stathios is also an ocean allegorically. This is the reason that we have so many
studies inspired by his work on the Homeric poems, his oratorical and theolog-
ical publications, and by his one historical work, an account of the capture of
Thessaloniki by the Normans in A.D. 1185.

Some years ago I produced a translation of this account of the siege and cap-
ture of the city.? In this study I am offering a slightly revised translation of the
introduction to the work (its mpoBewpia), with an interpretation of it.> This
reads as follows:

1. The captures of cities are generally reported in the same manner, whether by historical inqui-
ries (ioTopovpeval), or by being written down (cuyypa@opevar). But a narrator will not necessa-
rily deal with everything that has occurred, and the events that are selected will not be treated in
the same way by both kinds of writer. The historian (kafiotop@Vv), writing without personal in-
volvement, will on occasion take a theological point of view, or will develop his narrative accord-
ing to his natural abilities. He will also decorate his narrative with embellishments more fre-
quently, and will adorn it with descriptions of places and monuments; in short, since he is
speaking without having been affected by the disaster, he can choose his words to please the
listener. He will also not avoid reporting things that are no more than probabilities, on the as-
sumption that since he himself was not involved in the catastrophe that took place and was not
affected by it, he can be impartial.

As | begin to deliver what is almost the last speech at our conference, | can say with confidence
that the event has been a great success. There are two reasons for this. In the first place, the
organisers have done a wonderful job. Secondly, we have to thank Eustathios himself. He was
so productive, in so many areas, that the decision to make him the subject of a conference like
this was a brilliant one.

1 Eust. in Il. 1.9-22.

2 Melville-Jones 1988.

3 It is often necessary to make small revisions in a translation, depending on the context in
which it is to be discussed. So the translation that is offered here differs slightly from the one
that was printed in the book mentioned above.
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2. So much for the historical investigator (6 T& mpog ioTopiav dnAdv). The eyewitness reporter (6
ouYyypa@opevog), on the other hand, whose life has been tinged (ypwTtiofeic) by the disaster, will
of necessity attempt to incorporate all these features, but to a lesser degree, since he ought to
emphasise the catastrophe alone. He should also do this in a manner that is in accordance
with his own personal quality. For if, on the one hand, he is a layman, there is no reason to
blame him if he exaggerates the pathos of the story; but if he is dedicated to the spiritual
life, and sees that between grieving and giving thanks to the Lord there is not a strong barrier,
but an enormous gulf, he will refrain from mourning extravagantly. And just as such a person
would not dance playfully in the midst of sorrows, so he would not add ornaments to his lan-
guage in a manner more suited to a lament in a tragic kopp6g when relating a tale of gloomy
disasters. Again, following the same principle, he will make use of other narrative techniques
with restraint, and he will not introduce incredible rumours, as a historian who was not involved
in the action might, or use other material of the kind that is contrived by those writers who have
played no part in the catastrophe, but seize the opportunity to advance themselves and display
their erudition.

3. The present work will soon show what sort of a writer I am. The account that follows will of
necessity begin with the catastrophe itself, since it is not possible for one who was himself part
of these pitiful events not to treat them in tragic fashion, at first at any rate. Then, putting grief to
one side, and after condemning the author of this disaster and his accomplice, it will be possible
for us to relate the course of events distinctly and clearly, and in a suitably elevated style. Our
account will sometimes be written simply when this is appropriate, and at other times in a more
polished manner, and beginning with the introduction (and nothing is more important than
this), it will then pass on to the events, following a sequence and an arrangement which
allow for some discussion, and will again handle the details of the capture of the city, but
more broadly; this is essential, because it is the fundamental purpose of the narrator’s work.
4. Also, because the deity shows signs to us in such matters, signs which in this affair also ap-
peared quite clearly beforehand, this record will, so far as is appropriate, touch on such things.
And it will not refrain from setting out the sinful causes that led to the catastrophe, such as the
recorders of contemporary events quite reasonably include in their accounts. Our narrative will
in fact make a brief attempt to reveal such causes at the end of the whole work, with a didactic
purpose. For the time when it has been read aloud and published is none other than that at
which the preliminaries to the holy days of fasting are resounding in our ears, so that the
story that began in one way, by relating the sufferings of the city, ends in instruction of a sacred
kind (Eustathios, The Capture, ed. Kyriakides, 3.11-4.21).

This introduction has an unusual tone. It seems to present an impression of gen-
uine modesty on the part of the author, rather different from the mock modesty
that he sometimes exhibited in his speeches. When one thinks of the numerous
major written works that Eustathios had already produced, this may seem sur-
prising. In fact, however, it is not so surprising, because he was venturing into
a genre of writing in which he had not previously produced anything.* In addi-

4 Eustathios was very skilful in mixing genres. Of course, his historical work is a novel mixture
(kpdpa kawvov), a new generic category including and combining different structural elements
delivered from the tradition of history and rhetoric. On Eustathios’ ability in this area, see Lind-
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tion, although he could feel confident that he had for many years demonstrated
his skill as an orator, elevating the complex style in which orations to the emper-
or were presented to what was perhaps the highest level ever achieved by a By-
zantine author, and as a theologian, he knew that his critics (and many of his
fellow orators would have enjoyed the opportunity to find fault with his work)
would be eagerly waiting to see if they could find ways of expressing unfavour-
able criticisms of the way in which he had composed this account of a historical
event. We also have to remember that since, as the last sentence shows, he was
preparing to deliver this account of the siege as a speech at the beginning of
Lent,” he would have been working to a deadline, and needed to find reasons
for omitting material that some of his critics might have claimed was essential.

In the first paragraph, Eustathios distinguishes the ‘historian’ (meaning the
writer who ‘inquires’ into events after they have happened), from ‘the person
who writes things down’ (6 ouyypa@opevog).® Since his other writings, like
those of contemporary orators, demonstrate a good knowledge of the major clas-
sical Greek authors, there can be no doubt that he had in mind the traditional
distinction between Herodotus (who wrote a history of the Persian invasions
and the events leading up to them a generation after they had ended, basing
his work on existing writings and the memories of others) and Thucydides,
whose history of the Peloponnesian War was to a great extent based on his
own lifetime experiences. He was implying that he could be compared with
the latter, as a recorder of contemporary events.

Moving on, we notice that Eustathios claims that the ouyypa@opevog will not
engage in descriptions of the beauties of the city. We should interpret this as a
cloaked reference to the account of an earlier siege of Thessaloniki, written
about a hundred and eighty years earlier by John Kaminiates, which did indeed
contain a short £kgpaotg describing its beauties.” In this way, Eustathios is de-

berg 1977, 192-199; Agapitos 1998; Id. 2003, 12; Kolovou 2006, 22*-23*, 54*-57*. See especially
on Eustathios’s one historical work as a mixture of genres Sarris 1994, 99-104.

5 The speech at the beginning of Lent as a rhetorical genre was a favourable and familiar kind
of speech to Eustathios. Further, see Schonauer 2006.

6 On the term ovyypa@opevog in Eustathios’s Capture, see further Melville-Jones 1988, 230-232;
Leone 1964, 268; Sarris 1994, 74-86.

7 John Kaminiates, ed. G. Bohlig, paragraphs 3.2-11.5. See also the English translation with com-
mentary by D. Frendo and A. Fotiou, 2000. For a good analysis of Kaminiates’ work in this re-
spect, see Panagopoulos 2014, 181-202. The date of this account was questioned by Kazhdan
1978, 310-14, but although the questions that he raised deserve to be answered, it is still gener-
ally accepted that it does indeed belong to the tenth century (see Frendo and Fotiou 2000,
xxxvii-xxxix, and Tsaras 1988, 43-58).
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flecting criticism, and he is also aligning himself with Thucydides, rather than
with Herodotus.

On the other hand, he spent much more time than might seem necessary on
creating a biographical picture of the recently deceased emperor Andronikos I
Komnenos. This not only complemented the information provided by Niketas
Choniates,® but it also allowed Eustathios to vent his anger on a man of
whose manner of life he evidently disapproved, and who, in addition, as he be-
lieved, had caused the fall of his city to the invaders by appointing a weak and
cowardly man, David Komnenos, to be in charge of its defence.

So in composing his cvyypaegr| Eustathios introduced some personal ele-
ments, and we must be grateful for this, because we can enjoy certain passages,
written with considerable feeling, which are memorable. These are to a great ex-
tent to be found in the passages that relate to Andronikos, such as the emperor’s
reply to the rumor that the young Alexios II, whom he had caused to be mur-
dered, was still alive and was in Sicily, when he joked that in that case ‘he
must be a very good swimmer’® (an allusion to the ancient Greek myth of Are-
thousa). As an extreme example, we can see the way in which, allowing his
imagination to become heated, he describes the relationship of the sixty-five
year old emperor with the very young bride, Agnes-Anna of France,'® whom
he married after arranging for the death of Alexios, to whom she had been be-
trothed. Of course, the reason for this ‘marriage’ was to prevent Agnes-Anna
from being married off to any rival for power, and Andronikos certainly never
lacked other female company. But Eustathios wrote, giving his imagination
free rein:

... and after having experienced a different kind of gentle loving, the little princess loathed
the roughness of Andronicus. Sometimes, they say, she would imagine in her dreams that
she saw the young Alexius, and would cry out his name, and she alone knew what she suf-
fered (Eustathios, The Capture, ed. Kyriakides, 52.26-52.29).

Slightly later, and perhaps picking up on what Eustathios had written, the histor-
ian Niketas Choniates, less restricted in what he could write, developed this
theme further, and outdid Eustathios considerably, placing this imaginary de-
scription of the relationship at the beginning of his account of the time after An-
dronikos became emperor:

8 The Historia of Niketas Choniates devoted two books to the reign of Andronikos I.

9 Eust. capt. Thess. 52.21-52.23 Kyriakides.

10 On Agnes-Anna of France see particularly Cesaretti 2006. On the passage of Niketas Choni-
ates see Pontani 1999, 619-620.
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And he, with the stink of age upon him, was not ashamed to lie unlawfully with his neph-
ew’s pink-cheeked tender bride who had not yet completed her eleventh year, the withered
suitor embracing the unripe maiden, the old man in his dotage clasping the damsel with
pointed breasts, the shrivelled and languid greybeard clinging to the rosy-fingered girl drip-
ping with the early morning dew of love (Niketas Choniates, Hist. 275-276 van Dieten).

So much for Eustathios’s only work of purely historical writing. However, mod-
ern historians can find much of interest in his other works, principally in the
public orations that he gave at appropriate religious festivals, or on other occa-
sions. Much has already been done to decode the often obscure references to his-
torical events in these speeches by Peter Wirth (2000) and Paul Magdalino
(1996), and more recently, by Gerasimos Merianos (2008), and a great step for-
ward has been made by Andrew Stone (2013),** who has published translations,
edited with an introduction and copious notes, of six of the speeches that Eusta-
thios gave when he was at the peak of his career (Eustathios of Thessaloniki, Sec-
ular Orations 1167/8 to 1179). The six speeches are as follows: the Greek letters
after their titles indicate their placing in Wirth’s publication (2000):

The Speech on the Occasion of a Drought (IT)

This speech, combined with some information preserved by John Kinnamos,
makes it clear that when a severe drought impacted upon Constantinople in
1167-1168, the emperor took steps to improve the supply of water to the city.
The water supply of Constantinople has been the subject of many studies during
the last sixty years, most recently by J. Crow and others,* although their study
does not refer to Eustathios’s speech.

The Epiphany Oration of 1174 (O)

This speech praises the emperor for his performance at the siege of Zeugminon
in 1165, refers to other recent victories against the Turks, and against the Ger-
mans and Venetians who had besieged Ancona,” and develops the theme of a
restoration of the Pax Romana. There are also references to the Second Crusade,
in which both the French and the German armies travelled by way of Constanti-

11 Stone’s studies of Eustathios’s rhetorical works form a valuable contribution to the history of
this period. See also, Stone 2000; Id. 2001; Id. 2003; Id. 2004; Id. 2006; Id. 2007; Id. 2010.
12 Crow-Bardill-Bayliss 2008.

13 For an account of this, see Boncompagno da Signa, The History of the Siege of Ancona, trans-
lated with a commentary by Stone (2002). The commentary treats the Byzantine aspects of this
event in some detail.
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nople, and were suspected of plotting to seize that city, and to a mysterious
‘shipwreck’, real or metaphorical, that was suffered by the Normans.

The Epiphany Oration of 1176 (M)

This oration praises the emperor for other victories, the most important being
over the ‘Dalmatians’ (i.e., the Serbs), which led to a period of imprisonment suf-
fered by Stefan Nemanja at Constantinople, and over the ‘Paionians’ (i.e., Hun-
garians), where particular emphasis is placed on the spiked mace as a weapon
used with terrifying effect by Byzantine cavalry. There are also allusions to the
theological controversy (over the interpretation of John 14.28, ‘My Father is great-
er than I’), in which Manuel involved himself, and again to a ‘shipwreck’ that
had been suffered by the Normans, perhaps one that had actually occurred at
an earlier time as they attempted to send a fleet to attack Constantinople, al-
though the allusions to it in this speech are hard to interpret.

The Speech for the Grand Hetaireiarch John Doukas (\)

This oration would have been much more meaningful to its audience when it
was delivered than it is now, because we have insufficient knowledge of contem-
porary events in Thessaloniki. It seems to have been delivered because John Dou-
kas had been sent to Thessaloniki to support Eustathios against elements in the
city that were dissatisfied with him. A certain Lependrenos is mentioned, and
seems to have caused problems, but since the references are so obscure, and
no other source mentions him, it is not possible to do more than speculate
about the meaning of these words. The speech also refers to the emperor’s recent
successes in his military campaigns.

The Disembarkation Speech/Welcoming Oration for Agnes of France (E)

The young French princess™ came to Constantinople in 1179 as the bride prom-
ised to Alexios Komnenos. It is clear that the relationship with France and its
ruler Louis VII has been strengthened by this alliance of the royal families.
The speech contains an exciting description of the princess’s arrival by sea. It
also dwells on the young Alexios, the imperial heir, and attributes to him, in
spite of his youth, a successful intercession on behalf of a group of Turkish en-
voys which had recently come to Constantinople.

14 For this speech see particularly Stone 2003; Cesaretti 2006.
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An Imperial Oration of Autumn 1179 (N)

This, like the oration for Agnes, was delivered in Constantinople. It has an un-
usual note of pessimism in some paragraphs which refer to dealings with the
Turks, suggesting that each generation of Komnenian emperors has experienced
greater difficulties in dealing with them. A long section lists some of the achieve-
ments of the previous Komnenian emperors (with particular praise being ex-
pressed towards the achievements of Alexios I), but it is clear that although Man-
uel has recently won some victories, the general situation is not good.” On the
other hand, the emperor has recently visited Thessaloniki, and, not for the first
time, benefited the city through various measures,'® probably including an im-
provement in its fortifications.

It will be clear from these notes, and from a study of any of these speeches,
that the orations that Eustathios composed for special occasions contain many
historical references that are sometimes helpful for modern historians when
they try to interpret the history of the Komnenian period. The indirect allusions
that are made to events that would have required no explanation for a contem-
porary audience are sometimes difficult to interpret for modern readers, but
when the difficulties are surmounted, the results can often be rewarding.
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Gerasimos Merianos

More than a Shepherd to his Flock:
Eustathios and the Management of
Ecclesiastical Property

It goes without saying that the bishop’s office entailed managerial and adminis-
trative duties which surpassed his theological and pastoral role. These duties
were of paramount importance; estate management, in particular, was a major
concern for any bishop, since it was linked with the prosperity of the diocese
and was considered an indication of successful administration.! Suffice it to
say that the Second Council of Nicaea (787) devoted several canons to the man-
agement of the property of the Church; for example, it confirmed canon 26 of the
Council of Chalcedon (451),2 concerning the obligation of bishoprics to appoint
an oikonomos (steward), and extended it to monasteries too (can. 11).> In the
twelfth century the role of the Church as a great landowner had long been estab-
lished; it should be noted, though, that the landed wealth of monasteries most
probably exceeded that of the secular Church.*

Information concerning Eustathios’ actual administrative role is sparse and
indirect in his own literary work. It would be rather unexpected for Eustathios to
make extensive references to this kind of activity, since, on the one hand, as the
‘bishop of bishops’ in Thessaloniki, he had specialized personnel under his au-
thority to deal with the mundane details of administration.” On the other hand,
owing precisely to its characteristics, this kind of activity would have been worth
mentioning only in a special context. It is thus fortunate that Eustathios makes
relevant allusions to the topic in his treatise On the Improvement of Monastic Life.

Before commenting on these references, I would like to recall the context in
which the work was written. Probably composed in Constantinople between 1180
and 1185,° it was fostered by the controversy between Eustathios and Thessalo-

1 Angold 1995, 145-146.

2 Concilium universale Chalcedonense, can. 26 (ACO 2.1.2, p. 163 [359]). Cf. Rapp 2005, 218-219.
On the office of oikonomos, see Leontaritou 1996, 352-435.

3 Concilium universale Nicaenum secundum, can. 11 (Rhalles/Potles 1852-1859, II, p. 590). Cf. Le-
fort 2002, 285; Papagianni 2002, 1060.

4 Lefort 2002, 292; Angold 2009, 242.

5 On this personnel, see Chatziantoniou 2007a, 229-269; Chatziantoniou 2007b.

6 Metzler 2006a, 15, 18, 23-24, 290, 302; also Schonauer 2005, 712.
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nian monks, especially abbots and monks of the higher order (peyaAooyxnpor),” a
controversy which, as Karin Metzler argues, eventually led to an indictment
against the archbishop.® Eustathios must have intended to use this work as a
means of influencing developments exactly where they had to take place, in
the capital. Seen in this perspective, the goal of Eustathios’ treatise was not
just to ameliorate the monks’ behavior through admonition. Its tone is polemi-
cal, describing the decline of contemporary monastic life, and laying emphasis
on the monks’ worldly activities in the wider area of Thessaloniki.® Some of the
monks’ shortcomings underlined in this treatise were: insatiable thirst for max-
imizing profits and acquisition of property; provocative ignorance combined
with disdain for learning; and, of course, a desire to shuffle off episcopal over-
sight.’® Eustathios’ critical stance against monastic misconduct permeates other
works of his as well,** such as On Hypocrisy** and Address to a Thessalonian Styl-
ite,® and it appears even in his Commentary on the Odyssey, where Eustathios’
contemporary anchorites — characterized as independent (aVTOoKpaTOPEG BVTES
eavt@wv) — are likened to Cyclopes.™

Identifying the composition of the audience to which the treatise on the im-
provement of monasticism was addressed is crucial. The work takes the form of a
speech to monks of the diocese of Thessaloniki,” but it was not actually ad-
dressed to Eustathios’ ‘black-dressed’ opponents. The style, the elegance of ex-
pression, as well as numerous references to Classical literature and philosophy,
do not point to an audience of uneducated monks — as Eustathios never misses
an opportunity to portray them — but to a more cultured and sophisticated audi-
ence. For example, a non-familiar audience would hardly comprehend Eusta-
thios’ allusion to reasonable ‘equality’ as a kind of ‘geometrical proportion’

7 E.g., Eust. emend. vit. monach. 719 (p. 12 Metzler); 8.16 (p. 14 M.).

8 Metzler 2006a, 18.

9 On the state of monasticism according to Eustathios, see Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 150-154;
Angold 1995, 187-188, 348-355, 358-359.

10 On the insubordination of the monks of Thessaloniki towards their bishop, see, e.g., Eust.
emend. vit. monach. 7-10 (pp. 10-14 M.); 133-140 (pp. 150-158 M.); 185-189 (pp. 210-216 M.). For
their other shortcomings, see below.

11 See Metzler 2006a, 24; Efthymiadis 2012, 180-181.

12 Eust. Opuscula 88-98 Tafel.

13 Ibid. 182-196 Tafel. See Stratigopoulos, this volume.

14 Eust. in Od. 1618.32-35. Cf. Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 152; Browning 1995, 88; Hunter, this vol-
ume.

15 Metzler 2006b, 51.
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(Adyov [...] yewpetpwkov), echoing ancient philosophical thinking;'® or Eusta-
thios’ use of one of the six definitions of philosophy, “the art of arts and science
of sciences”, to characterize monasticism.” Metzler has argued that the audience
of this work seems to have been made up of members of the cultivated Constan-
tinopolitan elite, many of whom were founders and benefactors of monastic in-
stitutions.*® Eustathios did not expect the monks to see reason on their own, and
he subtly conveyed the dispute to the level of the aristocratic founders and ben-
efactors of monasteries, who were responsible for the shaping of monastic typi-
ka, and more often than not targeted their monasteries’ independency from epis-
copal authority, a characteristic feature of the twelfth century.”

In any case, a widening of the audience would not seem unlikely. The sup-
port which powerful ecclesiastical circles of the capital or the imperial environ-
ment could offer in a dispute was vital. Eustathios was aware that the best way
to deal with the insurgent monks of his metropolis was to draw the capital’s at-
tention as much as he could, given that certain monks must have already at-
tempted to do so on their own behalf.

Eustathios recalls in his treatise the institution of charistiké, according to
which the administration of monasteries had been run by secular officials.?
Even though the charistiké was much discredited in his time, due to misuse by
the charistikarioi, he perhaps wanted to show that even this institution was a bet-

16 Eust., emend. vit. monach. 53.12-14 (p. 64 M.): T0 Yap Gvopolov kai GvVioovV GUYXUTIKOV Ttav-
Toxol, OTe pr| kata Adyov GmoTteAettat, 6V SUvaTaL PEV TIG KOl YEWHETPLKOV ELTELY, OG €V Gvopoi-
otg 6pototnTa QuAGTTEL [...]. Cf. Eust., Orationes in sanctam Quadragesimam 5.724-735 (pp. 130—
131 Schonauer). For the concept of ‘geometrical proportion’, see Plat. Gorg. 508a; Arist. Eth.
Nicom. 5.1131b9-15; Procl. In Plat. Alc. I, 325.13-326.4 Westerink. Cf. Metzler 2006a, 391-392.
17 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 142.1-2 (p. 160 M.). These definitions derive from the tradition of
Neoplatonic commentators (Domanski 1996, 6-7 n. 8), which had a great appeal in later centu-
ries, e.g., Jo. Damasc. Dialectica sive Capita philosophica (recensio fusior) 3.1-27 (p. 56 Kotter),
66.1-15 (pp. 136-137 K.); M. Psell. Philosophica minora 1 49.109-124 Duffy. Cf. Metzler 2006a, 509.
18 Metzler, 2006a, 290-309; Metzler 2006b. On the stance of Byzantine aristocracy towards ed-
ucation and literature, see Griinbart 2013; Griinbart 2014, 19-21; Griinbart 2015, 171-189. On
twelfth-century aristocratic literary patronage, see Mullett 1984 (= Mullett 2007b, VIII); Magda-
lino 1993, 336-346, 510-512; Jeffreys 2009; Agapitos 2014. On the foundation of monasteries, see
Mullett 2007a.

19 Thomas 1987, 218-220, 230-231; Angold 1995, 333-337, 349. All surviving monastic typika are
available in English translation in Thomas/Constantinides Hero 2000. On the typika, see also
Galatariotou 1987; Mullett 2007c.

20 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 124.15-21 (p. 138 M.). Cf. Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 153-154; Varna-
lides 1985, 115-116; Thomas 1987, 227; Magdalino 1993, 299; Morris 1995, 274-275. On the institu-
tion of charistiké, see Varnalides 1985; Thomas 1987, 156-213; Morris 1995, 160-161, 263-265,
268-275; Papagianni 2002, 1063-1064; Bartusis 2012, 116-118, 132, 153-159.
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ter solution than leaving the monks unattended. Furthermore, he seems to back
the religious policy of Manuel I Komnenos (1143-1180). This emperor, on the one
hand, had expressed his active concern for the material welfare of the bishop-
rics, especially at the beginning of his reign. On the other hand, he had tried
to alter the monastic patronage model, at least that of the imperial family, in
favor of one which promoted the restoration of old monasteries instead of the
foundation of new ones — a practice referred to by Eustathios in his funeral ora-
tion for the emperor.”* He seemed also to promote the upkeep of monks from
state subsidies rather than landed endowments, as shown in the foundation
of the monastery of Kataskepe.?? Manuel was alerted by the ever-increasing mo-
nastic wealth, and perhaps by monastic independence, which did not fit well
into the Komnenian social system, ideally characterized by a strict hierarchy.”®
However, during the reign of Manuel I many monasteries were founded in the
provinces, especially by large aristocratic houses, as a means to establish their
presence and interests there.*

The struggle between episcopal authority and monastic independence
proved to be detrimental to the former. The issue was not only about the rise
of independent regional religious authorities; it was also a loss of revenue,
since, for example, it was not unusual for Churches to receive synétheiai (“cus-
toms”) from certain monasteries.”® Moreover, a bishop received the kanonikon,
the dues paid annually to him by clergy, laity and monasteries of his diocese,?®
but this could in fact be lost. Probably around the 1220s, the bishop of Bouthro-
ton brought an indicative case to the attention of Demetrios Chomatianos, the
archbishop of Ochrid: it concerned a village that had been granted to a monas-
tery, but the monks claimed that the villagers should attend the monastic church
and, thus, pay their dues to the monastery.”” Apart from these issues, the secular
Church was cornered by the aggressive economic policy of monasteries, which
was incited by imperial grants of tax exemption.

21 Eust. Opuscula 207.85-208.36 Tafel. Cf. Stone 2000, 260-261.

22 Magdalino 1981, 62-65 [= Magdalino 1991, VII]; Magdalino 1993, 119, 298-299; Angold 1995,
287-288, 355. On the ecclesiastical policy of Manuel I, see also Svoronos 1965 [= Svoronos 1973,
VII]; Thomas 1987, 224-228.

23 Cf. Laiou 2002, 753.

24 Angold 1995, 291, 299-300.

25 Kaplan 1992, 284. Cf. Lefort 2002, 292.

26 Papagianni 1986, 248-254.

27 Demetrios Chomatianos, Ponemata diaphora 80 (pp. 266-273 Prinzing). Cf. Angold 1995, 248,
330-331, 341; Angold 2009, 242-243.
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Throughout Eustathios’ treatise, we find references to the profit-maximizing
ethos of monks?® and to the expansionist policy of monasteries.? In chapter 184
he sketches the wrongdoings of the monks concerning the episcopal property in
particular, outlining at the same time an image of this property: vineyards,
whose vines and grapes are being eaten up by the monks’ animals; fields of cul-
tivated trees, which are being deprived of their fruits by the monks’ minions;
land with undershrubs and bushes consumed by fires set by monks. Further-
more, he also mentions infrastructure: carriage-roads and highways, which
lead to ecclesiastical land property, but are blocked by monks; mills are implied,
since Eustathios mentions that monks stand in the way of Church people want-
ing to mill; finally, wells or perhaps irrigation works are also considered, since
monks do not grant Church people access to water.?® Distribution of water
was a major source of conflict in Byzantium. Eustathios also touches upon the
issue of water somewhat earlier in his treatise, when he comments on the
monks’ habit of coveting a field adjacent to theirs, such as a field near a
water stream, which can be used for the irrigation of a garden or the operation
of a mill.*

Furthermore, the monks’ all-encroaching expansion into neighboring fields,
vineyards, etc. is sometimes not instigated by direct financial gain, but rather by
the need to enjoy privacy in order to implement their improper plans; e.g., to
swindle a poor novice out of his property, sometimes nothing more than a hum-
ble hut, which is nevertheless located in an (economically) important place.>® All
these remarks — used to strengthen Eustathios’ arguments on the greediness, in-

28 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 57-64 (pp. 68-76 M.). In a recent study Paul Magdalino (2015, 203)
rightly points out that profit and money were also consistently pursued by contemporary aris-
tocracy, most evidently in the last decades of the twelfth century, an observation which leads
him to conclude that the ethos of monks and aristocrats did not differ in this respect. Even
though the aristocracy engaged in profit-making enterprises, at the same time the elite literati
continued to uphold traditional economic values, a topic which I intend to study in a forthcom-
ing paper.

29 For an overview of the economic activities of the monks of Thessaloniki according to Eusta-
thios, see Laiou 1991, 291-292 [= Laiou 2013, I]; Merianos 2008, 192-195. On the management of
cash in Byzantine monasteries, see Lefort/Smyrlis 1998 [= Lefort 2006, 315-342]. On coinage,
money, and aspects of monetary economy as found in the monastic typika, see Morrisson 2002.
30 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 184.1-10 (p. 210 M.).

31 Ibid. 180.9-13 (p. 206 M.). On the distribution of water, see Gerolymatou 2005. On Athonite
irrigation works, see indicatively Harvey 1996, 94. On watermills, see the recent study by Germa-
nidou 2014.

32 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 123.2-17 (pp. 136-138 M.).
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subordination and unreliability of the monks — indicate his awareness of the
managerial and proprietary problems he had to face as the head of his see.

The expansion of monastic economic activities was visible inside Thessalo-
nikKi itself. Eustathios censures the tendency of monks to raise the rent of shops,
when the tenants are becoming rich from various trades and businesses.>* He
thus offers his own testimony that the entrepreneurial spirit of monasteries
has penetrated both the countryside and the cities. Athonite monasteries, for in-
stance, owned shops or metochia (dependencies) in Thessaloniki during the
twelfth century. The metochia, in particular, served as centers for the administra-
tion of property located in or near Thessaloniki,>* such as vineyards, the surplus
production of which was sold in the city.®® The transportation of agricultural sur-
plus from remote areas was made by land or sea. Great monasteries, such as
those of Mount Athos, owned ships that transported the products to various des-
tinations, including Thessaloniki, a trade which benefited from frequent tax ex-
emptions.’ Thus, it is my belief that Eustathios was not focusing his censure on
Thessalonian monasteries sensu stricto, but on whichever monastic foundation
was active in or near Thessaloniki and whose interests contradicted those of
the metropolis.*” For example, the Church of Thessaloniki possessed land, and
most notably vineyards, in the region of Kalamaria (Western Chalkidiki),?® in
areas where Athonite monasteries in particular had neighboring estates. This
proximity often caused disputes between the metropolis of Thessaloniki and
Athonite monasteries, due to land claims.*®

Eustathios was aware that he could not effectively attack the elaborate mo-
nastic mechanism in purely administrative terms; thus, he ingeniously attempted
to discredit it spiritually and intellectually before a cultivated audience. Al-

33 Ibid. 117.17-19 (p. 130 M.).

34 Smyrlis 2006, 120 and n. 185; also Harvey 1989, 228. For a general description of metochia,
see Smyrlis 2002, 248; Lefort 2002, 240-241. On metochia, see also Angold 1995, 322-325.

35 Smyrlis 2006, 223.

36 Zivojinovié 1991, 104-110; Harvey 1996, 94-95; Gerolymatou 2002; Smyrlis 2006, 223, 228. Cf.
Smyrlis 2002, 255. On the maritime privileges of Byzantine monasteries, see also Harvey 1989,
238-241; Morris 1995, 220.

37 For a similar approach, see Anagnostakis 2004, 104-105. Cf. Magdalino 1996, 237.

38 On the geography of Thessaloniki and its area, see Spieser 1984, 7-24. On the region of Ka-
lamaria, see Lefort 1982, passim; Theocharidis 1977. On viticulture in Chalkidiki, see Papangelos
1992; Smyrlis 2015, 118.

39 Anagnostakis 2004, 105-108, where the presence of Athonite dependencies in the region is
better documented for periods before and after the twelfth century. Cf. Smyrlis 2006, 39, 41, 55,
131, 158 n. 411, 163164, 225; Smyrlis/Banev/Konstantinidis 2015, 37, 40, 47-50; Harvey 1989, 63,
153, 251-252.
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though his intention was to illustrate the corruption and decadence of monasti-
cism in his metropolis, managerial allusions can also be traced in his criticism.
In chapter 178 of his treatise on monasticism he describes an assembly of monks
being advised by a loudmouthed and greedy abbot not on spiritual matters but
rather on market affairs: cultivations and products, such as vines and wines,
olive trees, figs, pears, pomegranates, almonds, strawberries, truffles, pulses,
fish, etc. are allegedly referred to by the abbot just in order to stress their com-
mercial, lucrative or culinary aspects. Selecting crops for cultivation was an im-
portant aspect of the market-oriented production of such a monastery.*® Eusta-
thios employs this one-sided perspective as a strategy to underscore the
abbot’s ignorance and the anti-intellectualism prevailing in Thessalonian mon-
asteries, one of the main charges constantly levelled by the prelate against the
Thessalonian monks. The scholarly archbishop had previously mentioned that
the monks did not at all share his love for books and knowledge.** He therefore
reminds his audience how wrong these monks are to persist in their ignorance
and how useful polymathy is — even for mundane interests — by displaying
his knowledge on a wide range of product properties. Following up on nearly
every product presented by the imaginary abbot with the market in mind, Eusta-
thios adds more information, covering multiple fields of knowledge. Thus, he
shifts the emphasis from the pursuit of economic capital to the pursuit of cultur-
al capital.

Concerning figs, for example, Eustathios remarks that the abbot says many
unnecessary things, yet omits to mention that a fresh fig is almost equivalent to
honey, but when dried it does not lose its sweetness (this is why the wise also
call the fig sweet par excellence). Furthermore, the abbot ignores that we owe
gratitude even to the leaves of the fig-tree on account of our forefathers, because
they covered their loins; and that excessive lifelong consumption of dried figs
generates lice (here Eustathios echoes Galen*?). According to Eustathios, the
abbot only knows (and says) that it is a pleasure to eat figs, fresh or dried,
and that they are also good for generating profit. Eustathios adds that it is
also proven that the fig-mass (oukopayic*) is profitable, since in it many figs
are kneaded together, and hence the buyer cannot choose the one and sort
out the other, but all are eaten together in this mix, much to the advantage of

40 Laiou 1991, 292 [= Laiou 2013, I].

41 Eust. emend vit. monach. 126-132 (pp. 140-148 M.), 141-147 (pp. 158-164 M.).

42 Gal. de bonis malisque sucis 8.4 (p. 415.11-16 Helmreich). Cf. Symeon Seth, Syntagma de ali-
mentorum facultatibus, 93.11-19 Langkavel. See also Koukoules 1950, I, 203.

43 See Koukoules 1950, 1, 199. Michael Choniates refers to the medical use of the payig oUkwv
(Mich. Chon. Or. 270.30 Lambros).
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the owner.** This is not the first time that Eustathios credits the value of a prod-
uct as a commodity. For example, he has previously mentioned in this treatise
that monks use donkeys mainly to carry timber, profitable merchandise which
people use to light fires,* and it is noteworthy that in the Commentary on the
Iliad he refers to the transport of timber by floating it down rivers.*®

The relevant allusions made by the archbishop in his tour de force demon-
stration of agricultural knowledge (the empirical details of which are allegedly
exposed by the abbot, while the erudite and spiritual imports are supplemented
by Eustathios) show that he was an informed farmer himself, surpassing,
through his comprehensive erudition, the peasant-like empirical knowledge of
the abbot, who challenged his authoritative status. Eustathios’ knowledge cov-
ered the full spectrum of the uses of agricultural products, even their commercial
aspect, thus addressing the monks on their own terms. He presents himself as
being able to cover a topic — e.g., the utility, properties and symbolism of figs
— in its entirety, from farming to theology, from economy to natural philosophy.
He perhaps attempts to imply that he successfully combines the know-how with
the know-why, in contrast to the abbot, whose “fair speaking” (xpnotoAoyia)
could be appreciated only by refectorers and cooks.*”

Belittling the abbot’s practical lessons and information was possibly aimed
also at further questioning his effectiveness as a manager of both people and re-
sources. Eustathios’ monastic opponents probably claimed a prominent spiritu-
ality which was not based on education,*® but had an appeal to the laity. Eusta-
thios attempted to show the monks’ failure in the intellectual field, but what
remained was to openly refute their alleged superiority in the practical field
as well, presenting their failure as complete. And so he did.*® Perhaps it was
not enough for Eustathios to wave his supremacy over abbots and monks of
the higher order as a spiritual leader and learned shepherd, since someone
could retort that, however unintellectual this model of management was, it
was nevertheless economically efficient and advantageous for a monastic com-
munity. We should keep in mind that Eustathios was addressing benefactors
and founders of monasteries, who cared about the prosperity of their institu-

44 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 178.41-52 (pp. 200-202 M.).

45 Ibid. 122.11-13 (p. 136 M.). On the Athonite monasteries’ sale of timber to Thessaloniki, see
Dunn 1992, 259.

46 Eust. in Il. 858.44-50. Cf. Dunn 1992, 271.

47 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 178.105-106 (p. 204 M.).

48 Metzler 2006a, 206.

49 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 133.10-14 (p. 150 M.).
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tions. He had to show that the usefulness of the monastic model prevailing in the
region of Thessaloniki was debatable, including its managerial aspects.

Following this reasoning, Eustathios underlines that in certain cases the
earnings derived from the monks’ inappropriate activities did not go to the mon-
astery, but to the abbot and his officers.>® Similarly, contrary to any rational man-
agement, a monk competent in agricultural work (e.g., in viticulture) was re-
placed by someone who used his post for his own benefit, as well as that of
his superior (e. g., ‘relieving’ the vines of their grapes and offering part of the sto-
len goods to his spiritual father).>* This model of monastic management and ac-
tivities was detrimental to both the monastery and the souls it housed.>* Monks
were oriented to business, profiteering and fraudulent activities in their everyday
conduct,?® all practices consistent with their distorted notion of contemplation.>*

Monastic activity should aim at imitating God, who is ever-active and still
works (cf. John 5.17), but the Thessalonian monks did the exact opposite. Unlike
the man of true action (mpaxTikdg GvBpwmog), they engaged in “actions” (mpa-
KTEn), after which the “tax-collector” (mpdxTwp), the “merchant” (MpaypaTevTAS)
and the “entrepreneur” (mpaypateuTikog) are named.>® According to Eustathios,
a monk who lives in solitude, trusting in God and contemplating him, is a phi-
losopher in the true sense of the word. But it is not possible for a monk to phi-
losophize, if he does not have sufficient education or does not seek spiritual il-
lumination through active life.>

Theoria and praxis were central concepts in monasticism. Eustathios evi-
dently tried to resignify practice through knowledge, echoing a long philosoph-

50 Ibid. 117.1-26 (pp. 128-130 M.).

51 Ibid. 54.1-55.17 (pp. 64-66 M.); 118.1-119.11 (pp. 130-132 M.).

52 Cf. ibid. 119.11 (p. 132 M.).

53 Ibid. 117-123 (pp. 128-138 M.).

54 Ibid.116.8-11 (p. 128 M.): [...] mp@&Lg GAAN TAVTEADG Tapa TV €V PIV TToALTEVOpREVN V" BEwpla
£1epola TAVTH TAVTWS Kal adTr Tapd THY Ko’ LPES™ ola yap TP&TTETE DYES Kad ool BewpeiTe,
008’ av dyeAaiol &Gvpeg pupfoavto. See also, ibid. 125.12-20 (p. 140 M.); 179.16-18 (p. 206 M.).
55 Ibid. 116.11-15 (p. 128 M.): Tp&Eews yap HOVOXIKAG Gmbong mpog pipnotv dmevbuvopévng
0e0D, 0g Gel &vepyog v Ewg Kal GpTL €pyadeTal, VPELG GAwG évepyeite TpakTéa Epyalopevol,
€5 v O MPAKTWP Kal O TPAYUATEVTHS Kol O TPAYRATEVTIKOG BVOPALOVTAL, OV UV O TPAKTIKOG
GvBpwmog, kaba kal @Baoavteg Sieypopapeda. Cf. Metzler 2006a, 474.

56 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 142.1-6 (p. 160 M.): "Ett 8e8opévov 10D TV HOVAYIKIV HETEAEVGLV
TEXVIV €lval TEXVOV Kal EMOTARNY EMOTNH@MY, O 81 Kol @losopiag Bpog éotiv, €N &v Kkai O
KaTapovag £ EATBL T €ig TOV Bedv kal TV KaT aTOV Bewpiov KATWKIOHEVOG PINOTOPOG O
BVTWG PINOCOWETV 8E TG TIEPLETTAL TIVL PATE YPAPUATWY GALG EXOVTL PNTE EIG TV KATA TVEDHA
npakTiknv EAapv apakinpavt; See also, ibid. 141.5-18 (pp. 158-160 M.).
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ical tradition.”” He stressed that contemplation (Bewpia) cannot be perfect if it
does not agree with practice, and practice (mpaéig) which does not avail itself
of contemplation is blind. And it can contemplate mostly through books, both
Christian and pagan.®®

In the Life of Saint Philotheos of Opsikion,* known for its overtones criticiz-
ing monasticism,®® Eustathios presents not a monk but a married priest, Philo-
theos,*! as a tireless reader of the Holy Scriptures,® who has achieved the con-
vergence of thedria and praxis, with the aid of divine grace.®® This ‘mixed life’
combines contemplation and action, and its tangible result is an engagement
in virtuous deeds. It is no coincidence that Philotheos, as Eustathios portrays
him, was fond of cultivating the soil himself, and considered agriculture as a
noble work (gbyeveg [...] €pyov) befitting to man (&vOpwrw mpooiikov).** In con-
trast, the worldly knowledge offered by the ignorant Thessalonian monks was
not noble but vulgar (o0x €byevij, GAN’ €ig T0 név Yvdaiav), concentrating on
profiteering, cheating and exploitation.®

Philotheos’ occupation with agriculture made him hardy and patient in his
activities (oTeyavov Ekelvov TOLET Kal KapTEPIKOV el Epya). The saint consciously
engaged himself in agriculture, having thoroughly examined both its practical
and spiritual benefits: a work exercising the body, in compliance with the bibli-
cal precept “by the sweat of your face you shall eat bread” (Gen. 3.19),% ideal for

57 On Eustathios’ perception of theoria and praxis in monastic life, see Metzler 2006a, 201-212;
see also on the topic Pizzone, this volume. For the particular meaning of these concepts in Eva-
grios Pontikos and in Maximos the Confessor, see Guillaumont 2004 and Steel 2012 respectively.
For the philosophical background of these concepts, see Bénatouil/Bonazzi 2012, while Festu-
giére 1971 remains most valuable.

58 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 142.12-13 (p. 160 M.): Bewpia Te yap 1 EVTEATG 0VK Qv €ln Tf TPAEeL
AoVVTPOYOG, Kal TIP&ELG 8¢ pr Bewpodoa TeTu@AwTAL. Bewpel 8¢ Ta moAAd S BiBAwv, [...]. For
the kind of books, see ibid. 142.13-143.9 (p. 160 M.).

59 On the hagiographical tradition of Saint Philotheos of Opsikion, see Krausmiiller 2013, 63—
68.

60 Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 151-152, 162-163; Kazhdan/Epstein 1985, 94; Browning 1995, 88; Ef-
thymiadis 2012, 180-181. On hagiography in the twelfth century, see Magdalino 1981 [= Magda-
lino 1991, VII]; Paschalidis 2011, 157-160.

61 Eust. Opuscula, 149.4-47 Tafel.

62 Ibid., 147.35-36 Tafel.

63 Ibid., 150.21-25 Tafel. Cf. Metzler 2006a, 211.

64 Eust. Opuscula, 149.89-90 Tafel. On Eustathios’ positive consideration of labor in the life of
Homeric heroes see Cullhed and Pontani, this volume.

65 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 117.7-26 (p. 130 M.).

66 trans. New Revised Standard Version (hereafter: NRSV).
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achieving virtue and organizing life with respect both to the needs of one’s fam-
ily and those of the destitutes.®” Philotheos’ conscious engagement in cultivation
and his virtuous toil stand in sharp contrast to the disgraceful activities of the
Thessalonian monks, as well as to their idleness and aversion to labor®® — the
opposite of basic Christian precepts.5°

Eustathios’ praise of agriculture expresses a typically medieval view, regard-
ing it as a meritorious activity in several aspects.”® As Philotheos’ example sug-
gests, this was the kind of activity from which a monastic community should
draw its sustenance, without transforming it into a means of conducting lucra-
tive business, i.e., of producing for the market. This negative attitude towards
the involvement of clergymen and monks in commerce and related activities is
expressed by twelfth-century canonists,” as well as by contemporary scholars.”
Agriculture, the production of which was not primarily market-oriented,” exer-
cised the monks’ body and spirit, sustained the monastery and produced enough
surplus to feed the poor.” It was not just an economic activity, it was a practice
harmonically embedded in a ‘mixed life’. It is no coincidence that Eustathios re-
fers to the “heavenly plant” that should blossom in monastic life,”” and likens
proper monks to firmly rooted trees.”

So far, the exam of Eustathios’ views can lead to the creation of the follow-
ing antithetical pairs as respective characteristics of a proper and an improper
way of life for a man of the Church: knowledge/ignorance, ‘mixed life’/disgrace-
ful living, labor/idleness, agriculture/business transactions. The positive notions
are exemplified in the Life of Saint Philotheos of Opsikion, while the negative no-
tions characterize the Thessalonian monks. It is not unlikely, however, that Eu-
stathios wished to delicately imply that he himself was living a ‘mixed life’,

67 Eust. Opuscula, 150.3-20 Tafel. On Eustathios’ views concerning labor and agriculture, see
Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 162-164; Merianos 2008, 159-173.

68 E.g., Eust. emend. vit. monach. 154.8-15 (p. 170 M.); 169.15-17 (p. 186 M.); 177.1-6 (p. 198 M.).
69 Especially 2 Thess. 3.10: “Anyone unwilling to work should not eat” (trans. NRSV).

70 As Laiou (1991, 262 [= Laiou 2013, I]) states: “Agricultural activity was considered, in the Mid-
dle Ages, as indeed by Aristotle, not only perfectly acceptable but both essential and meritori-
ous; man labored with the sweat of his brow, and if this was a punishment for Adam’s sin, the
products were, theologically speaking, impeccable”. Cf. Festugiére 1971, 151-152.

71 Laiou 1991, 285-296 [= Laiou 2013, I]; Laiou 2002, 753. Cf. Papagianni 1983.

72 See indicatively, Papagianni 1988; Angold 1995, 355-359.

73 Laiou 1991, 292 [= Laiou 2013, I].

74 On the principle that a monastery’s surplus should be given to charity, see Eust. emend. vit.
monach. 36.14-377 (pp. 44-46 M.).

75 Ibid. 62.6-7 (p. 74 M.). Cf. ibid. 60.8 (p. 72 M.); 202.11-13 (p. 234 M.).

76 Ibid. 39.4-28 (pp. 48-50 M.).
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marked by the aforementioned positive features, and that he was able to trans-
form his knowledge into rational and virtuous activities, better than any experi-
ence-based practice driven by shameful motivations, as monks did.

Yet, I do not think that Eustathios proposed to refrain entirely from the mar-
ket, but rather that monks should not gain personal profit from it or have their
everyday activities organized around it (cf. his implicit exhortation for the ad-
ministration of monasteries to be assigned to secular officials). Economic pros-
perity from market-oriented activities and expansionist policy made monasteries
difficult for a bishop to handle, but Eustathios would not explicitly express such
concerns while addressing benefactors of monasteries. Therefore, he appears to
choose an approach based on moral and religious precepts concerning monastic
life, which suggest the need to give up certain activities undertaken by monks.

Eustathios’ allusions to a more effective and beneficial way of managing ec-
clesiastical property (mainly landed) seem to be based on his personal inclina-
tions, ideals and erudition. If (to paraphrase Eustathios) practice mostly contem-
plates through books, a learned prelate could draw from agronomic literature the
necessary information in order to become more informed and competent in the
field of estate management. And this would not have been just Eustathios’ inspi-
ration. From the ninth century onwards a keen interest in treatises on agronomy
was displayed by great landowners with a view to improving their lands. Viticul-
ture and arboriculture were areas of specialized cultivation which could be very
profitable but required significant investment and infrastructure, such as irriga-
tion schemes, which only great landowners could undertake.

The most appropriate example to show the large-scale dissemination of this
kind of literature is the Geoponica, a collection of ancient sources,” which con-
sists mainly of the sixth-century work Excerpts on Agriculture by Cassianus Bas-
sus. At least one version of the Geoponica dates back to the tenth century, as
shown by the dedication to Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos (945-
959) in the prooimion.” A large section of this work is about the aforementioned
specialized cultivation, dealing with vineyards, orchards and gardens, and leav-
ing little room for cereal cultivation, thus pointing to the interests of the great
landowners in estate management. Furthermore, information drawn from the
realms of pseudo-science, mythology and the occult, largely adorns the Geopon-

77 Concerning Byzantine collections, Lemerle 1971 remains valuable, although it characterizes
this trend as ‘encyclopedism’, a stance which was challenged by Odorico 1990. See now Van
Deun/Macé 2011.

78 Geoponica, Prooimion (pp. 1-3 Beckh). Cf. Lefort 2002, 231; Odorico 2011, 105-106. On the
recent views concerning the sources and the compilation of the Geoponica, see Guignard
2009. The most recent translation of the Geoponica is Grélois/Lefort 2012.
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ica, reinforcing the view that the work was aimed at the intellectual interests of a
Constantinopolitan aristocratic elite, amused by the combination of the useful,
the pleasant and the ostentatious.” For example, the first chapter of the fifteenth
book is entitled “On Natural Sympathies and Antipathies”, and it deals with the
concepts of ‘sympathy’ and ‘antipathy’,*® informing the reader, among other
things, that a wild bull bound to a fig-tree becomes calm and tame.®!

Eustathios was familiar with the Geoponica. In a Lenten Homily, for in-
stance, he refers to the admiration of the hexagonal cells of the bee expressed
in this work,®? and he also refers to the hexagonal bee cells in On the Improve-
ment of Monastic Life,® as well as in an epistle.®* The dissemination of agronom-
ic literature must have been linked with actual developments in the exploitation
of land; its widespread reading indicates that it was not just an ‘armchair’ pre-
occupation. Property management was dictated by the principle that land was
considered to be capital ready to produce returns.®” In this respect, the landown-
ers would have chosen crop species expected to generate profit.

For instance, Eustathios’ manifest interest in viticulture, grapes and wine®
throughout his work seems to be in accordance with the intensive cultivation
of vines and the profitable wine trade in Byzantium from the twelfth century on-
wards. Furthermore, interest in agronomy, especially concerning viticulture, was
a European trend in the twelfth century. This coincides with the first translation
of chapters from the Geoponica related to vines and wine into Latin by Burgun-
dio of Pisa (between 1136 and 1193).%” Therefore, the need for efficient cultivation
in a highly competitive economic environment created a demand for specialized
literature, which was available and ready to suggest advice or, at least, a direc-
tion to follow.®®

79 Teall 1971, 40-44; Harvey 1989, 144-145; Lefort 2002, 231, 297.

80 On the concept of ‘sympathy’ with emphasis on Psellos, see Ierodiakonou 2006. For a study
of ‘sympathy’ and ‘antipathy’ in the Geoponica, see Lefort 2013.

81 Geoponica 15.1.4 (p. 432.12-13 B.). Cf. Plut. qu. conv. 2.7.1, 641c; Lefort 2013, 286.

82 Eust. Orationes in sanctam Quadragesimam 2.199-200 (p. 52 S.) = Op. min. 9 (p. 158.26-28
W.). Cf. Geoponica 15.3.10 (p. 444.23-25 B.). See also Arist. Hist. anim. 5.554b26-27.

83 Eust. emend. vit. monach. 87.20-23 (p. 100 M.). Cf. Metzler 2006a, 434.

84 Eust. Epist. 3.76-77 (p. 9 Kolovou). The Geoponica (10.45-56, pp. 293-300 B.) also deal with
the cultivation and use of figs, on which Eustathios commented in his treatise on the improve-
ment of monasticism (see above, p. 315).

85 Teall 1971, 56; Lefort 2002, 296.

86 See Koukoules 1950, 1.210-214 and 265-273; Anagnostakis 2004.

87 Anagnostakis 2013, 54. On Burgundio of Pisa’s life and work, see indicatively Beullens 2005.
88 Lefort 2002, 298.
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The link between the need for optimized estate management and the revival
of an agronomic culture, evident in twelfth-century Byzantium, is not implied by
Eustathios alone. His contemporary and friend Michael Choniates, metropolitan
of Athens, also expresses an interest in agriculture linked with his office. In an
epistle addressed to the Patriarch Theodosios Boradiotes (1179-1183) he asks for
a book on agriculture (yewpywod BiAiov), one of the many that Michael knew
the patriarch had in his possession. Michael states unenthusiastically that, be-
sides other vanities, he was also obliged to deal with agriculture.®* However,
he must have hoped that a book on agronomy would help him to better fulfill
this task.

Further references to agricultural questions associated with the episcopal of-
fice can be found in Michael Choniates’ correspondence. For instance, in an epis-
tle (dated between 1187 and 1192) to Epiphanios, bishop of Gardikion and Peri-
stera, both suffragan sees of Larissa, Michael makes a special request to
Epiphanios, namely to send him cartwrights, stressing that bishops are obliged
to engage in agricultural activities.’® In an epistle dated after 1210, Michael cen-
sures the abbot of the Monastery of Kaisariani because, while the abbot of the
Monastery of Kea had entrusted to him ten bee-hives to be placed on Hymettos,
and expected to receive from him the annual revenue, he not only did not pres-
ent any profits for the previous four years, but even claimed that the bee-hives
had been destroyed.” In these indicative epistles the metropolitan of Athens re-
fers to agronomic books, agricultural instruments and apiculture, in order to re-
spond to a particular aspect of his office, that of property management.

Interestingly, in another epistle of his to Theodosios Matzoukes (dated after
1183), Michael Choniates mentions Theodosios Boradiotes, the same patriarch
from whom he had requested the book on agriculture, who had retired to the
monastery on the island of Terebinthos in the Sea of Marmara.®? Both the mon-
astery and the island were far from being idyllic. The former patriarch trans-
formed the land from rocky (kpavanv) and dry (Supnpav) to abounding in

89 Mich. Chon. Epist. 22.15-19 (p. 31 Kolovou). Cf. Teall 1971, 43; Georgoudi 1990, 27; Kolovou
1999, 94 and n. 93, 176; Lefort 2002, 297-298.

90 Mich. Chon. Epist. 43.8-13 (p. 58 K.). Cf. Herrin 1970, 199 and n. 28 [updated in Herrin 2013,
121, 127 n. 28]; Herrin 1975, 265 n. 61 [updated in Herrin 2013, 96 n. 61]; Kolovou 1999, 96-97, 176;
Laiou 2012b, 140 [= Laiou 2012a, XIII, p. 27]. On Gardikion and Peristera, see Avramea 1974, 162—
163; Koder/Hild 1976, 161, 235. On the bishopric of Gardikion, see Agoritsas/Giarenis 2003.

91 Mich. Chon. Epist. 156.10-16 (p. 251 K.). Cf. Kolovou 1999, 99-100, 182; Angold 1995, 208. On
the Monastery of Kaisariani, see Koder/Hild 1976, 178. On apiculture and apicultural products in
Eustathios, see Koukoules 1950, I, 274-276; Anagnostakis 2000, 179-182.

92 For the reason of his retirement, see Angold 1995, 119; Griinbart 2011, 22-23.
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water and trees (ebu8pov kal moAUBev8pov) and irrigation works seem to have
played a vital role in this transformation.”® Equally interesting in the same epis-
tle is the information that Theodosios himself worked with his own hands, per-
sonally contributing to repairing the same monastery.®* This brings to mind Eu-
stathios’ praise of Saint Philotheos of Opsikion. Figures like Boradiotes, a high
prelate who owned books on agronomy, and whose initiative led to the cultiva-
tion of a barren land, and who, additionally, engaged in heavy manual labor,
could set the tone for similar activities and behaviors. Furthermore, he set an ex-
ample as to what advantages a proper management could offer for a monastic
community, even if the monastery’s land was barren and its buildings in
ruins. The erudite twelfth-century prelates seem to more or less claim this com-
petence, while highlighting their active interest in agriculture.

Eustathios’ work reveals that he also tried to respond to agricultural tasks,
while he seemed to praise and enjoy relevant activities,” and seized any oppor-
tunity to advertise himself as a competent farmer. As shown in an epistle to Ni-
kephoros Komnenos, Eustathios was proud of his garden in Constantinople and
its products, especially his saffron and peaches;*® the latter are praised in anoth-
er letter of his to the same Komnenos for being a product of his land and hands
(xepog éufig péAnua), rather than bought.”” In a New Year homily he gives the
most celebrated example concerning his agricultural prowess: he claims that
on one small piece of land he had managed to harvest fifty-nine medimnoi
after sowing just three; what is more, this land had not rested from tillage but
it was overworked by regular ploughing and sowing.”® Eustathios’ yield most

93 Mich. Chon. Epist. 30.47-55 (p. 42 K.): [...] yijv &vudpov eig 81e£680ug D8GTWV TOIG Ayiolg peTa-
otel kal peAL OnAddewy £k métpag 8idwot kat EAatov ék 0Tepeds METPAG” Ti YoDV Bavpaatov, el kal
Vv 81& TV Sikatov T kpavarv vijoov kai dupnpav eig ebhudpov kat moAVLSeVSpov kal Makdpwv
VFOOV HETEOKEVOAOE Kal KATA TO TGAQL TIPO@NTEVOEY AvTl TG €v aTH Koviing Te kal oTolBiig
pupotvn Te kal Kumaptttog GvaBéPrnkev: GAAwg yap mobev 1 TepéBivBog pupotviecoa ol@vng
Kal oUPPUTOG Kal SaovoKLOG 7 XBEG EENKavOwWHEVN Kal aXUNPA Kal TETPWETTN KAl TTAPA TOGOD-
Tov kal 88evdpog, [...]. Cf. Janin 1924, 429-430; Kazhdan/Epstein 1985, 30; Kolovou 1999, 93-94 n.
91, 157 and n. 510, 178.

94 Mich. Chon. Epist. 30.20-22 (p. 41 K.): [...] Tig y&p €G T000DTOV GMAAApUVOG WG TOV TAUpPEYAV
Op@v avTovpyolvta, pry Praeodat kail ahTOg PINEPYETV;

95 On Eustathios’ stance towards agricultural life, see, e.g., Opuscula 111.54-56 Tafel: [...] &mav
nipdypa @iAtov, T& ofkot, T& B0pale, kai SAwg einelv, Tob Plov TO mdv. Hke 81 kawpog TpuynToD,
[...]. Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 189, comment that: “Eustathius puts it quite simply: one should
love all aspects of life”. Cf. Anagnostakis 2004, 82.

96 Eust. Epist. 2 (p. 6 K.).

97 Ibid. 29 (pp. 83-84 K.). For these two epistles by Eustathios, see Kazhdan/Franklin 1984, 163.
98 Eust. Opuscula 155.69-73 Tafel.
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probably falls within the realm of rhetorical exaggeration, as the harvest/sowing
ratio he mentions was nearly twenty to one, atypical for Byzantine Greece of that
time.”® He was probably exaggerating his self-advertised competence as a farmer,
but this reference in a work addressed to his flock implies that his interest in ag-
riculture was considered a capacity that was to some extent relevant to his office.

To sum up, Eustathios as an archbishop had to successfully supervise the
management of the significant property of his see. In the treatise on the improve-
ment of monastic life, he implies that monasteries and monastic metochia in the
area of Thessaloniki placed many obstacles in the path of his task. Having to face
accusations levelled by monks about his abuse of office and power, he tried to
discredit the monastic model that prevailed in his metropolis. In his attempt
to criticize the misconduct of the ignorant Thessalonian monks, as portrayed
to an urban aristocratic audience, Eustathios commended the paramount role
of factual knowledge even in the field of property management, especially land-
ed. The theoretical equipment of the learned archbishop, as opposed to the nar-
row-minded practical methods of a typical abbot, was probably related to his ac-
quaintance with agronomic literature, which rendered him more informed and
perhaps confident in estate management.

The traditional praise of agricultural activities and wealth, combined with
an active interest in them, seems to have flourished in the twelfth century.®®
In this context, the churchman who toils and harvests the earth for the benefit
of his Church and local society as an informed farmer, reflects the need for bish-
oprics to adapt to more sophisticated and effective methods of land exploitation.
Eustathios appears to extol agriculture aimed primarily at sustenance rather
than profit-making, especially when censuring certain monastic practices related
to the market. However, being in charge of managing the property of his Church,
and being responsible for its material welfare, he would have been more prag-
matic and ready to suggest to his ecclesiastical personnel methods that would
benefit his see and grant him success in his multifaceted role as an archbishop.
Books and knowledge seemed to be valuable assets in such an effort.

99 Kazhdan/Constable 1982, 56; Kazhdan/Epstein 1985, 28. Cf. Lefort 2002, 259-260; Toubert
2002, 381.
100 Kazhdan/Epstein 1985, 31.
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Aglae Pizzone

History has no End: Originality and Human
Progress in Eustathios’ Second Oration for
Michael lll o tou Anchialou

On March 31%, 1173, a Lazarus Saturday, Eustathios, then poiotwp T@V pnTépwV
in Constantinople, addressed a lengthy encomiastic piece to the Patriarch Mi-
chael III o tou Anchialou, in accordance with the procedure he was required to
perform yearly by virtue of his official capacity’. His speech revolves around a
complex allegorical reading of the attire of the Jewish high priest as described
in Exodus, a description which he adapts to the figure of the Patriarch. Such a
choice, not unconventional per se?, gives him the opportunity to showcase his
ekphrastic ability as well as his exegetical subtlety.

The lengthy description of the sacerdotal apparel has led modern readers to
discard the piece as highly conventional. And yet, Eustathios succeeds in blend-
ing praise and allegory with a consistent outline of human intellectual progress,
delivering crucial statements on tradition and innovation. Using the allegorical
interpretation of Michael’s énwpideg (shoulder-pieces) as a starting point, he
builds on the innovative and unfailing powers of the incarnate logos. Human his-

This paper was written during my visiting summer fellowship at the Seeger Center for Hellenic
Studies (2015), when | was able to benefit from the invaluable resources provided by the Fire-
stone Library. During that time | also had the opportunity to discuss the most tricky passages
with David Jenkins, whom | thank warmheartedly. My thanks also go to Christian Hggel, who
read a preliminary version of this paper, as well as to the CML members both in York and
Odense who listened to a presentation based on this contribution and provided precious feed-
back. Equally | had the opportunity to discuss Or. 7 with Divna Manolova, Niels Gaul, Margaret
Mullett, lonut Alexandru Tudorie, Mihnea Dobre and the participants in the Bucharest workshop
“Knowledge Unlimited: Intellectual Curiosity and Innovation in Byzantium” (11-12 February
2016). Needless to say, any errors that remain are my sole responsibility.

1 The manuscript tradition has preserved two orations by Eustathios devoted to Michael III,
now published as nos. 6 and 7 in Wirth’s edition (Wirth 2000, 78-140). Marina Loukaki
(2007) has clarified their chronology. The oration analysed here was the second one to be pro-
nounced, since no. 6 was probably performed in 1171 or 1172. With regard to the celebrations on
the occasion of Lazarus Saturday see also Loukaki 2005. On the content of the orations see fur-
ther Wirth 2000, *25-*28. On Michael III see Kazhdan / Franklin 1984, 119-120; 122; Angold 1995,
108-115.

2 It was a topos in rhetorical phrase of praise for Byzantine Patriarchs, as pointed out by Marina
Loukaki in Loukaki / Jouanno 2005, 63-65; 195.
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tory, he argues, is characterized by a constant tension toward innovation and the
new generations should have no inferiority complex when comparing themselves
to the great personalities of the past.

As is well known, terms like originality, innovation and progress have long
been the bugbear of Byzantine studies. For decades, if not centuries, Byzantine
culture has been depicted as stubbornly conservative and hostile to novelty. Over
the last twenty years, however, the picture has changed radically. Efforts have
been made to show how the Byzantines could negotiate creativity and innova-
tion within the boundaries of tradition®. In his allegorical reading of the énwpi-
deg, Eustathios’ oration offers new material to the discussion of these topics. His
treatment of human progress, hitherto disregarded by students of Byzantine lit-
erature, sheds new light on the Byzantine way of engaging with the tension be-
tween tradition and innovation. In the present paper, I analyze the section of
Or. 7 Wirth devoted to the praise of Michael’s logos and I provide a first contex-
tualization of this important text. I first look at the terminology used to describe
the priest’s scapular. Second, I explore the tradition of Byzantine allegorical
readings of the relevant section of the Exodus. Finally, I examine more closely
Eustathios’ own interpretation, focusing on the ideas of time, innovation and
human advancement presented in the oration. This will lead me to shed new
light on 12"-century attitudes toward originality and creativity in Byzantine liter-
ature. To this end I will also draw a further comparison with later texts address-
ing the same issues.

1 An “ekphrastic description”

In his praise for Michael, Eustathios focuses on the upper part of the sacerdotal
robe, following the blueprint of Aaron’s attire in the Bible* and giving a meticu-
lous account of the details composing the garment. Besides allegorizing the var-

3 The status quaestionis is presented in the volume edited by Cutler (1995). On the ability of By-
zantine authors to innovate within the boundaries of tradition, see Papaioannou’s monograph
on Psellos (2013). Spanos (2010, 2014) has carried out lexical analyses to prove that the semantic
area of kawvog and kawotopia does not always have a negative value.

4 Exodus 28. Eustathios’ description runs as follows: 108.78-111.19 head-piece; 109.20-111.5
shoulder-pieces; 111.6-112.30 cabochons; 112.31-114.93 pectoral; 118.49-121.53 shoulder-pieces,
with a focus on the emerald stones; 124.64-126.22 pectoral; 128.20-129.51 pectoral; 130.80—
131.30 pectoral.
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ious components, he provides a markedly pictorial representation®, with a strong
emphasis on colors and chromatic effects®. At the beginning of his speech Eusta-
thios clearly states that the description will be based on a sort of internal repre-
sentation’. His depiction is half-way between reality and imagination. Through-
out the speech Eustathios uses deictic pronouns, which in the performative
context of the Lazarus Saturday possibly point to the present Patriarch®. Yet,
the garments he describes have no real consistency, even though the depiction
may include some hints at Michael’s actual liturgical vestment, as we will see.
At the beginning of his tour de force Eustathios emphasizes the liminality of
his representation’:

Dépe 81, W TATPLAPYDVY AYLWTATE KAl GOPWTATE, HETA TAS LEPATIKAG 08 KATX VoDV Bewprow
OTOARG, TV Gp)lepel Tpénovaav Be0g pev LTEBETO, Aapwv B¢ TEPLEBETO, Kal TAVTY TOV 0DV
EVoTTPL{OUEVOG APET@V, O00G TO TG Bewpiag LTIOBAAEL KalpLOV, TO T} TAVIYVPEL KOO KOV
oowoopar Ep@ 8¢ 0 TUTOVG EKEVOUG, AANG TiEpINGphW TrV oKLV GANBElRG PWTL Kol TAi
£v ool Ek@Aaoeot TG APETS OVUPIPD T& &V TOTG Eppdoeat PuBUilwv Tov Adyov i TO TAG
Bewpiag koopov, £’ 6oov &v 6pBOTNG dewdTata émoTtatodoa T@ ToD oToAMOpoD Adyw
HETPAOELE.

Come now, o holiest and wisest among the Patriarchs, I will contemplate you in my mind
with your priestly vest, which God recommended as fitting for a high priest and which
Aaron wrapped himself in, and thus, by reflecting those virtues of yours that the circum-
stance offers to contemplation, I will accomplish the sacred duty of the celebration. And
I will not dwell at length on an in-depth portrayal of those models but I will circumfuse
the shade with the halo of truth and I will adjust my own verbal display to the display
of your virtue, by harmonizing the logos to the dignity of contemplation, in so far as the
property presiding in the most powerful manner over the logos of your garment can account
for it.

5 The high-priest’s clothes are depicted also in four separated squares in the illuminated ms.
Vat. Gr. 747, f. 108v containing the Octateuch. The four squares show the tunic, the ephod, com-
plete with shoulder-pieces and breast-plate and the tiara and the golden bonnet (see Weitzmann
/ Bernabo 1999, vol. 1, fig. 770 and vol. 2, 178-179). The scene of Exodus 28 is also often repre-
sented in frescoes, as for instance in the trapeza of Chilandar on Mount Athos or in the monas-
tery of Gracanica in Kosovo (see Stefanescu 1939, 138-139). The richness and the shape of the
priestly vestments in these frescoes reminds one of Eustathios’ description. The high-priest’s at-
tire is also profusely described in Kosmas Indikopleustes’ Christian Topography (5.45-49) and
represented in miniatures: see Kominko 2013, 123-126.

6 See below n. 27. Emphasis on the quality of the fabric was already in the biblical original (Exo-
dus 28.5-6, 1314, 32-34).

7 On the role of imagination in rhetorical theories of ekphrasis see Webb 1998.

8 109.39; 110.53; 111.92; 112.33, etc.

9 103.8-15.



334 —— Aglae Pizzone

Eustathios’ allegorical reading is indeed innovative in many respects. Far from
adhering plainly to the biblical text, he both advances new interpretations
and introduces changes in the material description of the sacerdotal vest, in par-
ticular as far as the scapular is concerned. In order to fully grasp these innova-
tive traits, a survey of the terminology related to the biblical shoulder-piece is in
order. This will be the focus of my first section.

2 Ephod, wpo@oplov, ENWPIG, ENWPIGES

The term énwpideg, through which Eustathios designates the sacerdotal should-
er-pieces, refers to Exodus 28, where the attire of the Hebrew high priest is descri-
bed in detail. In the Septuagint émwyic translates ephod, i.e. the scapular crafted
for Aaron following Moses’ instruction. The garment is characterized by two pre-
cious stones, one mounted on each shoulder. They carry the names of the twelve
sons of Israel, engraved as a reminder for the Lord'®:

Take two onyx stones and engrave on them the names of the sons of Israel in the order of
their birth — six names on one stone and the remaining six on the other. Engrave the names
of the sons of Israel on the two stones the way a gem cutter engraves a seal. Then mount the
stones in gold filigree settings and fasten them on the shoulder-pieces of the scapular as
memorial stones for the sons of Israel. Aaron is to bear the names on his shoulders as a
memorial before the Lord.

The vocabulary related to the scapular is fairly fluid both in Hebrew and in
Greek. The Septuagint translates the word ephod in a twofold way, by using
both the plain transliteration £po08 and the Greek énwpic'. Moreover, the text
uses both the singular énwpig (28.6) and the plural énwpideg (28.12), the former
indicating the scapular as a whole, while the latter designates the decorated
patches on the top of the shoulders™.

10 Exodus 28.9-12. The version of the Septuaginta reads as follows: Kai Aqpupn tovg 80o AiBoug,
Aiboug apapdydov, kal yYAnerg év adToig T dvopata T@v vidv IopanA, € 6vopata £mt Tov Aibov
TOV Eva Kol T £€ GvopaTa T& Aot il TOV AiBov TOV SelTepoV KATa TAG YEVETELG aUTOV. "Epyov
ABovpykiig TEXVNG, YAUppa o@payidog, StayAinpelg Tovg SVo AiBoug it Tolg dvopacty T@V LIV
IopanA. Kail 6foelg Tovg dvo Aiboug &ml Twv Wpwv TG EMwpidog Aot pvnpooiivou elotv Toig
violg IopanA: kal GvoAfqupetar Aopwv T Ovopata T@V ViV IoponA évavtt Kupiov éml T@V
800 WpWV avTOD, PVNEOTLVOV TIEPL AVT@V.

11 £@ovd is to be found in Judges 17.5; 18.17, 18, 20; Kings 14.3; 14.18; 23.18. On ephod and its ety-
mology see Van Dam 1997, 140-149.

12 See Le Boulluec / Sandevoir 1989, 283-284.
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Late antique and Byzantine commentators were well aware of the linguistic
ambiguity surrounding the term. Theodoret of Cyrus, who touches upon the
shoulder piece in his Questions on the Octateuch, specifies that the priest’s
upper cloth is called €poVd in Kings, while usually the Septuagint uses the
word énwpig'®. Theodoret also reminds his readers that the translation énwpig
was Symmachus’ choice, while Aquila had preferred énévdupa*®. On the other
hand, in the Bible the term ephod itself indicates three different objects: an ele-
ment of the high-priest’s garment; a more common sacerdotal vest; a divinatory
tool®. Similarly, in Byzantium énwpig, in the singular, can indicate, in a rather
general way, a piece of the monastic habit, a scapular also worn by women*e.
However, the term acquired a specific technical relevance especially in the By-
zantine liturgical sphere.

Jelena Bogdanovic has recently claimed on the basis of material evidence
that the biblical ephod “strikingly corresponds” to the wupo@dpiov, that is the lit-
urgical shawl worn by Orthodox archbishops?. Yet, as she stresses, “it is difficult
to literally correlate the ceremonial dress described in the Holy Scriptures for
Levitical priests with corresponding vestments of Christian priests because
their textual and visual descriptions as well as ritual use varied.” Texts are ad-
mittedly confused and often confusing; however, they seem to suggest a consis-
tent lexical and conceptual overlap between énwpig and Orthodox liturgical gar-
ments. Sources often use énwpig while referring to the wpo@dplov. A spurious
kontakion on John Chrysostom, traditionally attributed to Romanos the Melode,
explicitly equates Aaron’s énwpig with the bishop’s scapular worn by John'®. In
the 7" century, the Patriarch Germanos explains even more plainly that the By-
zantine wpo@odplov was modeled after Aaron’s ToAn, that is the ephod™’:

13 60, 143.24-144.24 Fernandez Marcos / Saenz-Badillos. The question reads “Why did God
order the construction of the tabernacle?” On the passage and its relationship with previous ex-
egesis, see Hill 2007, 323-325 (and pp. xxx-xxxii on the sources of Theodoret in general). The-
odoret comes back to the ephod and the problems linked to its meaning in the quaestio 17 on
Judges 8.27 (301.18-28 Fernandez Marcos / Saenz-Badillos) on which see Hill 2007, 338-339.
14 Quaestiones in libros Regnorum et Paralipomenon, PG 80.308-3009.

15 See Blischke 2013, 1020-1022, listing the relevant passages. Such a tripartite description can
be traced also in Photios, Amphilochia 192, where he clarifies the meaning of the term é@ov8.
16 See Talbot 1996, 184 n. 123.

17 Bogdanovic 2014, 267-269. On the decorative programs of liturgical sakkoi and the omopho-
ria, see also Woodfin 2012.

18 Hymn. 63.13.4-5, p. 31 Maas / Trypanis.

19 Mystical history of the Catholic Church 19, pp. 66-67 Meyendorff. In late antiquity the ephod
of the Old Testament was interpreted as a sort of cloak covering the shoulders of Aaron; see for
instance the mosaic from the Dura Europos synagogue (245-256 CE), representing Aaron flank-
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T6 Quo@opLov £0TL KT TRV OTOARY ToD Aapwv, Gmep €pOPoLV Kal o &V VoUW APXLEPETS
G0UBAPIOIG HAKPOIG, TOV 8 EDWVUHOV WOV TEPLTIOEVTEG,

The omophorion follows the model of the stole of Aron, and also the priests of the (Old)
Law wore it using long clothes, but wrapping their left shoulder.

Similarly the Questions and answers of Anastasios of Sinai, originally composed
in the late 7" century, but hugely popular also in the following centuries, equates
the énwyig, i.e. the ephoud, with the phelonion, that is the outer vestment of the
priest®:

‘H ovv énwpig Tod dpylepéws UMipxev WG &v TA&eL @eAoviov, kovBov 8¢ Umiijpxev pévov
HEXPL TV UNp@V KaTePXOHEVOV, v EvedovTo of Gpylepelg év T@ Bupdv kal iepatevey
avTovG.

The scapular of the high priest functioned as a phelonion, but was a short garment reaching
just about the hips, which the high priests used to wear when they performed the sacrifice
and holy rites.

In later highbrow texts, énwyic directly refers to the bishop’s liturgical garments.
The term is used with this meaning not only in metaphorical or allegorical con-
texts: when Anna Komnene describes Michael Dukas’s new “career” as a metro-
politan of Ephesus, she says that he came to wear the sacerdotal scapular after
taking off the imperial vestment?’. In a letter to Theodore Prodromos, Michael
Italikos depicts himself as wearing the €nwpig in his capacity as metropolite
of Philippopolis®®. In a well-known episode narrated by Theophanes Continua-
tus, Michael III urges his companion Theophilos/Gryllos to caricature the holy
liturgy and to make an impression of the Patriarch Ignatios: on that occasion
he allows him to wear the wpo@dpiov. The same story is told by John Skylitzes
a century later: there the wpo@dplov is replaced by €nwpideg, in the plural®, Fi-
nally, when Philotheos Kokkinos stages the appearing of Gregory Palamas in a

ing the tabernacle, or else the high priest next to the tabernacle in the ninth-century manuscript
of the Christian Topography (ms. Vat. Gr. 699, fol. 48r, with Kessler 2012, 473-474).

20 Quaestio 98, p. 155.11-14 Richard-Munitiz.

21 1.4.1 and 1.12.6: see Reinsch 1996, 32 with n. 37 and 55 with n. 102.

22 Ep. 1, p. 61.15-17 Gautier.

23 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia 244.9: GpXIEPATIK]] TOUTOV XpUOOOTIKTW Kol VTEP-
Apmpw Koounoag OTOAR Kai wpo@oplov mepibeis; John Skylitzes, Mich. 3.21, p. 109.25-110.32
Thurn: & Oela Samailwv Te Kal ££0pXOVHEVOG, iEPATIKAG OTOAXG XPLOOUPEIG vediSuoke kal
enwpidog. See Wortley 2010, 211. On the apparent contradiction between the text and the gar-
ments shown in the relevant miniatures of the Madrid Skylitzes, see Moran 1986, 55. On the ep-
isode, see Tougher 2010, 140-141.
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healing dream, the saint advises the beneficiary of the miracle to look for his
£MwG, arguably meaning his @popoplov.>

Kokkinos’ text reveals another intriguing detail; it says that the saint’s stole
had been “newly crafted” (kawvovpynbeioa) and embroidered with gold by an ar-
tisan called Palates®. The saint therefore had a distinctive garment, which char-
acterized his liturgical persona. As we have seen, Eustathios does not depict a
real garment, but rather a personal representation and reinterpretation of the
high priest’s clothes as described in Exodus. Yet, énwpig, as we have seen,
could also be used to indicate an actual liturgical garment. Therefore, the novelty
of the énwpideg described by Eustathios could reflect some peculiarity of Mi-
chael’s attire. Certainly, Eustathios’ perspective is unusual: rather than describ-
ing the scapular, he concentrates on the two shoulder-pieces, by using the term
in the plural, with just one exception®. As we will see, such a peculiarity is in-
tegral to his allegorical reading.

Some twenty years after Eustathios’ performance, George Tornikes also dedi-
cated a section of his encomium for the Patriarch Xiphilinos to an allegorical
reading of the high priest’s garments®. In so doing, he declared explicitly that
he did not aim to dwell on their exterior appearance, as the Patriarch had no in-
terest in material values. The quick note seems to be a direct allusion to Eusta-
thios’ piece®, which, on the contrary, offers a detailed ekphrasis of the precious
stones adorning the patriarch’s apparel®. Although this is hard to prove uncon-
troversially, one can hypothesize that the novelty of Eustathios’ representation
reflected in some manner the distinctiveness of Michael’s liturgical vestment.
Be that as it may, novelty does effectively characterize Eustathios’ allegoresis
on different levels, as we will see in the next two sections.

24 Encomium for Gregory Palamas 120 and 129. The dream is explained in Talbot 2010, 244. Tal-
bot shows that the énwpic mentioned in this episode is likely to be identified with the stole de-
scribed in 97, 108 and 131, which she reads as wpo@opiov.

25 Encomium for Gregory Palamas, 118.

26 121.48 (at 110.54 the singular indicates each one of the two shoulder-pieces).

27 13.299-332, pp. 123-125 Loukaki.

28 It is also interpreted in this manner by Marina Loukaki in Loukaki / Jouanno 2005, 195.
29 Cf. for example 110.81-111.5; 112.31-39.
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3 Allegorical interpretations of the scapular in
early Christian and Byzantine literature

Aaron’s priestly garment is allegorized in as early a source as Philo of Alexan-
dria®®. Philo puts forward a cosmological interpretation of Exodus 28 wherein
the scapular is seen as a figure of the sky, while the emeralds decorating the
shoulder-pieces stand for the two hemispheres. Although Philo only gives a mar-
ginal role to moral allegory, he already points to some elements that would be-
come central in later readings. In particular, he looks at the association between
Moyelov and scapular as a figure of the association between words and deeds>.

Two centuries later, Clement of Alexandria moves along the same lines,
while introducing some new Christian variations and putting forward an overall
personal interpretation of the passage®. In contrast, in the Homilies on the Exo-
dus®, preserved only in Latin, Origen abandons cosmological allegory altogether
and takes the scapular as symbolizing the splendor of actions. Likewise, in his
Life of Moses®* Gregory of Nyssa, being aware of the vagueness of the original,
states clearly that the Bible does not describe actual objects, but refers to psy-
chological realities®. As a consequence, Gregory’s reading is purely moral,
with a strong focus on the association of contemplative theory and practical vir-
tue®®. The upper part of the high priest’s garment is read as an image of the beau-
ty of the inner man®.

Later Byzantine exegetes maintain a comparable interpretative framework,
as shown by Photios, who expands on the ephod in the Amphilochia®®. According
to Photios, the Aoyeiov is linked to contemplation, i.e. the Bewpia T@V vonT@v,
while the scapular points to the practice of virtue, i.e. the épyaoia Tfig dpeThg.

30 See Le Boulluec / Sandevoir 1989, 283.

31 Life of Moses 2.125; On the special Laws 1.88; Allegories of the Laws 1.88.

32 Strom. 5.6.37.1-40.4, pp. 351.8-354.4 Stahlin (5.6.38.3-4, p. 352.5-9 Stdhlin for the shoulder-
piece). As far as the relationship with Philo’s allegory is concerned, see van den Hoek 1988,
134-147.

33 9.4.85-86.

34 2.189-201. See Daniélou 1955, 95, n. 1.

35 2.190. Gregory refers to Philo’s cosmological allegory, by putting it to the service of his per-
sonal interpretation (2.191). See Simonetti 1984, 316.

36 Cf. for instance 2.200.

37 2.196. The expression “inner man” comes from Pauline literature (cf. 2 Cor. 4.16; Eph. 3.16;
Rom. 7.22-23). On its probable Platonic origin and later Christian usages, see Cary 2000, 48-49.
38 269.
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The fact that both Aoyeiov and scapular are bound together testifies to the har-
monious combination of faith and correct behavior/action.

A more nuanced reading of Exodus 28 is to be found in Psellos, who dwells
on the high priest’s vestment in one of his lectures on Gregory’s orations®. Fol-
lowing Hebrews 5:10 and 6:20, Psellos contrasts Aaron and Melchizedek, the lat-
ter being a prefiguration of Christ. Against this background, he interprets the
mitre, which is simple and white, as a figure of the mind, while the bells deco-
rating the priest’s tunic are the practical virtues loudly announcing one’s love for
righteousness. Psellos closes his short allegorical excursus by saying that he will
postpone a detailed exegesis of the ephod (here the chest-piece) to another occa-
sion, since the subject would require much more space*. Psellos tellingly ad-
dresses the meaning of Aaron’s vestments in a didactic context and, what is
more, he does so while explaining a passage from an oration by Gregory of Na-
zianzus focused on the nature of the priestly office (Or. 2). Psellos’ Theologica 2.6
provides useful background information concerning the use of Exodus 28 in later
rhetorical practice. As shown by Marina Loukaki, allegories of a number of bib-
lical figures, including Aaron, are the “stock in trade” of 12"-century speeches in
honor of the Patriarch*’. Not coincidentally, such speeches often stem from, or
are connected to, school practice’. In the case of the Lazarus Saturday, both
teacher and pupils were present and the relevant speeches undoubtedly exploit-
ed motifs already outlined in the classroom.

Against this background, Eustathios’ initial caveat — “I will not scrutinize
and avail myself of those models but (...) I will adjust my own verbal display
to the display of your virtue” — becomes clearer. Eustathios does not aim to re-
produce traditional, perhaps out-worn exegetical modules, redolent of the didac-
tic mode. His aim is not to lecture on the meaning of the high priest’s vestment
out of context. Rather, he tries to attune the material description to Michael’s
own character, thus innovating on his model — which, incidentally, is what
Georges Tornikes would choose not to do twenty years later, opting instead for
a purely moral and ‘disembodied’ exegesis®’. The praise of the incarnate logos
and its infinite possibilities particularly fits in with Michael’s personal trajectory:
the Patriarch had previously been Umatog T@v @IAoco@wv and was extremely ac-
tive in the high ranks of imperial administration.

39 Theologica 2.6, pp. 53-59.

40 Theol. 2.6, p. 55.76—-82 Westerink-Duffy.

41 Loukaki / Jouanno 2005, 63-64.

42 Recent literature rightly emphasizes the weight of didactic formats in literary production: see
Bernard 2014 (for the 11" century) and Agapitos 2014 and 2015 (for the 12" century).

43 Second oration for George Xiphilinos 13.299-307, p. 123 Loukaki.



340 —— Aglae Pizzone

In sum, Eustathios did not just find himself at the end of a long exegetical
chain; since the speech for Michael was to be performed in a highly codified set-
ting, he also was obliged to take into account a series of well-defined expecta-
tions on the part of his audience. While he fulfilled such expectations by
using clearly recognizable rhetorical tropes and expressive patterns, he nonethe-
less bent the rules of the genre — without breaking them. Moreover, hiding, as it
were, behind the persona of his laudandus, he justified his own choices by trac-
ing a powerful outline of human development. The next section will be devoted
to a close reading of Eustathios’ allegory of the shoulder-pieces and of the theory
underlying it.

4 A time for innovation

Eustathios’ allegorical interpretation stands out for its originality. On the one
hand, his description follows the biblical text, focusing on the details of the
ephod and zooming in on the énwpideg. On the other hand, while building on
previous interpretations, his exegetical discourse reflects concerns that are dis-
tinctive of 12"-century Constantinopolitan culture.

The first part of Eustathios’ discussion of the priestly attire is devoted to the
kibapig,* i.e. the head-piece, a symbol of contemplation (Bewpia) and philo-
sophical activity. Eustathios’ description follows a downward movement and
the next piece examined is the énwpideg. Thus, Eustathios does not follow the
order proposed by the text of Exodus 28.4, in which the head-piece is the penul-
timate item, after the scapular, the Aoyeiov, the mantel and the tunic. The close
focus on the two €nwpibeg serves the purpose of emphasizing the association of
logos and practical activities in the Patriarch’s portrait. From pure contempla-
tion, Eustathios moves down to the bodily world. Logos mingles with matter, be-
coming incarnate and heavy. The énwpideg reflect precisely this duality*:

Kérteyu 81 £ml 1aG Enwpidag Tag lepdg AV Te €k Se€ldv kal TNV EKaTéPWOEV, TAG 00G Tav-
Tag, GG WG 0VBELG ETEPOG TIPWTOPAVETG EQVTH TIEPLOEPEVOG EVBlampEnelg T)) Beiw ToD oTO-
Atopod, kai oxénTopan katd Adyov Buolov kai adTdV EkaTépav: Kol ioty abTaL OVKETL kAT
povag yvworg 1 avwtatn kal tipog Adyou kai cogiag avataots, GAAG kal Adyog EuppiBng kat
TPAEIG ye pnv €nt TovTw, dAAnAovyoLpeva TadTa KoAd Kal GAAAwVY Gyxt 0Tpe@dpEeEva Kal
Sotafopeva pev ig Adyouv Slaopdv, GAwG pévtol, TO TG Tpa@ig einelv, £tépa TV £Tépav
GUVEXOLTQL* GVWPOPETTAL PEV 0LV GOt PUTEL & AdYOG, GpXLEpeD ayldTaTE, MG Kol AVOmY 1y
Bewpia EBpaBevev, GAN’ 7| TIPEELG adTOV GvayKaiwg KaTaomd Kol Bpidewv mepl Td kot &vBpw-

44 108.78-111.19. On the mitre in Byzantine rite, see Woodfin 2012, 26-29.
45 109.38-110.57.
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1oV omovdaia ToLel kal €ig v flkew Talg eig Koww@éAelav pa&eoty, tva PATE TL TV 0@V
mpakTEWV €l pr EMoyov pnte Adyou omouvdn Siekminty Tob mpdTtechar Si1d Tot TadTa O
TITEPOELG KAl OVPAVIOG AOYoG kal TPOg @UOV aipOpevog eig peTdpotov évtabba Ppibet
Bpoy¥ Tt kK&Tw Kal T TV TPOKTEWY OpBOTNTL CUNTAAKELS £iG EkaTépav Enwpida oot TideTar
Kal HET& TOD oTawpod, OV € MWV &pag Sia vekpwoewg Tad®V dkoAovbelg @ Xplotd, of-
peLg kal Tag iepdg TavTag ENwpisag, £pydtng v 6eol kal S18akTog O adTog Kal £k Te SeELdV
£k Te GPLoTEP@V GpyTV TAV TNV €Ml Mpov aipwv EEdpyovaav iV dravtog dyabod.

I proceed down to the holy shoulder-pieces, the one on the right and the one on the other
side, your shoulder-pieces here: wearing them for the first time, as no one else had done
before you, you stand out by the divine character of your habit, and I consider each of
them in a similar way. And they are no longer the highest knowledge alone and the
apex of logos and the inflexibility of wisdom, but also embodied logos and action on top
of it: these beautiful things come one after the other, exist one close to the other and are
duplicated in view of the difference of logos, but otherwise secured together, as is said
by the Bible. Logos is naturally brought up by you, holy archbishop, just as theory directed
it before, yet action necessarily pulls it down and lends it weight and consistency regarding
the good activities of man, making him converge with the actions intended for the common
good, so that none of your deeds may be irrational and the zeal of reason may not fall short
of the action. For these reasons, the winged and celestial logos, drawn to the sky by its very
nature, dwells heavily down here for a brief time and is located on each of your shoulder-
pieces, intertwined with correctness of actions: and with the cross, which you carry on your
shoulders following Christ through the mortification of passions, you take up onto yourself
also these holy shoulder-pieces, being a worker of God and a learned person, and carrying
on your right and left shoulder this principle, which is for us the beginning of every good.

Here Eustathios builds on the traditional distinction between Adyog £v81a6eTog
and Adyog Tpoopikdg, thus discerning the incarnate Adyog (and therefore rhet-
oric) from the disincarnate Adyog, i.e. reason (and therefore philosophy/contem-
plation).*® When Adyog translates itself into action, providing moral instruction
or directing action, it is defined as “weighty” or “grave”, whereby the term main-
tains both its literal and metaphorical meaning. Adyog is “weighty”*” as it re-
quires the body in order to be uttered and a practical involvement in real life
in order to be turned into action; it is “grave” as it pertains to moral conduct®.
Eustathios’ image finds a nice parallel in his commentary on the Iliad, where he
draws a distinction between the female Muse and the masculine Hermes. The for-
mer is a figure of the logos aiming at pleasure, while the latter is a figure of the

46 The distinction is originally stoic and was further developed in Jewish and Christian litera-
ture. See Miihl 1962 and Kamesar 2004.

47 This meaning is attested as early as Plato, where it refers to the stained soul (Phaedo 81c8)
and to the weight of the incarnate soul, which can be lifted upwards only with difficulty (246d6).
48 Cf. for example Synesios, Egyptian Tales, 18.1, 137-138 Roques. The term characterizes male
discourse (see n. 49).
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logos aiming at action and serving Zeus, which in turn represents the mind or
reason*’:

"ETtL onpeiwoat kai 8TL 6 pév SpaoTAptog AGYog 6 KaTd THV TPaKTIKNY THY EUPPLOT kol olov
eineiv GvBpwdn Bewpoipevog Eppfig AéyeTal katd mpogopay &ppevikny (..) @ 81 ‘Eppii kol
XP&Tau &yyéAw Zevg 6 vobg kal worep LOdPNoTHpL.

It shall be further noted that the active logos according to the grave and, so to say, male
practical application, is labeled as Hermes, in the masculine... therefore Zeus, which is
the mind, employs Hermes as messenger and helper.

Further on in the oration, Eustathios describes how the mixture of theoretical
and practical wisdom works in practice®:

0 Aoyov AentodTnG, BV MPGELS EPPwY CUVEIANQUTA CWHATOT (OTEP &V EaUTH Kol Slekpaivel
Kai T avToD oTEPEUVIOV Sladeikvuoty: @ mPEELS KaBdrmep oi cogol Ta £G punyaviv TV &iAov
Bewplav €ig owpata ovTw 81 kal avT TOV Adyov, 6Te Benoel, katdyovoa eig ENdYov mpa-
KTEOV TayOTNTA kal 0K Axpelodioa 0 Toh Adyou kaAdv, olg S1a TGV TPAKTEWY icSUVWY &ig
KGANOg a0 Xp@lel doa kal dEPog oKATWEY HALOG, GAN aTH pev eig DANV olov HreoTpw-
HéVT, T@ AOyw 8¢ amoypwpévn wg el kal odpa Puyfi, kal TOV PV Adyov €V T KaTd QUOY
mpoboa, T@ & xelBev Tiiw abtn cuvekAdUTOVOR* @ Kol TPEELS Kad AGYOg THY KATX Tév-
TwV Gvadnopeva vikny, Enwpides iepal abTat, SU MV ailpelg YiBev MG ém TV 6MV peTa-
@pévwv avalopBavwy kal PuBpiCwy eig dpetiv kal kovPlwy dvw, Evla Mu@V TO TOAi-
TEVPQ, Kol TOUG KOTUMVTOG Kol TEQPOPTIOPEVOUG GUOPTASwv GxOBel TPOOKAAOUHEVOG
evayyeMK@G €l Gvamowaty.

Oh subtlety of the logos, which prudent action, comprehending it, embodies, as if in itself,
and illuminates, showing its solid part; oh action which, as the experts in machines bring
immaterial theory down to the bodies, brings the logos down to the thickness of sensible
action, when necessary, without destroying its beauty; thus, penetrating into the beauty
through its actions, it colours them, as the sun the obscurity in the air, and while it [i.e.
the action] is diffused upon matter, nonetheless it is coloured by the logos, as a body by
the soul, maintaining the logos in its natural place and shining thanks to the preciousness
coming from it; oh action and logos, crowned in victory over all other things, these holy
shoulder-pieces, through which you lift us from earth and carry us on your back, training
us in virtue and lifting us up, where we belong, and according to the Gospel calling us to
rest, tired as we are and afflicted by the weight of our sins.

Eustathios’ allegory builds upon neo-Platonic terminology and expands upon
images of light, emphasizing a crucial aspect of the Byzantine religious experi-

49 10.20-25. Cf. also in II. 250.21. On the distinction between ‘feminine’ and ‘male’ discourse see
Papaioannou 2013, 192-231. On allegory in Eustathios’ commentaries on Homer see Cesaretti
1991 and Hunter and van den Berg, this volume.

50 110.66-79.
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ence’’. At the same time, he expands on traditional exegeses, such as the inter-
pretation of the ephod as the symbol of those taken up by Christ according to
Luke 10.20°%. Even more importantly, Eustathios exploits in full the potential
of laudatory rhetoric, insisting on Michael’s unprecedented qualities. The “nov-
elty” of the patriarch’s virtue is thus turned into a central motif. First, Michael’s
unique character reflects itself in the ‘decorative program’ of his émwpibeg. The
biblical text prescribes that the two stones adorning the shoulder-pieces be en-
graved with the names of the twelve tribes of Israel®>. Yet, the Patriarch carries
much more on his shoulder**:

AiBot ovTol moAvTipnTol 8o pév, ETL mPOG mpakTéR Kkai Adyoug oyifoval, ol kaTd Tovg
TuTkovG 8¢ Tob pvnpoovvou AiBoug dvopdtwy dwdekadL povn Th TV viwv TopanA mpog
pvnunv Beiav Tumovpevol, AAG kot £t iAeioot pvrpatg éufaduvopevot kal o povov &rmo-
oTOAwV, 0DG 1 &V TOrw YAv@n mponvifato, dAX kai GvEp@VY GmooTOMK®Y, 0i¢ Kai avTolg
Katd TG £€ ToponA T0 ToD Biov TENOG BebV Opdv Kal TOV GvTa VOELY Kal Tpdg aToV TUToD-
0Bat Adyou Te eiMKpLveig kol TIPAKTEWY OPBOTNTL 0DG TGVTAG Kal WG £7tt Aiolg Staorporg
évéypaag @ oTepepviw TG PVAUNG kal Tob mavTtog TpwpéVw Kal oDk el8oTL EEdAenpv
Kal €l ApYETUTIOV PEPELG TOUG pEV AGYOV, TOVG 8 TPagews.

These most precious stones are two because they are divided into logoi and actions, but
they are not engraved only with the twelve names of the sons of Israel, following the
model of the memorial stones, for divine memory; on the contrary, they are carved with
more memories, and not only of the apostles, who are alluded to in the model of the carved
work, but also of the men following the apostles’ example, for whom, just as for the Israel-
ites, the goal of life is to see God, to understand Him who is, and shape themselves after His
image through the purity of their logos and the righteousness of their actions; you have en-
graved them all onto the firm, most precious and never fading part of your memory, as if
onto clear stones, and you have set them as a model, the ones for logoi, the others for ac-
tion.

Such an unparalleled mixture of exemplary activities and excellence in speech
leads Eustathios to praise the kxawvotng of Michael’s figure. Novelty is constantly
highlighted throughout the oration and kawvo6g, kKavoTnG, KavoTopia are consis-
tently used with a markedly positive meaning. As said at the beginning, “inno-

51 For the image of the soul-sun in neoplatonism (with a series of parallel passages from Plo-
tinus, Proclus and Dionysius the Areopagite) and its relationship with the experience of the con-
gregation in the liturgical space of the Byzantine church, see Shibille 2014, 177-184.

52 Cyril of Alexandria, De adoratione 11, in: PG 68.733C-736C, and Le Boulluec / Sandevoir
1989, 283.

53 Ex. 28.11.

54 112.39-49.
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vation” is a critical notion in the historiography on Byzantium®. Apostolos Spa-
nos has recently explored the semantic range of kavog/xavotopia, arguing that
such a range did not include exclusively the notion of “negative innovation”®.
Eustathios’ oration for Michael further supports his point, even though the
speech needs to be contextualized in the cultural environment of 12®-century
Constantinople.

For one thing, the oration for Michael gives a resounding answer to the con-
cerns expressed by Anthony Cutler in the piece that closed the 1995 ground-
breaking volume Originality in Byzantine Literature, Art and Music: “In what
sense can we say that a society which did not share our sense of originality
acted originally? I ask this not because of the illusory danger that we shall con-
fuse our perceptions with theirs [...] but because not one of the contributors has
been able to point to the existence of the notion of originality in Byzantium™’.
Eustathios provides exactly such a definition. The praise for the Patriarch
turns into a powerful statement on the supremacy of the present over the
past, of the “moderns” over the “ancients”. Eustathios shows no inferiority com-
plex towards tradition, on the contrary he emphasizes mankind’s constant ad-
vancement, stressing that new achievements are always attainable. The passage
deserves to be quoted in full, in spite of its length®®;

Kai fjoav TabTa Aty Enwpideg katakekpotnuévat ov Hévov Adyou xaptoty, dv 16 Tiig Puyig
iepov kKavOTaT& 0ot TPORAMETAL, GAAG Kal TTPGEEWVY aTAONPOTNTL, GG O &V gol 6PBOG Adyog
018eV £MIKOOUETY 0VBEVOG EVBEWY TGV MWMoTe oUTe PO dAndeiag ebpeoty kol Pehidoug
#h\eyxov olte TPOG EKAOYNV TPAKTEWV Kal GrekAoyrRv: ob yap Srimov Sotéov év Toig GpTt
XPOVOLG TEEPATL TO KOAOV, WG P &v EEETVaL Tl PuXailG Kavny Tva TEPVELY 680V Blou amov-
Saiov, AN’ Gvéyknv eival mapapévety Tolg mdAat kol PO HUGV kal Toig avToig éykadiobat
Kal TOV aUTOV ENITTEWY Al KUKAOV TPROpEVOLG TiEpL T& POBATAVTA, OVSE YNPAoOL VOULGTEOV
TOV Ypdvov 008 THV QUOV &moKaElv, O 8 TVEG OVK ofpat Thvy GTIoudAlovTeG, GAAK
0¢0ewg TIvog TtpoloTtacdal BEAoVTEG olovtal, WG Uil Gv pRTe Adyou kavod Tvog TipoBoAéag
giva Tovg Tob Kad’ NPEG yEvoug PATe TPAEews ETepoiag mapd T év mahatoig dyadd: ol yop
0TEVOXWPHOW TO ToD Adyou motkihov éykatakAeiong ig oUTw POVOELSEG 008 0UTW KaTan-
@oaipnv av meviav Tod TAOUTOL TiG AvBpwTEing PVOEWS, WG P &v AoV pUndEv TV
avékaBev eig avTNV KaBNKOVTWY KaA@V €xewv mpooktnoaohai Tt Katd AGyov KavoTEPOG
e0pEoEWS 0UKOVY TA TolaDTa SoEaoTéov, GAN E0TtL TAVTWG Kal TR Yeved TavTty Oe6080TOV
ayaBov, el kal pur| ovy’ dmwg omdviov: kal 8ESoTatl BebBev kal avTH TpooeLeupiokey TeEXVa-
OpGTWY SevotnTag Kol Adywv EYXEIpelv KavoTno dyad®v kol Epywv opoiwv Emwvoialg, &

55 See the summary presented in Kazhdan 1995. On the terminology indicating what is “new”
see also Magdalino 1987, 52-54.

56 Spanos 2010; 2014.

57 Cutler 1995, 203.

58 113.60-114.93.



History has no end =— 345

| Tpog dpyaia piov éetkovilev Exet Tig, GAN adTa TIPOG APXETLTIOV KAAOD TIPOTOTAV TOTG
elogmertar Kol yéyove Toig aAat xpovolg Epya kal oAAG Kol peydAa, Boa EKPETPELV OVK Gv
&xn g EEnvéxOnoav PovAal kal coPLOPGTWY Emivolat, 6o 0DSE HaKpd TIS Kapwv i Blov
TePIENEVOETAL, GAN’ 0V SITIOL T TG EVPETEWS TIEMEPATWVTAL, WG UNKETEXEWV EPYOV KaTa-
TipaOfvaL KaAov £k kawiig ij BovAnv mpoBeBAfadal Siekme@evyuiav TO aLXUNPOV T VONUX
£DYEVEG, 0D EDKAEEG TO VEWTATOV, AKX KaBAmep 1 Pév TV &v Adyw oTolyelwv dpyr dpt-
otat kal 60a €ig TRV ToUTWV CUAANYYV Kol TG €K TOVTWV WG €V A8POTEPOLG HEPEDL AEKTA
(ol & €& avT@Vv Adyot oUk Gv 81’ al@vog EMAENPWOL KAV KALVOIG EMGUVEIPOVTES TG VOOU-
peva), oLTw Kal Tolg KaT GvOpwov O PV 0pBOG Adyog HEHETPNTAL KAVOGLY OV SLVEVEUT|-
HEVOLS £iG Gmelpov, T& 8 €€ aUT@V petpeiodat ovK oidaoty.

And in this respect we have greatly praised your shoulder-pieces not only because of the
graces of the logos, which the holiness of your soul streams down in the most incomparable
manner, but also because of the steady character of your actions, adorned by the righteous
logos that you host, never falling short in any regard, either in the discovery of truth and the
exposing of falsehood or in the inclusion and exclusion of the actions to be accomplished;
for in the present times we should not assign a limit to beauty on the mistaken assumption
that our souls are not in a position to break new ground in a distinguished life and that by
contrast we must adhere to the ancients who have preceded us and must follow in their
footsteps and walk endlessly in a circle, busy with the same venerable practices. Nor
should we think that time grows old® or that nature grows tired: this is the opinion put
forth by some people who in my view do not believe it in earnest but express such a
view in order to champion a certain thesis, on the assumption that our contemporaries
are unable to advance any original logos or to accomplish a particular action that goes be-
yond the good deeds of old times. For I will put no constraint on the variegated nature of
logos by straight-jacketing it into plain uniformity ® nor would I condemn the richness of
human nature to poverty on the assumption that human nature can acquire nothing in the
way of original discoveries other than the noble properties that have belonged to it since
the dawn of time. We should not endorse such opinions, for our generation likewise pos-
sesses in the highest degree a God-given good, even though it is necessarily rare; this gen-
eration too has received from God the ability to discover further skilful devices and try its
hand at a number of innovations pertaining to good logoi as well as at the design of cor-
responding actions. Looking back to ancient deeds makes it no easier to envisage these
qualities, but they stand by themselves, setting an example of nobility for the generations
to come. Many important things were conceived and designed in ancient times, such a great
range of ideas and clever inventions that one would be unable to embrace them fully, even
in an entire, long life, and yet invention has not reached its limits that would preclude the
achievement of any further fine deeds or which would blemish with stiffness the concep-
tion of any superb plan or a noble idea whose magnificence lies in being most novel; on
the contrary, just as the basic letters forming the logos have been defined and so has
their composition and the more intricately structured sayables arising from them, whereas

59 Aesch. Prom. 981.
60 In Eustathios’ commentaries on Homer, 0 povoel8€g is the flaw the poet tries to avoid at any
cost thanks to rhetorical elaboration and expansion (see for instance in Il 272.5-9). On this sub-
ject see Pizzone 2016.
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the logoi that are built upon them would never cease to add additional new thoughts to new
thoughts, so too the right logos is limited by human rules that cannot be infinitely divided,
whereas the actions that arise from them are uncountable.

Eustathios outlines a picture of human progress in which tradition does not have
an authoritative value per se. Innovation is not just incremental, but it is nour-
ished by new creations and by the elaboration of brand-new thoughts. And it
is not just a matter of style or rhetoric: it also involves actual undertakings
and the ability to create (invent) something new. The advancement of human
knowledge is seen as a limitless process, even though subject to well-defined
rules, which are both formal (language is made of a finite number of units)
and moral (reason establishes a finite set of norms)®'. Eustathios, while using
a vocabulary reminiscent of the eternal divine progression first described by
Gregory of Nyssa®, promotes a linear notion of time and progress, as compared
to repetition and circularity®. His view is far removed from both ancient notions
of technical advancement and the biblical pessimism regarding man’s efforts to-
ward innovation.

Although Classical Antiquity had a strong faith in human progress, such
faith was not untainted. The process was not conceived as an endless progres-
sion. Ancient thinkers expected that technical development would reach its lim-
its or else start all over again following catastrophic events and/or cosmic reno-
vation®®. Aristotle himself views the passing of time as a factor promoting
forgetfulness rather than learning®. Equally, the Bible, in the voice of the Eccle-
siastes, is famously skeptical, to say the least, about the possibility of true inno-
vation®®. Accordingly, Christian exegetes, in commenting on the biblical text,
point to the fragility of human memory and the inevitability or repetition in a

61 Eustathios builds on Stoic theory of language, as shown by the mention of lekta (see Frede
1978). The parallelism between lekta and right logos is perfect, since both are incorporeal, even
though they regulate corporeal and embodied realities: the former, the uttered logos; the latter,
practical actions.

62 See Blowers 1992.

63 In this respect Eustathios’ depiction of human progress contradicts Murray’s recent assump-
tion that Eastern Christianity might have a “more circular” notion of time (Murray 2013, 240—
241). Murray’s hypothesis is based on a hint in Gurevich 1985, 94-151. Although such a notion
is attested (see above n. 31), it is surely not exclusive. Be that as it may, the topic of the concept
of time in Byzantium would deserve more consideration.

64 See Dodds 1973; Cambiano 1972, chapter “Il problema delle tecniche”.

65 Physics 4.12, 221a.

66 Ecclesiastes 1.8-11. For a commentary, see Kriiger 2004, 47-55.
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frustrating and vain effort of chasing originality®’. From their perspective, novel-
ty is just another word for the transience of human knowledge, while history is
bound to repeat itself.

One cannot deny that Eustathios’ statement stands out starkly against the
background of what we know of Byzantine literature — or of what we think we
know about it. And yet, it is not so surprising if we consider the preoccupations
of both Eustathios and the Constantinopolitan circles in which he belonged. For
one thing, the outline of human progress presented in the oration for Michael is
fully in tune with Eustathios’ own production and rhetorical practice. As shown
by P.A. Agapitos, Eustathios crosses generic boundaries confidently, subtly inno-
vating traditional compositional patterns®®. In his account of the capture of Thes-
salonike, moreover, we find explicit statements about the freedom that writers
are granted when it comes to the choice of their narrative strategies®. Originality
was surely one of the main concerns of his poetics. In his commentary on the
Iliad he directs harsh words against orators who are unable to conceive original
personal thoughts and therefore turn into thieves and plagiarists™:

01g Gpolot YévovT v Kkai £ £Tépwv momTdv, 78N 8¢ mov kai £k mefoAoyl@v, 6moiol okw-
@ONnoovTaL ElVaL OL LF| YEVWRVTEG PN TOPEiag oikelng, GAN Mg einelv, AoyoouMekTadat Svteg
Kai 8U 6Aov oTEPHOAOYODVTEG £V EYKWHIOLG.

A similar situation is observed among the other poets, but also among prose writers, who
are mocked because they cannot produce anything by their own rhetorical ability, and in
their encomia they are like plagiarists, picking up stuff here and there.

Such concerns are not new. In his capacity of maistor of the rhetors, Nikolaos
Kataphloron directs similar thoughts against ‘twelve sophists’ of his time.
These men are ‘formidable acrobats of logoi’ who break open the tombs and
strip the dead of their garments in order to clothe their own speeches™. Nikolaos
delivers a heartfelt plea against the weary repetition of age-old stylistic features

67 Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Homilies in the Ecclesiastes 1, vol. 5, p. 297.11 Mc Donough-Alexander;
Anonymous commentator on the Ecclesiastes, 1.11-13, pp. 30-34 Ettlinger-Noret. The latter, when
commenting on Ecclesiastes 1.11 stresses the endless circularity of time.

68 Agapitos 1998.

69 capt. Thess., proth., 4.20-26 Kyriakidis. On the passage see Pizzone 2014, 15-17 with previous
literature.

70 in Il. 1309.1-3.

71 Loukaki 2001, 143-166. The Greek passage in question is to be found on p. 154.34-52 (see
152.17-18 for the notion of ‘acrobats’).



348 —— Aglae Pizzone

aiming to please an audience that already knows what to expect”. The funerary
image from the fragment edited by Marina Loukaki’® can be usefully compared to
the simile through which Eustathios praises Michael’s memory in the oration in
question”:

Tig 8¢, 6g TV ofv UnepavaBePnKe pvApNY, OTe dvadoyioaoBal xpr T& Tod mvebpaTog; i
TAVTWG OVBELG, Kal TOVTWV aTa Ta TiiG Telpag 18&okahog €ig TOLW TNV PVNHOCUVIY 0VGI-
wo¢ o BedG, AP’NG 0 MovaGv Evvedc, YVioews 8¢ mpoPéPAnTal moAumAnBetar gimtot Tig &v
7L OTOUOTOG OE PEPELY, OTE KANEGEL KAUPOG, TAVTOG PV Adyoug, mavtag 8¢ Bloug avdpdv
0o@@V Kkal Bool TPOG GpeTnv ElNKaoty PBGoavTeg oUTw TavSexf mMavtog kahod TOmOV
TéBekag TV Yuyxnv Kai gig BPA0BAKNY copiag pvApovog GvénTuEag i kal wg £v ToAuTL-
pNTw TOBW T® BABeL TAG pvAUNG TOVG GEioug TaPRG Tolw NG EVTEDEKag Kal piav pév
TIAGKQL OpapaySov Tpo@aivelg €v Enwpiol Toig GvTimapeEeTaley YAXOPEVOLG TG KATA O
Toig méhat koholg TovG v Adyw mpoAdpavtag, v obSevog AeAdAnkag dyevvéoTtepa,
piav 8¢ Toug £pyw Aapmpovg, oUg VePEAappAG, KOl GUPOTEPAS TAUTOS EIG YAUHUA 0@payi-
80¢ KaTA TO Yeypoppévoy Ekoihavag, oig Te PG Ekelvoug ETUMWOAS TEAUTOV Kol 01§ £0Tt
Kal £TEpoug avTOOL EkpdTTeadal TO GyaBov MO gol EkavTopt.

Who has ever surpassed your memory when spiritual matters are to be debated? Surely
enough, no one, and we learn it from experience: God endowed you with such great mem-
ory from which not the ennead of the Muses has arisen but rather a multitude of knowl-
edge; one could say that, whenever the right moment comes, you have on the tip of your
tongue all the words, all the wise men’s lives and those who in previous times lived accord-
ing to virtue; thus you have made your soul a receptacle of all beauties, and you have de-
veloped it into a library of mnemonic wisdom, or else you have put to rest in the depth of
your memory those worthy of such a grave as if in a much revered sepulchral chamber. And
to those eager to compare your qualities with the ancients’ nobility, you show one emerald
plaque on the shoulder-pieces, namely those who illustrated themselves through logoi (and
you have never spoken less nobly than any of them); and the other one, namely those who
have illustrated themselves through action, whom you have all outshined; and you have
worked both of them as a carved seal, as is written, on the one hand shaping yourself ac-
cording to those models, and on the other hand giving other people to receive the imprint-
ing of virtue under your guidance.

Memory is likened here to a sepulchral chamber. As a consequence, the precious
stones decorating the shoulder-pieces turn into gravestones showing the names
of the deceased. Unlike the tombs robbed by Nikolaos’ orators, however, Mi-
chael’s memorial is a private space, well sealed and piously preserved. The op-
position, we might say, is between a worn-out and easily accessible cultural

72 Loukaki rightly calls the attention on the similar attitude shown by Michael Choniates in his
TIpog ToVG aiTiwpévoug T d@évdeikTtov, on which see Bourbouhakis 2014, 201-224.

73 On cultural appropriation as a dialogue with the dead in Byzantium, see now Marciniak
2013.

74 118.59-73.
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memory and a more personal use of the past. Eustathios draws a picture in
which exemplary models are fully internalized and tactfully used. The bright sol-
idity of the emerald provides a glaring contrast to the rags and fragments (of tra-
dition) that Kataphloron’s sophists fight for. Last but not least, Michael’s appro-
priation of ancient authorities leads to the production of a new, equally
authoritative, model.

Eustathios’ faith in human progress is probably not indicative of an overall
Byzantine attitude toward innovation — if such a thing ever existed. Rather, it re-
flects the need to assert a space of autonomy in the highly codified cultural com-
munication of the capital’s learned circles in the last decades of the 12" century.
In this respect, the attitude shown in the oration for Michael is characteristic of a
very distinctive period in Byzantine literary history — and, we may add, closely
connected to the specific occasion for which the speech was performed. A com-
parison with later sources can clarify this last point better.

The idea of progress features prominently in a much-discussed passage from
the Gnomikai Semeioseis published by Theodore Metochites in the 1320s™. In the
introductory chapter, Theodore famously voices his feelings of helplessness to-
ward the overwhelming voice of the ancients. His concerns resonate with Eccle-
siastes’ words about the impossibility of producing any (new) utterance. The
endless repetition of the same topics turns into a cause of disgust. Tellingly, The-
odore uses the same language as both Eustathios and Nikolaos Kataphloron —
and Michael Choniates, for that matter. He speaks of audiences knowing the
script ‘by heart’, as it were”® and he notes the powerful semantic domain of re-
striction and constraint. Yet in his view logos has indeed reached its limits™:

Kai 008ev 6 T1 oxedov AéAeuntal ye fiv, 008E xwpa TG OAWG €l KOWWEPEAT] TVQ QOpAV
owg oTig &v 016G T €ln, olTe KauPdG i GvepéonTov Spwg Enibeldiv Tva Kol TPOKOTIAG
évtedBev Gpilav, GAN i povov, doa Gvaykr, YAwtmg drpagio kol KAOelp&Lg 81d mavtwv.
“Omov yap v Tig Kal KwvAoat TOV vov, VEoV 0UK Gv Epetv £xot, GAN’ 6 ipdTepov 1idn @baoav
AvuoTal Tvi, Kal TOiG AKPOwHEVOLG TipogAnmTar Kal Aowtov andig TavTa gépewv, 1 Tpog
@oTiav fowg, { TPOS Y& TL XpRowov, (g ye 86etev &v, Kkal mepl @v &Aot pdTEPOV
181 kol fowg ye kai kKopSH BEATIOV, OTIOLBALEV aVTOV TVa VDV Ye elvat kol katemetyeoat,
0ig ol kaBamaE dpa Py 8el YEAWT SpAovTa, 008’ E0Tv NTICODV Xpeia.

There is hardly anything left for us, no room at all for any contribution of general useful-
ness for that person [among us] who is perchance able [to make such a contribution], and
no opportunity for an at least legitimate display [of wisdom] and accompanying striving for

75 Hult 2002, xiv—xv situates the composition of the Semeioseis between 1321 and 1328.

76 Cf. also 9.1.5-7 where unconditional love for the ancients, favored over the modern figure, is
heavily criticized, with Bydén 2002, 260. See also 5.2.5-6 on plagiarism.

77 Semeioseis 1.6-9, pp. 22-24 Hulst.
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improvement. There is only the enforced inactivity and confinement of the tongue at all
times. For wherever someone might move his mind he cannot say anything new, but
only something which has already been achieved by someone else, and already received
by the listeners. The only thing left to do is to reluctantly present the same results, either,
perhaps, to gain glory, or for some supposedly useful purpose, and now oneself to study
things that others have studied before and perhaps much better, and incur ridicule by ex-
erting oneself on subjects where absolutely no exertion is required, or which are of no use
whatsoever (transl. Karin Hulst).

This is a heavily debated passage and its prefatory nature makes it even more
problematic. In spite of all the disgust and helplessness, Theodore decided to
publish his voluminous work. Thus, it comes as no surprise that modern readers
found themselves discussing the work’s actual purpose and the true sense of Me-
tochites’ opening statements’®. Recently, Bydén has suggested that far from giv-
ing up on innovation, Metochites chose a “formal solution to a material prob-
lem”, embracing novelty not in content but in style. Surely, according to
Metochites, the shortcomings of human communication depend for a great
part on the audience’s inability or unwillingness to grasp the actual meaning
of a given utterance’. And yet, Metochites also acknowledges the difficulty or
impossibility of a perfect match between internal reason and verbal utterances®.
If Eustathios does not see any hindrance in the finite set of rules governing
human speech, Metochites deems the constraints of the incarnate logos a burden
to the full expression of the mind®. This is why the choice of producing new
logos is presented as a second best, an option sustained by resignation, as we
have seen before (Aoutov dndig Tadtd épewv). The Semeioseis, moreover, presup-
pose a well-defined view on the development of human knowledge and history.
If progress is not excluded®, it nevertheless reaches its end. Metochites fully em-
braces the idea that time grows old as if human development followed a biolog-
ical curve®®. Thus, tradition and progress are perceived as moving toward a con-
clusion.

Intriguingly, the same idea of progress as a process moving toward a conclu-
sion is to be found in the letter 23, sent by Nikephoros Gegoras to Metochites,

78 The discussion on the aim of the Semeioseis (basically ambition vs. usefulness), started by
Beck 1952, 50-75, is summarized in Featherstone 2011. On the complexity of Metochites’ use of
cultural capital see Bazzani 2006.

79 Semeioseis 9, pp. 88-95 Hulst.

80 Semeioseis 9.2.3, pp. 90.23-94.25 Hulst.

81 Semeioseis 9.2.2, pp. 90.28-92.4 Hulst.

82 Cf. Semeioseis 14.135-145 Hulst.

83 Semeioseis 9.1.5, p. 90.4 Hulst: 0 T00 kapod kat Tiig GvBpwmivng PloTh.
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most probably to congratulate him for completing the Semeioseis®*. Gregoras as-
sumes that perfection is still to be achieved. Nonetheless, Metochites’ work will
define it once for all:

"Evtaubol 8¢ Tod Adyov yevopevog, ToD 6ogod ZoAOpH@VTOG EMOVTOG EUVATONY* ‘IPOGPATOV
Do Tov iAoV elvat pndév, © Aakoet kal épet 18 ToDTO Kavoy E0TIv* {8n ydp &V Toig
aidot @avat yeyovévat: AN’ {80l Td mapdVTA KAtVA Kol ola pndev uns-
Apufl Tw Yéyovev €V TOTG al@aLv. Womep yap ovk £0Tv oUSEVA T@OV £ ai@vog xpn-
0T@V BaoAéwv eVPELY Tf| TOD MUETEPOV PACINEWG GUIAAWEVOV PPOVATEL TTGVY TOL PROTA
Slowkelv £yovon kal E£0HaNTEY KUKEDVOG HEYGRAOUG TIPAYHATWY, 0DTWG 0VBE TAV £E aidvog
0VBEVA 00PAV TR Off coPlg AUIAAWHEVOV. TTAVTAG YOp EKEIVOUG TOUG 0OPOVG WG E0LKEV
dpoug kal MPOTAGEL Y TIvag, (MG &v Tig gimtol, 6 Tag Hredeikvy Ypdvog kal olov einelv £ma-
YWYIK& TVOL KOPPATA TTPOG EV Tt CUANOYLOHOD CUHTIEPAOHA KPATLOTOV O€, WG EVTEDBEV yiyve-
o0at ARONV &V 8N TV MPOTEPWV EKEVWY GOPMY, TV &’ EERfG UNKET ivat ypelav dpa pn-
Sepiav: Pndg yap eivat copiag £i80g ool ye mapeyévov Pndév, 8 ToUg Te yevopévoug SiEdpa
Kkat 6 Toig Eoopévolg lowg EoTal Kavov ebpnua Kol “podo@atov VT TOV HALov, & AaAnoet kal
£pel 18e TODTO KAV E0TIVE.

After reaching this point in my discourse, I was reminded of the wise Solomon, who said:
“There is nothing new under the sun, whereof a man shall speak and say ‘Look this is new’;
and he says that it has already existed in the ages before us: but there, the present is new
and such as it never was anywhere in the ages before us”. As it is impossible to find any of
the valiant kings of the past matching the mind of our emperor, which can easily rule and
smooth away big troubles, likewise it is impossible to find any of the wise men of the past
who can match your wisdom. And it seems as if time in its entirety had designated all those
wise men, one would say, as a premise and preparation and so to say as inductive elements
leading to one perfect conclusion of the syllogism, namely you, so that those wise men
from the past will fall into oblivion, while those to come will have no usefulness, in that
you yourself neglect no form of wisdom that did indeed escape the men of the past or
that will perhaps be a new invention for those of the future and ‘something new under
the sun’, whereof a man shall speak and say ‘Look this is new’.

The reference to the Ecclesiastes can be read as Gregoras’ reply to his mentor’s
anxieties. Quite simply, Gregoras shifts the boundaries, setting a new limit and
pinpointing the figure of Metochites as the conclusion of human progress. How-
ever, once again, the idea of an indefinite progression is completely absent. His-
tory is bound to reach its end and then repeat itself.

It may appear misplaced to compare texts belonging to two very different
times in Byzantine cultural history such as the Komnenian and the early Palae-
ologan period. And yet in both periods the learned circles of the capital were
haunted by the same concerns (ambition, display, the needs of highly demand-

84 On the letter and the discussion on the circumstances in which it was written, see Bydén
2002, 269-273. Our passage is Ep. 23.43-59, pp. 78-70 Leone.
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ing audiences) and characterized by similar practices of cultural consumption
(the theatra)®. Authors struggled to find a voice and a public identity. The com-
parison is therefore viable and helps to understand the reasons underlying the
two world-views. The performative context surely plays a primary role in the ad-
dress to Michael. Eustathios’ Or. 7 is a public speech delivered within an institu-
tional setting. Eustathios is at the peak of his career as an orator, while his lau-
dandus had been “consul of philosophers”. They both represent the summit of
Constantinopolitan official rhetorical and philosophical culture. The audience
of students also requires a constructive attitude, and Eustathios and Michael
must lead by example: it is obviously the triumph of the logos, here and now.
Eustathios’ view of human advancement is sustained by the occasion prompting
the speech, and at the same time such a view reinforces Michael’s position and
his own. To them, in spring 1171, history, as yet, has no end.
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Telemachus 36, 153-56, 213-15, 218, 287

Telephus 87n42

theatron 35

Theocritus 60n113, 66, 68n131

Theodorus Metochites 349-51

Theodoret of Cyrus 335

Theodorus Prodromus 171-76, 336

Theodorus Studites 247

Theognis 55, 234

Theophilos/Gryllos 336

Thessalonike 1-3, 79, 167-70, 176, 177,
243-44, 304, 309-24

- capture of 25, 49, 168, 290, 293-95,
299-301, 347

Thetis 41, 50, 134, 136, 140

Thucydides 49, 112, 211, 286, 295, 301

Tinerel de Bellérophon, Jean 203, 212, 217

Tornices, Georgius 337, 339

Tryphiodorus 163

Turrianus, Nicolaus

typika 311, 313

Tzetzes, lohannes 16, 40, 42, 56, 58, 63,
132n18, 136n26, 153, 174, 255n9,
260n30, 287

169, 185-86, 196 fig. 7

Venice 168

Vico, Giovan Battista 219-20
Viermdnnerkommentar (VMK) 85, 89
Villoison, J.B.C. d’Ansse de 221
Virgil 42-3, 210, 214

viticulture  313-15, 317, 320-21
Voss, Johann Heinrich 220



362 —— General index

Wolf, Friedrich August 221 Zenodotus 51
Wolmar, Melchior 201 Zeus 14-16, 36, 38-39, 42-43, 45-58, 61—
67, 129, 132-42, 145, 290, 342
(Ps.)Zonaras 186



Index locorum potiorum

Ael. Theon progymn.

p. 67 Pat.-Bol. 49

p. 76.34-77.10 et 79.20-32 142n43
Aesch.

test. 112a Radt 162n36

fr. 1R, 234

fr. 393 R. 234n19
Alc. fr. 366 Voigt 234
Anast. Sinaita, quaest. 98

(p. 155.11-14 R.-M.) 336
Anna Comn. 1.4.1 et 1.12.6 336n21
Anon. in Hermog. inv. 7.722.26 Walz  156n25
Aphthon. prog.

1.1 Pat. 130n7

2.4 142n43

12.2-3 49
Apostol. paroem.

2.60, 6.59, 8.78 229n2

7.79 236n21

8.23 234n17

10.17 231

10.64 237n24

12.49 235n20

12.89 236n21

14.32 234n18

15.12 238
Append. Prov.

2.29 236n21

2.94 234n17
(Ps.)-Arcad. Epit. Hrd. Cath.

pros. 31.4-8 Schmidt 94-95, 106
Aristoph.

Av. 194 65

Ran. 186
823-25
939-44

Arist.
Phys. 4.12, 221a
Poet. 1459a9
1459b13

Pol. 2.1268b.38
Rhet. 3.1406b1-2
fr.162 G=162R
fr.379 G =155 R
fr.389 G =166 R

Arsen. paroem. 11.5a
Aster. hom. 14.15.3 Datema

Athen.
1.8e-11b
1.18b
2.37f
5.187d-e
8.347e
10.452d

Clem. Alex.
hom. in Exod. 9.4.85-86
Paed. 3.4.26.1
Strom. 4.19.123.1
5.6.37.1-40.4
6.2.8.5

Com. Adesp. fr. 853 Kock

Cosmas Hieros., Comm. in Carm.
Greg. Theol., Tit.

Cratin. fr. 367 K.-A.

Cyrill. Alex. de ador. 11
(PG 68.733c-7360)

Demetr. Byzant. FHG 2.624

236
257n22
16n22

346n65
258
149
287
258

50
15n18
30

233
231n7
211
286
234
21

161n36
232n15

338
286n7
217
338n32
233n17

237

175n50

237n23

343n52

232n15
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Index locorum potiorum

Demosth. 19.137 94
Didym. 14.9 pp. 248-49 Schmidt 237
Diod.Sic. 20.63.1 235n20
Diog.Laert. 8.18 232n15
Diogenian. paroem.
3.26, 3.78 et 5.19 229n2
4.81et7.28 235n20
4.82a 233n17
4.85 et 6.99 236n21
5.15 170n27
6.25 237n24
7.50 234n18
Diogen. Vind.
2.61 237n24
3.52 234n18
Dion. Hal.
ant. Rom. 1.20 292
comp. 13 143n46
Demosth. 7.4-6 256n20
epist. ad Gemin. 2.1 256n20
Donat. ad Ter. Phorm. 186 234n18
Epicur. Rat. sent. 1 44
Epiphan. Panar. 3.134.23-26
et 3.440.15-18 H. 111
Et. Gen. AB, s.v. katakpiiBev 88
Et. Gud.
347.10 Stef. 122
398.4 Stef. 121
239.8-10 Sturz 119
253.27-31 Sturz 121
Et. Magn.
43.30-35 Gaisf. 93, 105
183.35-184.7 94, 95n72, 106
257.25 122
313.1 121

432.10-15 119
441.13-17 121
672.23-27 118
758.25-26 120
789.15-19 93, 105
Eur.
Hipp. 525-26 64
Med. 618 233n17
Phoen. 103-201 157
Euseb. Ad Is. 1.85 235n20
Eust. capt. Thess. (Kyriakides)
3.11-4.21 300
4.20-26 347
52.26-29 302
130.2 291
136 25
140.8-142.25 290
146.30-148.9 295
Eust. emend. vit. monach. (Metzler)
66.78-80 188
161-63 2
passim 310-21
Eust. epist. (Kolovou)
2 323n96
3.76-77 27, 321n84
5 25
7.259-61 233
29 323n97
44 232
45.80-85 231
Eust. Exeg. in can. iamb. pentec.
(Cesaretti — Ronchey)
Tit. 175
Inscr. 175
Prooem. 1-4 173n44, 187
7-8 171
17-20 171
69-79 254
78-79 256n20
94-95 254
107-108 254n7



116-18
117-18
123-24
125-27
131-36
140-43
148
191-93
210-34
223
229-34
229-49
249-80
253-55
256-57
281-85
284-85
286-90
288-90
290-94
294-95
304-6
326-29
Acrostichis
53
53-54
Inscr. Alt.
Exeg.
3.13-15
8.1-2
31.1-50.33
41.13-14
43.1-9
89.13-14
95.7
107.9-11
107.10
114.13
166.1-13
167.1-16
167.1
196.8-11
196.10
206.1-14
210.13-20
223.10-11
228.6-8

269
254
262n38
261n35
169n19
261n35
270n71
168n12
270-271
265n49
272n75
273
276
254n8
256n15
265n53
269
255
274
256n15
273
273
171

172
173n44
175

187-188
171
170n26
173n42
173n42
168n14
256n15
173n44
172
171
268
257
171
173n44
172
257n22
168n15
173n44
173n44

Index locorum potiorum —— 365

249-252

249.3

250.2-8

250.6

255.10-14
Addit. Marg. post finem

Eust. in Dion. Per. (Miiller)
204.11-21
204.34-205.16
205.1-2, 10-16
205.22-206.11
343.17-42

Eust. in Il. (van der Valk)
1.9-22
1.11-16
1.27-30
1.35-40
2.1-4
2.18-46
2.21
2.22-35
2.28
2.43-46
3.3-4
3.3-8
3.13-32
4.24
4.44
4.46-5.8
6.41-44
10.20-25
11.7-8
14.26-44
16.7-8
20.5-21
20.22-25
23.34
28.2-7
40.38-39
46.36-44
47.13-25
57.24-31
81.28-82.22
84.17
87.7

267

258n26, 267n56

258, 267
256n15
277

175

17
164n39
17

18
16n23

299

16

129

32

32

31, 80
71
160n32
13

69

111

113

33, 130-131
294
149
149-50
97

342
130

141
155n21
140-141
133

117
86-87, 100
92, 104
87n43
87, 100-101
294

37

116

117



366 —— Index locorum potiorum

106.36-38 98n81 636.28-29 89, 102
125.30-33 259 638.40-54 15-16
125.39-42 259, 261n34 640.7 121
135.38-40 92-93, 104 644.36 121
150.40-152.25 39 650.19 120
176.23-178.1 26 663.4-6 142
179.28 26 689.54-55 46
195.41-196.1 144n49 689.56-63 48-58
220.14-17 36 690.4-48 50-3
233.41 117 690.54-64 53-5
236.15 117 715.58-62 229
250.21 342 717.43-44 36
252.27 130 722.58-62 98n81
258.1 35n63 732.25 93, 105
263.3-4 117 740.10 235
272.5-9 157 740.48-50 292
282.2-5 229 745.52 27
335.41-45 268n59 749.10 288
337.39-40 160 749.26-8 14
337.43-45 94, 105 757.11 16
366.12-13 98n81 757.49 89-90, 103
381.4-5 27 764.8 117
391.30 156 787.9 236
394.10-13 156 799.36 116
404.6 292-93 809.56-62 96-97, 107
407.7-9 271n73 816.22 117
408.34 13 817.6-14 50
413.14-16 212 821.2-5 145n51
428.15-433.32 59-65 830.11-12 290
432.5-7 204 834.46 116
436.23-24 292 839.15-17 140n34
506.6-12 138n31 858.44-50 316n46
529.44-530.8 145n51 888.53-890.40 56-58
531.8-10 235 889.38-43 48
547.2-3 93, 104 901.13-20 274
550.28-33 144 918.44-45 93, 104
555.31-6 41 968.49 117
559.42-45 158 980.38-40 131-32
574.21-25 94, 105-6 986.60-991.39 65-68
582.15-17 96, 107 987.29-33 64-5
612.36-41 38-9 988.25-40 65-66
622.3 119 988.30-3 62
623.13-19 91-92, 103 988.59-61 67
627.17 119 989.26 61
628.22 122 990.32 66n129
633.4 118 990.41-43 145

633.27 118 991.9-39 68



992.43
1008.58-1009.6
1009.24-25
1019.58-61
1037.55-59
1057.45-46
1069.36-47
1080.3-8
1113.20-24
1155.19-20
1160.16
1163.22-23
1193.27-29
1209.6-9
1257.53-56
1266.2-3
1267.10-24
1276.1-4
1276.29-30
1289.50
1292.61-62
1294.18-24
1294.50-9
1296.1-25
1309.1-3
1334.5-6
1340.13
1349.40
1357.38
1362.39-48
1362.57-1364.10
1362.59

Eust. in Od. (Stallbaum)

1379.7-41
1379.42-46
1379.46
1379.47-48
1379.60
1380.10-11
1380.11-13
1380.13
1382.20-23
1382.50-53
1383.43-51
1391.46-48
1393.50-51

90-91, 103
137-139
94,105
58

95, 106, 292
268n59
134-135
136
140n34
117

116

117

98, 108
144n48
88, 102
12-13
37

29

291
97,108
291
29-30
28
40-41
347
98n81
136-37
289

117

28
43-46
27n43

130

150
154n19
14

129

111
80n7
164n40
154-55
58
136n26
35

154

Index locorum potiorum —— 367

1398.55-1399.10
1430.47-52
1471.49
1483.14-18
1549.59-60
1555.28-31
1558.26
1563.49
1597.42-1598.9
1607.48-53
1607.58-60
1617.61-1618.1
1618.31-32
1618.32-35
1633.39-58
1634.11-21
1658.26-30
1658.61-62
1665.24
1666.14
1689.15-16
1704.15-17
1706.3-1711.10
1733.1-23
1743.35-9
1779.22
1785.51
1809.12
1862.35
1949.15-20

Eust. in Pind. (Kambylis)

11.25-12.1
16.7 et 20.2-3
38.4

Eust. op. min. (Wirth)

or. 7, p. 103.8-15
109.38-110.57
110.66-79
112.39-49
113.60-114.93
118.59-73

or. A, M, N, Z, O, 1 Wirth

293
213
154
154
216-17
35-6
62n117
61

34

163
162-63
24

23
310n14
25

276
70

291
157n27
156
162n37
162
22-23
31

36
162n37
156
276n80
238

14

255n13
256n15
111

333
340-41
342
343
344-46
348
303-5



368 —— Index locorum potiorum

Eust. Opuscula (Tafel)
1 (Or. praep. in sanctam quadr.)

p. 6.86 233
2 (Or. super Ps. XLVIII) p. 11.92 233
6 (In eum qui papas) pp. 38.57-39.90 249
7 (Ad Is. Angelum) p. 45.68-75 286

13 (De simulatione) pp. 88-98 310n12
14 (Adversus implacabilitatis
accusationem) p. 111.54-56 323n95

17 (S. Philothei Laudatio) passim 318
p. 148.38-48 24
18 (Oratio anno auspicando habita)
p. 155.69-73 323n98
19 (Epist. ad Thess.) p. 165.54 231

22 (Oratio ad stylitam quendam
Thessalonicensem)
pp. 182-96 244-49, 310013
p. 192.83-96 232
23 (Manuelis Comneni imp.
laudatio funebris)
pp. 207.85-208.36 312n21
p. 210.13-19 286

Eust. orat. in sanctam Quadragesimam

(Schénauer)
2.199-200 321n82
5.724-35 311n16

Eustrat. in Arist. Anal. Post. 245.22

Hayduck 11
Euthym. Mal.
Monodia in Eust.
PG 136.757 24
136.760 21, 24
p. 83.1-4 Mponis 248n60
epist. 22 Mponis 268

Geoponica prooem. (pp. 1-3 Beckh) 320n77

10.45-56 321n84
15.1.4 321n81
15.3.10 321n82

Georg. Torn. or. 13.299-332 L.  337n27, 339

German., Hist. myst. Eccl. cath. 19 336

Greg. Cor. Comm. in can. iamb.

pent. passim

Greg.Cypr. paroem.
2.15
2.96
3.23
3.39, 4.86

Greg. Nyss. vita Mos. 2.189-201

Heracl. qu. Hom. 38

Hermog. id.
1.1 (217.12-17 Rabe)
21
2.3
2.9.1

Ps.-Hermog. Inv.
3.10.1-3
3.15

Ps.-Hermog. Meth. 12.1

Hrd. Cath. pros.
86.12-19
166.24-167.2

Hdt. 7.10¢

Hes.
Op. 286-92
Op. 368-69
Op. 426
Op. 741-44

Hesych.
€ 1745
0926

Hier. ep. adv. Ruf. 3.39

Hom. IL.
1.5
1.20
1.59
1.463
1.508-10

173-74

233n17

229n2
235n20
234n18

338

57

249n69
158

66

138

143
135n23
139

95n72
96n76

44

24n35
45
95n72
232

291n31
236n22

233

140-42
86-87n40
87n43
93n65

50



1.609-11
2.87-93
2.279-82
2.756-59
2.758
2.786-806
3.121
3.390-447
3.427
3.442-46
5.311-17
5.385-404
5.487
5.557
5.835-39
6.21
6.130-40
6.234-36
7.6-14
7.36-42
7.446-65
9.122
12.24-33
14.225-28
14.341-43
15.121-41
15.361-66
16.433-38
16.450-58
16.652-55
22.395
23.109-26
23.134-40
23.175-76
23.193-203
24.129
24.525-33

Hom. Od.
1.58-59
2.11
6.139-41
6.275-85
8.63
8.329
8.492-95
8.500-20

63
25-27
36

159
94n69
42

42
59-64
204
64
144
158
95n72
96n75
38-9
91n62
158
15-16
50

142
46-58
234
56-57
131-32
145
137-39
58
133-35
139-40
135-36
29

52

28

29

39
232
43

35
213
35
61
44
35
162
162

Index locorum potiorum

8.514
8.516
9.107-15
9.378
10.335
10.458
11.630-35
12.1-33
13.28
13.88-92
13.449-54
14.228
14.315-28
14.346-51
14.382
15.137
20.12
22.74
22.199-201
22.214-25
23.88
23.193-203
24.525-33

Hor. Sat.

1.4.89
2.3.275

loannes Sardianus in Aphth.

prog. 23-16-24.22 Rabe

loannes Tzetzes

alleg. Il
3.82-87
3.163-71
12.8-9, 18
15.140-41
alleg. Od. 5.28-109
exeg. Il. 27.23-28 H.
in Lycophr.
p.5.4-8
p. 7.10-12
mikromeg. Il. 1.323-43

(Ps.) Long. subl.

9.7
9.11-15

— 369

163
163
23-24
90n55
96n77
96-97n77
162
46-58
93n66
31
89n54
94
65-67
67-68
90n57
94n71
98n83
88n49
12-13
37
97n78
39-41
43-46

235n20
233

143n43

42n75
63n119
57

58
132n18
153n17

260
260n30
287n12

52
161n34
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9.15
33.2

Lucian.
Merc. Cond. 38
Vera Hist. 2.28

Macar. paroem.
1.95
4.27
5.50
6.35

Mantiss. Prov.
1.97
2.10

Max. Tyr.
8.5-6
21.5

Mazaris 3.130 Boissonade

Menandri Monost. 239 et
451 Pernigotti

Mich. Attal. hist. p. 21.27 Bekker

Mich. Chon.
epist.
22.15-19 Kolovou
30.20-22
30.47-55
43.8-13
156.10-16
epit. in Neophytum p. 270.30 L.
monod. in Eust. Thess.
. 285.25-28 L.
. 286.14-22
. 286.22-24
. 287.9
. 287.22-288.25
.288.1
. 288.25-27
. 289.6-7
. 289.21-28
. 289-90

o

T T T T T T T T T

Index locorum potiorum

149
143

233n17
232n15

229n2
233n17
237n24
236n21

237n24
232n14

37n67
152n13

231

233n17

186

322n89
323n94
323n93
322n90
322n91
315n43

20

21

24

24

21, 69, 114
170n27
115

249

25

21

p. 302.6-11
p. 303.23-24
or. 2 (p. 43.17-44.3 Lampros)

Mich. Ital. epist. 1,
p. 61.15-17 Gautier

Mich. Psell. Theol. 2.6

Niceph. Greg.
epist. 23.43-59
hist.
1.448.18 et 3.402.13
2.848.10-14
9.10.7

Nic. Chon.
hist.

275-76 van Dieten
322.48-50
333.55-60
540.20-23
594.1-5
351.59-62
652.81-83

Novum Testam.
Luc. 10.20
loh. 14.28
loh. 5.17
2 Thess. 3.10
Hebr. 5.10, 6.20

Orion lex.
45.20-21 et 47.23 Sturz
152.32-35
Paus. Att. a 162, € 21, A 9 Erbse
Philo Alex.
vita Mos. 2.125

spec. leg. 1.88

Philoch. FGrHist 328F170

31
31
289n22

336n22

339

351

186n40
111
231n9

303
288
288
289
289n20
287
294

343
304
317
319n69
339

122

120

236-37

338n31

338n31

234



Phot.
Amphil.
192 335n15
269 338-39
Bibl. 94.75a 112
lex. 0 128 Theod. 235n20
0 360 236n22
0363 236n22; 237n23
Pind.
Ol. 2.82 20
Pyth. 3.80-82 43
Plat.
Crat. 409b-c 257
Protag. 337d 21
resp. 2.377e-78e 33
3.404b-c 288n13
symp. 217e 235n20
Plin. Nat. Hist. 14.28.141 235n20
Plut.
Art. 15.4 235n20
amat. 765d-f 40n72
aud. poet. 15f-16a 32
de E apud Delphos 389a-b 265n51
Pollux Onom. 2.30 291n30
Porph. Vita Plot. 42 232n15
Procl. in Plat. remp.
1.66.7-9 et 73.15-16 Kroll 32
1.81.13-21 Kroll 33
Pythag. fr. 58C6 D.-K. 232-3
Rom. Mel. hymn. 63.13.4-5 M.-T. 335n18
schol. Arat. 30-33bis Martin 112
schol. Aristoph. Ran. 186
(1/a, 32,1-16 Chantry) 237
schol. Dion. Thr., 442.23 Hilg. 112

Index locorum potiorum =—— 371

schol. Eur. Hipp. 237a Cavarz. m

schol. Hom. Il
schol. VMK (Ariston., Did., Hrd.)

1.20a’ and a? 86-87, 100
1.59¢ 87n43
1.298c! and ¢? 98n81
2.865 98n81
3.261-62a 211n64
3.395 60
5.557 96, 107
6.199 89, 102
7.443-64a 51
9.378b 89-90, 103
9.668a 87,101
10.335a 97,107
10.335b 97,107
12.148a! 96, 107
13.28b 93 and n. 67, 104
14.382d" and d? 90-91, 103
16.548a 88 and n. 49, 102
20.12b 98 and n. 83, 108
23.88a' and a’ 97, 108
23.870-1a' and a’ 98n81
schol. ex. (bT)
1.59d 87n43
1.463 93, 104
1.611b 63
3.121 42
5.353 41
5.487 95n72, 106
6.12 119
6.35a 91-92, 103
6.35b 91, 103
6.234a 15n17
7.445 53n99
7.451a 54
9.30 132n16
9.668b 87,101
10.335¢%, ¢? 97, 107
12.3-35 50
12.25 58n110
13.28a', a® 93 and n. 66, 104
14.315b-c 65, 67
14.347-51 67
14.347 68n131
15.137a', a> 94, 105



372 —

15.487a
15.683-84
16.548b’, b?
22.395a°
23.126b
23.206a-b
24.526
24.765a"
24.765b
24.804a
schol. D
1.50
1.59e
2.758
5.385
6.35
9.378
10.335
14.382

schol. Hom. Od.
1.284c (Porph.)
1.332a (Porph.)
2.11b
3.411a
4.69b

schol. Plat. Symp. 217e
schol. Thuc. 1.97.2.3

Scylitzes Mich. 3.21
(p. 109.25-110.32 Th.)

Index locorum potiorum

94,106

95-96, 106, 292
88, 102

29

132n16

41

44

87,101

87, 101-102
160-1

92, 104
87n43
94, 105
34n58
91-92, 103-4
90, 103
97,108
90n57

153
216
213
216
160n33

235n20

112

336n23

Sopater in Hermog. status 5.72.6

et 196.29 Walz

Sophocles
Ai. 665
Oed. Tyr. 130
Trach. 1168
fr. 877 Radt

Suda
« 519, 1144, € 4029
a 1002
01029

152

233
269n65
267n58

237

233n17
238
257n21

0 1447 268n62

L467 253n4

A 827 255n11

0399 236n22, 237n23

03083 269n65

o1 134 235n20
SG0 06/02/18 55
Theocr. 29.1 235n20
Theodoret. Cyr.

qu. in libros Regn. et Paralip.

(PG 80.308-9) 335n14
qu. in Octat. 60 (p. 143.24-144.24
F.M. / S.B.) 335n13

Theodor. Metoch. Sem. gnom.

1.6-9, pp. 22-24 Hulst 349-50

9, pp. 88-95 Hulst 350
Theodor. Prodr. Comm. in Carmina

sacra prooem. 1.3 Stev.-Pitra 174n46
Theognis

237-54 55

500 234
Theoph. Cont. Chron. 244.9 336n23
Theoph. Symoc. Hist. 7.15.11 233n17
Thuc. 1.5-6 286
Verg. Aen.

2.49 233n17

4.174-77 43

8.461-62 214
Vetus Testam.

Gen. 3.19 318

Exodus 28 332-44

Eccl. 1.8-11 346

Prov. 27.6  233n17

Tob. 6.1 214
vit. Hom. 6 (p. 251.18-26 Allen) 292
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Xen. Symp. 2.18 60n113 4.4 233n17
4.5 235n20
Zenob. vulg. 5.38 236n21

3.2 et 4.27 229n2 6.48 234n18
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