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Editorial

In this third volume of the Scandinavian Journal of Byzantine and
Modern Greek Studies, we are happy to welcome a guest-editor, Dr
Annalinden Weller, who has edited five articles from a conference that
she organized at Uppsala University in 2016 within the frame of the
‘Text and Narrative in Byzantium’ research network. The articles are
written by Baukje van den Berg, Stanislas Kuttner-Homs, Markéta Kul-
hankova, Jonas J. H. Christensen and Jakov Pordevi¢, provided with
an introduction by Annal.inden Weller. In addition, the journal includes
two more articles — one by David Konstan, based on his 2016 lecture in
memory of Professor Lennart Rydén, and one by Adam Goldwyn — and
two book reviews.

In October 2018, Modern Greek Studies in Lund will organise the
6th European Congress of Modern Greek Studies, and according to the
number of submitted abstracts it promises to be an interesting event for
scholars from many countries around the globe to come together.

The journal is open for unpublished articles and book reviews re-
lated to Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies in the fields of philology,
linguistics, history and literature. It is published in collaboration with
Greek and Byzantine Studies at Uppsala University and we welcome
contributions not only from Scandinavian colleagues, but from scholars
all around the world.

Vassilios Sabatakakis
Modern Greek Studies
Lund University
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Narrative & Verisimilitude in Byzantium —
an Introduction

AnnaLinden Weller

Kai mévrog Aéyovto 1 Of eikdg Siwktéov elvar, oMY simdvia
yoipew 1@ GAnOel.

[...] and in brief, a speaker must always aim at verisimilitude, and
send the truth packing.

Plato, Phaedrus 272E

nal of Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies arise from a con-
ference held at Uppsala University in November of 2016 under
the auspices of the research project ‘Text & Narrative in Byzantium’,
on narrative and verisimilitude in Byzantium. The conference brought
together a wide variety of disciplinary perspectives — art history, hagi-
ography, philology, and history were all represented — and the diversity
of approaches reflected the multivalent nature of the conference’s cen-
tral line of inquiry: how did Byzantine persons deal with questions of
believability, authority, and accuracy in their production of texts and
objects — and can we, as scholars, fruitfully explore the employment of
narrative strategies in Byzantine approaches to verisimilitude?
Verisimilitude is, most simply, the /ifelikeness — the success at im-
itation — of a piece of media. What it is imitating — what the copy is
a copy of — varies. In literary studies, one can differentiate between a
cultural verisimilitude and a generic verisimilitude: whether the thing
being imitated is the culture which produced the piece of media, or the
rules of the genre that the piece of media belongs to.! One is not sur-

The five articles in this special section of The Scandinavian Jour-

! Bonilla 1992.



prised to find, for example, faster-than-light travel in a science fiction
novel — or apparitions of the Virgin in Byzantine miracle stories, though
neither of these occurrences is strictly possible under the rules of cultur-
al verisimilitude (whether 21%-century or 7"-century). As Byzantinists,
we have heretofore mostly been interested in verisimilitude in fictional
texts or texts that employ fictional and semifictional strategies®: novel-
istic and hagiographical narratives or ‘novelistic’ chronicles and poems.
If we have investigated generic verisimilitude, we have done so via an
interrogation of the shared rhetorical tradition that formed the basis of
Byzantine education for more than a millennium.

This conference asked its participants to go beyond questions of zow
narrative is employed in Byzantine media — but it also asked them to
consider whether there are differences between what Byzantinists rec-
ognize as techniques or tactics to create verisimilitude and what Byz-
antine persons would have recognized as such techniques. Taking as
a foundation that narrative strategies are employed by Byzantines out-
side of “narrative” texts® — they are found in epistolography, philosophy,
rhetoric, commentaries and poetry, and perhaps also in iconography, ek-
phrasis, wills, administrative documents of all kinds — we are then free
to inquire as to how narrative is employed by Byzantines to produce
either cultural or generic verisimilitude, to interrogate whether ‘the real’
— accuracy, truth, etc. — is a valid arena of analysis for Byzantinists — or
whether instead we ought to be listening to Byzantine authors and Byz-
antine media in the act of mimesis. How does any given narrative relate
to the lived experience of the author or the lived experience of the reader
— either a Byzantine reader or a modern one? Are narrative and experi-
ence opposed, complementary, or intertwined? Where does persuasion
shade into deception or falsehood, and is this a problem — for Byzantine

2 A selection of a wide bibliography includes: Agapitos 2012, Bourbouhakis, and Nils-
son, 2010, Krueger 2014, Macrides (ed.) 2011, Pizzone, (ed.) 2014, amongst many
others.

3 Ljubarskii 1998, 15; Nilsson 2006.
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authors* or for Byzantinists®?

Some preliminary disambiguations are necessary when making use
of narratological tools in doing Byzantine studies: first, and most perni-
ciously, the narratological definition of mimesis differs quite profound-
ly from the most common use of this term employed by Byzantinists.
More frustratingly still, both definitions are of use to the examination of
verisimilitude. In Byzantine studies, ‘mimesis’ tends to refer to the pro-
cess of Byzantine authors engaging in citation, imitation, or quotation of
texts and tropes from the Classical or Biblical world; however, ‘mimet-
ic’ in its narratological sense has been defined by James Phelan as the
complement of ‘synthetic’, i.e. mimetic narrative copies the ‘real world’
— it is inherently possessed of verisimilitude — while synthetic narrative
emphasizes the created, constructed, and non-‘real’, highlighting the
audience’s attention to the artificiality of narrative-which-is-produced.®
When we consider the strategies employed by Byzantines to negotiate
realism, rhetorical authority, and truth-telling in their literary and artistic
production, we clearly need both kinds of mimesis: the kind that spec-
ifies the real, and the kind that specifies the allusive. Disambiguating
between the two creates space for imagining a ‘realistic’ allusion — an
allusion employed to create a sense of verisimilitude, belonging, or cul-
tural in-grouping.

Toward this end we might also consider the narratological concept
of the ‘storyworld’—a piece of media or a fiction-internal universe with
its own rules, rules which can either map to those of the ‘real’ world or
be independently constructed. It is in fact possible to identify multiple
storyworlds in a Byzantine text: the storyworld within the text, bound
by generic verisimilitude or by adherence to Byzantine mimetic prac-
tice, but also the storyworld which produced the text — the storyworld
of Byzantine society, which has ideological world-internal rules of its
own. We can in fact imagine all of Byzantine society as a storyworld:

* See for example Papaioannou 2013, 29-45, on the development of rhetoric as an art of
lying and persuasion, and its reintegration with philosophy in the 11th and 12th century
in the works of Psellos.

> Cameron 2014, 7-25.

¢ Phelan and Rabinowitz 2012.
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a collection of #ypoi—independent from any particular composition but
collectively conceived of in the minds of the literati of Constantinople.’
Such a storyworld locates its force in ideology and in the replication of
stock ideal character types and identifies that ideology as causal force —
in contrast to the ‘real’ universe where people (not ‘characters’) and sys-
tems (not ‘ideologies’) behave in ways which can be quite independent
from any expected set of storyworld rules, whether or not they possess
verisimilitude.

These tools and vocabularies of narratology present us with some
ways in to the locked room of Byzantine questions about narrative and
experience; about how Byzantine persons reported persuasively to their
audiences. The articles in this special section explore some uses of the
concepts in a variety of disciplinary and chronological locations.

Stanislas Kuttner-Homs and Baukje van den Berg bring narratolog-
ical theory to bear on historiographic and literary texts: Kuttner-Homs
discusses the authorial choices made by Niketas Choniates in his for-
saking of strict ‘truth’—events-as-they-occurred—for greater ‘verisi-
militude’ in his attempts to convey the events surrounding the fall of
Constantinople to the Crusaders in 2014 CE; and van den Berg discusses
Eustathios of Thessalonike’s considerations of the uses and abuses of
hypocrisy in ancient epic, and how it interacts with his own contempo-
rary (12"-century) ideas about truth and falsehood in his interpretation
of and commentary on ‘truth-loving’” Homer.

Moving from epic literature to the hagiographic, Markéta Kulhank-
ova discusses the use of scenic narration, or the showing mode, as a
method for inducing a sensation or impression of witnessing rather than
reading in the audience of the 6™-century Daniel Sketiotes Dossier, a
collection of hagiographic improving texts. Kulhankova’s work deals
with vividness, the reader/perceiver’s experience of hagiographic mate-
rial, and the use of narrative modes for creating verisimilitude alongside
immediacy and immersion in Late Antique spiritual literature.

Finally, Christensen and Pordevi¢ find narrative voices in unusual
and unexpected locations: Christensen in the biographic aspects of the

" Weller (forthcoming).
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Typikon of Constantine Akropolites, and Pordevi¢ in the pictorial pro-
gram of the Ossuary of the Bachkovo Monastery. Both of their articles
consider the infusion of narrative and lifelikeness into texts and places
which are often neglected in narrative approaches to Byzantine studies.

It is my hope that these papers and the work done at the 2016 confer-
ence, as well as the general research production of the Text & Narrative
in Byzantium project, will point towards the varied uses of narratolog-
ical tools and thinking in doing Byzantine studies, particularly as we
consider elements of verisimilitude, lying, deception, and allusion in
Byzantine artistic and cultural production.
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‘The Excellent Man Lies Sometimes’:
Eustathios of Thessalonike on Good
Hypocrisy, Praiseworthy Falsehood, and
Rhetorical Plausibility in Ancient Poetry

Baukje van den Berg

round the year 1176, Eustathios, a widely celebrated teacher

and orator, moved from Constantinople to Thessalonike to take

up the archiepiscopal see of the city. His relationship with his
new flock was problematic, and in several of his writings Eustathios
complains about the lack of morality and religious devotion among the
Thessalonians.' One such text is a sermon on the theme of ‘hypocrisy’
(bmékpioig), of which Eustathios distinguishes two types, one that is
good and beneficial and one that is evil and harmful. The greater part
of the sermon is devoted to the evil type of hypocrisy that, according
to Eustathios, pervades the society of his time; at length, he describes
and condemns the behaviour of flatterers, false friends, and many other
victims of the ‘most evil beast’ (kdkiotov Onpiov) that is hypocrisy.? His

* This article is part of a project funded by the National Science Centre (Poland) UMO-
2013/10/E/HS2/00170. 1 wish to thank Panagiotis Agapitos, Adam Goldwyn, Uffe
Holmsgaard Eriksen, and Przemystaw Marciniak for their valuable comments on ear-
lier versions.

! On Eustahios as archbishop of Thessalonike, see e.g. Angold 1995, 179—-196; Magda-
lino 1997; Schonauer 2005.

2 Eustathios, Opusculum 13 (= On Hypocrisy), 94.17. The references to and quotations
from the sermon On Hypocrisy follow the edition by Tafel 1832. All translations in
this paper are my own unless indicated otherwise. ‘Hypocrisy’ is also designated as
‘a beast’ by Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man 37.5 and John Chrysostom, On
the Priesthood 3.9.14. On the sermon and its performance context, see also Agapitos
2015, 237-238 with n. 86.
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intention, so he writes in the first part of the sermon, is to attack this
widespread vice of hypocrisy and encourage people to live a virtuous
life.?

Eustathios postulates a continuous decline of hypocrisy over time:
in his view, the evil hypocrisy of his own day is a degenerated form
of the good hypocrisy of ancient times, which malevolent people, like
so many good things, corrupted in the course of time. In the first part
of the sermon, Eustathios discusses this original, good hypocrisy, i.e.
the art of ancient actors in tragedy, satyr play, and comedy. Eustathios’
discussion thus provides us with a case-study of the reception of ancient
tragedy and comedy in twelfth-century Byzantium. Although tragedy
and comedy were no longer performed in theatres, the plays of the most
prominent ancient dramatists (Aristophanes, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Eu-
ripides) continued to be read as part of the school curriculum throughout
antiquity and the Byzantine era.*

Eustathios’ analysis of ancient drama in On Hypocrisy sheds light on
his ideas on the acceptability—and unacceptability—of deception and
the role of truth and falsehood in narrative. Eustathios offers a more de-
tailed discussion of similar issues in his monumental commentaries on
the Iliad and Odyssey.’ These works, therefore, can help to understand
Eustathios’ conception of the hypocrisy of ancient actors as well as his
views on deception and falsehood more generally. For both the sermon
On Hypocrisy and the Homeric commentaries it is important to keep in
mind that, for Eustathios, tragedy and epic poetry, as well as all other
forms of literary composition, belong to the realm of rhetoric.® Thus, he

3 E.g. Eustathios, Opusculum 13, 88.5-12; 89.62—66. For similar ideas on hypocrisy in
Prodromos, see Marciniak 2016.

4 On ancient drama in Byzantium, see e.g. Marciniak 2009.

5 It is generally assumed that Eustathios composed these works during his time in Con-
stantinople, although he continued to expand and revise them after he had exchanged
the capital for Thessalonike. On the textual genesis and respective chronology of Eus-
tathios’ philological works, see Cullhed 2016, 5*-9*.

¢ For Eustathios’ ideas on Homeric poetry as rhetoric, see e.g. Commentary on the Iliad
221.20-27, where Eustathios argues that Homer knows each of the three types of rhet-
oric, and 731.20-23, where he states that /liad 9 is full of judicial oratory. Cf. Hermo-
genes, On Types of Style 2.10.29-33. See also Pontani 2016, 227-236 on the canonicity
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uses rhetorical concepts to analyse ancient poetry and, perhaps more im-
portantly, his ideas on deception, truth, and falsehood in ancient poetry
may apply to other types of rhetorical composition too.”

I. The Good Hypocrisy of Ancient Actors

In the opening paragraphs of On Hypocrisy, Eustathios argues that the
decline of “hypocrisy” had already started in antiquity:® whereas tragedy
as the oldest form of hypocrisy was entirely serious, the later satyr plays
consisted of a blend of jest and earnest. While satyr plays, like tragedy,
still featured heroic characters, this was no longer the case with comedy,
the third form of hypocrisy, with its predominant focus on jest. All three
types of ancient hypocrisy, however, were praiseworthy and beneficial,
to be distinguished from their degenerate fourth counterpart. While, in
Eustathios’ view, all hypocrisy, whether good or bad, is inextricably con-
nected with ‘falsehood’ (yebdoc), the main difference between good and
bad hypocrisy is that the former, i.e. the hypocrisy of ancient actors, uses
falsehood ‘artfully’ (teyvikdc), ‘for a good purpose’ (én’ dyabd), and
‘in a manner that is useful for life’ (éxopeA®dg @ Piw).” In what follows,
Eustathios explains this “usefulness for life” mainly in ethical-didactic
terms: in his view, the hypocrisy of ancient actors aims at the moral
instruction of the audience and is therefore acceptable. Conversely, so
Eustathios argues, the fourth type of hypocrisy is not good for the soul
at all, for which reason ‘those who are fond of the truth’ (oi piAodvteg 10
aAn0¢g), among whom, of course, is Eustathios himself, are provoked
to argue against it.'

Eustathios’ ideas on the beneficial value of ancient drama tie in with
an age-old debate about the effects of drama on the spectators in a thea-

of Homer in the ancient rhetorical tradition.

7 On rhetorical theory as the literary theory of the Byzantines, see Katsaros 2002.

8 For a historical overview of the concept of hypocrisy, see e.g. Szabados-Soifer 2004,
19-36.

° Eustathios, Opusculum 13, 88.13—-14.

10 Eustathios, Opusculum 13, 89.62-64.
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tre, and, more broadly, with the everlasting dispute over the educative
value of poetry in general. In Aristophanes’ Frogs, Aeschylus and Euri-
pides compete for the title of wisest poet or best educator; although they
disagree about what tragedy should teach, they start from the assump-
tion that, a priori, it is supposed to teach.!! For Aristophanes’ Aeschylus,
tragedy teaches by providing the audience with models to imitate: like
Homer’s Patroclus and Teucer, the characters of his tragedies inspire
in the audience a desire to be courageous in war. Euripides’ characters,
conversely, are morally bad and thus cannot serve as good models for
imitation.'? Aristophanes’ Frogs has become a locus classicus for the
idea that dramatic poetry—and poetry in general—was expected to
provide moral instruction through models of morally good behaviour.
These models were to leave a permanent impression on the souls of the
audience and, hence, to be imitated by them. The idea of impressing the
soul through models remained central to the debate and for Plato, for
instance, it is one of the main reasons to ban poetry as it existed in his
day from the ideal city. Without disputing the educative value of poetry
per se, he rejects all existing poetry on the basis that it teaches the wrong
things, providing its audience with bad models and, especially in trage-
dy, evoking in them harmful emotional responses.'?

Aristophanes’ and Plato’s views, chronologically far removed from
Eustathios, were taken up, twisted, and turned around by later writers
reflecting on poetry and theatre. Christian writers—a prominent example
is John Chrysostom—often condemned theatrical performances (mime
and pantomime more specifically) as well as those attending them on
the basis of arguments similar to Plato’s: spectators are led to irration-
al emotions and the morally reprehensible acts presented in the theatre
leave a harmful and lasting imprint on the spectators’ souls.'* Converse-

' See esp. Aristophanes, Frogs 1008—1010.

12 Aeschylus expresses his views in Frogs 1019-1088. For ancient ideas on the educative
function of tragedy, see Croally 2005 with further references.

13 For the dangerous lasting effects of imitation on the soul, see e.g. Plato, Republic
3.395¢-396a. Plato’s views on (truth and falsehood in) poetry have been studied ex-
tensively; see e.g. Gill 1993; Destrée-Herrmann 2011. For tragedy in particular, see
Halliwell 2002, 98-117.

4 See e.g. John Chrysostom, Against the Circuses and the Theatre 266.44-267.6. On
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ly, proponents of theatrical performances—most significantly Libanios
and Chorikios—argue that theatre in fact is conducive to knowledge and
moral improvement.'® Eustathios thus joins in a long and complex debate
on dramatic poetry when he expresses his views on the beneficial value
of ancient drama. He argues that the examples of morally good behaviour
presented by the ancient actor are there for the audience to imitate, while
examples of morally bad behaviour are presented not to imitate but to
avoid. The audience need to learn how to distinguish virtue from vice
so as to be able to choose the former and reject the latter.'® Eustathios’
solution to the problem of bad models resembles the approach proposed
by, for instance, Plutarch and Basil the Great in their respective treatis-
es on how the young student should study ancient poetry. According to
Plutarch, the student of poetry needs to be taught how to distinguish be-
tween examples of good and bad behaviour and to imitate the former, or,
as Basil puts it, to pluck the roses while avoiding the thorns."”

In On Hypocrisy, Eustathios explains in more detail how the teach-
ing of the ancient actors worked in practice:

"Hv pév yép, 6te Oedrpolc dvevdokipovy mpdc Emavov oikeiov
ol vmokpltal, coeioy ovTOl  EMKOCUODVTEG, NIV €T€(VOLV Ol Tiig
Tpoy@diag Owackahol, davatpéyovieg eig moloryevels iotopiog
€KeTvol, 0e&lig TodeVE GEUVDG, Kol TA KOT® EKEIVOG TPOCHOTO DG
olov &faviotdvTeg, kai gic Odav mpodyovteg S’ dvdpdv, dg obtwg
€IMETV, EKMPOCHOTOTOLOVVTWOV VIOKPLTIKDG EKeivolg &v 1€ TBavOTNTL
TAUCEMG PNTOPIKTIG KOl EIKOVOYPAPIQ TPOCHTMV, Kol &V TOIG EKEIVMV
maOeoi e kKol Adyolc, 660 Kol KatdnTpolg, evbetifoviec mpog APETiig
KOAAOVIIV TOVG Kol Bempévoug kol AKpOMUEVOLS, Kol T TOWTY
aveldmromomost (Sotéov 8¢ kai mpocwmomoliq cimeiv, H{on 8¢ kol
vmokpicel) Sidackdha &v PiMoypagie Skkalodvieg, St Gv kai
adtdV gioétt kataptiletar Plog 6 kad’ Mudg. (Eustathios, Opusculum
13, 88.17-31)

late-antique ideas on the effects of theatre on the audience, see Webb 2008, 168—196.

15 Libanios, Reply to Aristides on Behalf of Dancers (Oration 64); Chorikios, On Behalf
of Those Who Represent Life in the Theatre of Dionysus. On theatre in the early Chris-
tian world, see e.g. Webb 2008, 197-216; Barnes 2010.

16 Eustathios, Opusculum 13, 88.56-72.

17 Plutarch, How the Young Man Should Study Poetry 18B-F; Basil the Great, Address to
the Young Man on Reading Greek Literature 4.48-51.
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For there was a time, when actors [“hypocrites”] gained glory in
theatres for their own praise, themselves adorning the wisdom that
the teachers of tragedy crafted; they [sc. the tragedians] returned to
ancient stories, clever stories to educate in a solemn way, and made
the characters in them rise, as it were, and put them forward in view
by men who, so to speak, represented them in acting, both in the
plausibility of rhetorical invention and the drawing of characters, as
well as in their sufferings and speeches; [thus, the tragedians], as if
in mirrors, set straight both viewers and listeners toward the beauty
of virtue, and with such a representation (it must also be allowed to
speak of characterisation and, indeed, hypocrisy), they call forth les-
sons that are found in written books, through which also our life still
is restored to a right mind.'®

In other words, the tragedians and their actors bring the heroes of the
historical past back to life, a point that Eustathios elaborates later on:
through their representation of the heroes of old, tragedians and actors
allow their audiences to converse with the dead, as it were, and thus
to draw useful lessons from history—Iessons, Eustathios underscores
more than once, that are still valid for readers of ancient drama in his
own time.'” The ‘hypocrisy’ or impersonation of the tragedians and their
actors thus is key to the didactic function of tragedy.

While the hypocrisy of the actor consists in pretending to be some-
one he is not, the hypocrisy of the tragedian is a poetic one, amount-
ing to an appropriate delineation of his characters in words, deeds, and
emotions.?’ Moreover, Onokpioig is also central to the performance of
orators, as an anecdote about Demosthenes in Plutarch’s Lives of the Ten
Orators illustrates: when asked what is the first most important aspect of

'8 The translation of this passage is partly based on Agapitos 1998, 141.

1% Eustathios, Opusculum 13, 88.56—65. For the same image of conversing with the dead
for studying ancient literature, see e.g. Christophoros Zotros (or Zonaras), who en-
courages his son to converse with the dead, i.e. to study ancient authors, in order
to gain much knowledge (Mazzucchi 2004, 417). I owe this reference to Marciniak
2013, 106.

20 See e.g. scholia on Dionysius Thrax’ Art of Grammar 305.26-28; one scholiast argues
that ‘we observe the talent of the poet by his hypocrisy’ (€x pev yap tig DToKpiceE®S
TNV apetnv Tod montod opduev, 305.38-39 Hilgard 1901).
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oratory, Demosthenes answered, ‘hypocrisy’, i.e. delivery. When asked
about the second and third most important aspects, he again answered,
‘hypocrisy’.?! In a similar vein, rhetorical handbooks discuss “hypoc-
risy” as one of the key aspects of the art of rhetoric. It amounts to a
convincing delivery of one’s speech by assuming appropriate character,
emotions, posture, voice, etcetera in accordance with the content of the
speech.? In Eustathios’ conception of hypocrisy in the rhetorical ‘genre’
of tragedy, these rhetorical, poetical, and theatrical notions of hypocrisy
come together: the poet-rhetorician draws appropriate characters, both
in their words and their deeds, while the actor-orator gives an appropri-
ate dramatic delivery in order to effectively provide the audience with
models of virtue and vice.

In the above-quoted passage Eustathios also mentions ‘the plausi-
bility of rhetorical invention’ as an important aspect for the success of
ancient hypocrisy. I will explore this rhetorical plausibility in more detail
in Section II1. In a similar vein, Eustathios argues later on that tragedians
and actors do not always have to follow the truth: for tragedy to have
its beneficial effect, it is not necessary that the narrative of the heroes’
deeds and words be historically accurate in every detail; rather, it should
present ‘probable matters’ (¢owkdta).? In other words, a plausible narra-
tive, presenting probable events, may be more effective than historical
accuracy for tragedy to achieve its edifying goal.** A similar idea seems
to underlie Eustathios’ explanation of the “praiseworthy falsehood” of
ancient actors:

Koi fjv 6 T61e DokpiTig dpetiic Gmdong S1846KaA0S, TAPEGHY®OV eV
€lg 10 B¢atpov Kol TOTOVE KAKIDY, oy MOTE UMV HopP@OTjval Tva
TPOG aOTAG, AAL’ OG EKTpéyacharl eimelv 8¢ Kol GAAMG, WEVOOUEVOG

21 Pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten Orators 845B.

22 See e.g. Aristotle, Art of Rhetoric 1404a12—-19; Cassius Longinus, Art of Rhetoric
567.14-568.11. Eustathios refers to tragedy as rhetoric and the tragedian as orator in
Opusculum 13, 89.22-30.

2 Eustathios, Opusculum 13, 89.14-16.

24 Cf. Poetics 1451b5-11, where Aristotle argues that, while historians record particular
historical events, the universal patterns of reality are the subject of poetry, which
makes poetry more serious and scientific than history.
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gkgivog 10 Tpdcemov, dAnlopevog v Tov S186cKalov: Kol glxov
ol Osatai mopilecBor vikadta Wweddog koi xeivo émouvetdv, ob 1O
&V Ty Kol Tpog aicOncy 0VSEY 00SOAME v TPOC dAOeI0, TO 88
Tpo¢ Evvolay Ty EkAalovpévny yoxic fv Tt nopeoua. (Eustathios,
Opusculum 13, 88.69-77)

And the actor [“hypocrite”] of that time was a teacher of every vir-
tue, introducing into the theatre also models of vices, not, of course,
so that someone moulded himself after them, but to turn away from
them. To put it differently: by falsely impersonating the character,
he was truly being the teacher. At that time, the spectators could also
obtain that praiseworthy falsehood, of which the part that is dense
and concerns the senses did not at all concern truth; the other part that
concerns the meaning that was expressed was a mould for the soul.

The dichotomy that Eustathios makes here is between the corporeal as-
pect of performing on the part of the actor on the one hand and the mean-
ing delivered, the ethical lesson conveyed on the other. Whereas the
performance does not concern truth—the actor pretends to be someone
he is not—the ethical lessons that he teaches are certainly true, which
makes his falsehood a praiseworthy one.

Taken together, Eustathios’ discussion of the “hypocrisy” of ancient
actors demonstrates that, in his view, deception is not necessarily repre-
hensible provided it is used for the right reasons. It suggests, moreover,
that probable events, presented with rhetorical plausibility, are prefera-
ble to truth gua historical accuracy if this helps the poet-rhetorician to
put across his message more effectively. | now turn to the Commentaries
on the Iliad and Odyssey, where Eustathios’ ideas about praiseworthy
falsehood and plausible rhetorical invention are fleshed out in more de-
tail within the rhetorical-didactic context of these works.

II. Praiseworthy Falsehood and the Art of Rhetoric in Homeric Poetry

Eustathios’ commentaries on the //iad and Odyssey have a strong rhetor-
ical focus: Eustathios analyses Homer’s eloquent style and skilful com-
position in rhetorical terms so as to provide the potential twelfth-century
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author of rhetorical prose with methods and techniques to imitate.” As
the summus orator, moreover, Homer has intentionally woven many
rhetorical lessons into his poetry, to be identified and elucidated by Eu-
stathios in his commentaries. Eustathios lists some of these rhetorical
lessons in the proem of the Commentary of the Iliad.*®* One of these les-
sons is ‘praiseworthy deceptions’ (66Aot Emaivetoi), for which he else-
where throughout the commentaries—and in the sermon On Hypocrisy,
as we saw above (Section I)—uses terms such as damdrn (‘deception’)
and yeddog (‘falsehood’). For our current purposes, it is interesting to
pinpoint where, for Eustathios, the boundary lies between praisewor-
thy or good deceptions and their evil counterparts. When is deception
acceptable? Eustathios’ comments on Agamemnon’s words in [liad 2,
where the commander tells his troops that Zeus has devised ‘an evil
deception’ (koxn dmdn) for them, shed light on this issue:?’

411 3¢ €oTv OV HOVOV KaKT) Amdtn aAla Kol dyadr, Aioydrog onhol
MOV’ «AmaTng dkaiog oVK AmootoTel 0e0cy. £in 8¢ v dmdtn ayadn
N &v kapd kol ovd’ EmPrafng. Tij 0& TodT YVOUN GLYYEVES Kol
‘Hpodotov 10 «&vha ypn T Wweddog Aéyecbat, Aeyéobo». ovte Kol
d06Mog 'Odvooebg kot Emavov kol mdg 8¢ 06TIGoTV 6TPOTNYOG.
(Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 188.42—45)

That there is not only evil but also good deception is indicated by
Aeschylus, who says: ‘god is not absent from rightful deception’
[fragment 601 M]. For deception that happens at the right moment
and is not hurtful could be good deception. And Herodotus’ words

% In the proem of the Commentary on the Iliad (2.27-36), Eustathios claims to have
produced the work with a view to the prose-author. The rhetorical-didactic focus of
Eustathios’ Homeric commentaries has been explored by Van der Valk in the pref-
ace to his edition (1971, XCII-C and 1976, LI-LXX), and more recently by Cullhed
2016, 2*-4*,9*-33* and Van den Berg 2016. See also Niinlist 2012.

26 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 1.30. The references to and quotations from the
Commentary on the Iliad follow the edition by Van der Valk 1971-1987.

2 [liad 2.114-115: vidv 8¢ xaxnv andnv fovkedoato, kai pe kekevet / duokiéa Apyog
ikéoBat, émel moAdv dreoa Aadv, ‘but now he has planned evil deception, and tells
me to return inglorious to Argos, when I have lost many men’. The text of the /liad
follows the edition by Allen-Monro 1902-1912; translations are from Murray-Wyatt
1999.

23



‘when it is necessary to speak a falsehood, do so’ [3.72.4] are similar
to such a maxim. Thus Odysseus, too, is deceitful in a praiseworthy
manner as well as every military commander in general.

Eustathios’ connection of deception and military command may go back
to Xenophon, who lists four scenarios in which lying is acceptable. The
second of these concerns the military commander who wishes to encour-
age his men.”® Even Plato, the strong opponent of poetic lies and rhetor-
ical sophistry, accepts lies in certain situations, if they are educational
for the people or beneficial for the state.?’ Christianity does not seem to
have altered this rather pragmatic attitude toward lies altogether: John
Chrysostom justifies deception if it is instrumental in achieving a good
cause.’® Eustathios’ notion of praiseworthy falsehood, whether in an-
cient drama or Homeric poetry, thus ties in with earlier ideas about the
acceptability of lying and deception, if used for the right reasons.

In Homeric poetry such praiseworthy deceptions are the speciality
of Odysseus, who became the prototypical trickster in ancient tragedy,
the inventive rhetorician in the eyes of the sophists.’' Eustathios’ eval-
uation of the hero’s tricks and deceptions is generally positive: in the
commentary on //iad 4, for instance, he explains that Odysseus’ praise-
worthy deceptions are an indication of the hero’s inventiveness and
make him loved rather than hated by people.?? This inventiveness often
involves rhetorical skilfulness and it may therefore be no coincidence

2 Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2.15-17. Eustathios makes the same connection in e.g.
Commentary on the lliad. 628.6-9 (on Iliad 6.113-115) and 668.12—13 (on [liad
7.108-114).

¥ On the acceptability of lies in Plato, see Page 1991.

3 See e.g. John Chrysostom, On the Priesthood 1.8, where Chrysostom apologises for
deceiving a friend by distinguishing good deception from its evil counterpart. Decep-
tion is acceptable, he argues, if it happens with good intentions and for a good cause.

31 On Odysseus as liar in Homer, see e.g. Pratt 1993, 54-94; on Odysseus in tragedy and
oratory, see Worman 1999.

32 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 480.38—45. In three places in the Commentary
on the Odyssey, Eustathios designates Odysseus’ lies as énawvetoi d6Ao1, which have
brought him many victories: 1459.58-59 (on Odyssey 3.119), 1629.1 (on Odyssey
9.281), and 1862.60—61 (on Odyssey 19.212). For Eustathios’ ideas on acceptable
deception, see also Pontani 2000, 26.
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that Homer’s Odysseus became the model for the virtuoso orator in later
reception. Ancient scholiasts, for instance, identify Menelaus, Nestor,
and Odysseus as representatives of the simple, middle, and grand style
respectively,® while Hermogenes considers Odysseus the most “skilful’
(8ewv6c) orator.>* Eustathios follows suit and argues that Homer made
Odysseus the most powerful orator, while he made Nestor the best.*

In Nestor, too, deception and effective rhetoric go hand in hand, as
Eustathios explains in his commentary on //iad 1. Nestor mediates in the
quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon, saying that Priam and the
Trojans would certainly rejoice if they heard that the two most promi-
nent Greeks, ‘who surpass all the Danaans in counsel and in fighting’
(ol mepi pev Bovdnv Aavadv, mepl 6 €oté pdyecOan, lliad 1.258), are
quarrelling. Eustathios explains:

Totéov 8¢ 611 d10doKel O oG Kol Evtadba, d¢ yevoetal mote
Katd Kopov O cmovdaioc, kabdmep 6 Néotwp évtavba. ov yop
aAnBevel Aéyav, 61t v te PovAf] kol payn mepieowy ol pnbévieg
Boctelg. AyAledg pev yap mavtov Tij poym mepieotiv, ob pnv o6
kol 0 Ayapéuvov. tf pévrot Bovdi] apedtepot Eattotviol Tod e
Néotopoc TouToL Kai 10D OSvocéme. ysdoato ovv Koping 6 YEpmv
KOAOKIKOTEPOV &V d€ovil AoA®V kol poAbdoocwov obtw v T@dv
npowv okAnpdmra. (Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 99.29-34)

One should know that the poet teaches also here that the excellent man
sometimes speaks a falsehood at the right moment, as Nestor does here.
For he does not speak the truth when he says that the kings in question
excel in counsel and in fighting. For Achilles surpasses everyone in
fighting, but Agamemnon certainly does not. In counsel, however, both
are inferior to Nestor himself and Odysseus. The old man thus spoke a
falsehood at the right moment, appropriately speaking in a more flatter-
ing manner and thus softening the harshness of the heroes.

33 Scholion A bT on Iliad 3.212; cf. Pseudo-Plutarch, Life and Poetry of Homer 172.
On ancient rhetorical criticism of Homer, see Hunter 2015; Pontani 2016, 227-236.

3* Hermogenes, On Types of Style 2.9.7-12.

3 See e.g. Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 199.41-45. The rhetorical excellence of
his heroes, ultimately, is to Homer’s credit: ‘the poet appears to be not just admirable,
but even inimitable’ (00 OovpHOGTOG ATADG O TOMTNG GAAG KOl GLUIPNTOG QOVETTOL,
199.43).
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Eustathios approves of Nestor’s slight distortion of truth—strictly
speaking, Agamemnon is not the best fighter, and neither Agamemnon
nor Achilles are best in counsel—as appropriate and timely: to achieve
his goal of flattering the heroes and calming their anger, Nestor’s ver-
sion of the facts is more effective than the truth. With Nestor’s example,
moreover, Homer teaches that excellent men sometimes use a falsehood,
as he does himself too (see Section IIT).>¢

Throughout the commentaries, Eustathios repeatedly connects such
good deceptions or acceptable distortions of truth with the art of rhet-
oric. He evaluates as “rhetorical” scenes in which Homeric characters,
whether human or divine, deliberately distort the truth or cleverly pres-
ent the facts in such a way as to achieve the desired effect on the part of
their addressee, which often involves persuading someone to do some-
thing. For example: in //iad 1, Agamemnon “rhetorically” exaggerates
his love for Chryseis so as to make his sacrifice for the benefit of the
Greek army seem all the more significant; Odysseus “rhetorically” tries
to provoke Achilles to anger in lliad 9, by saying that the Trojans are so
bold as to set up their encampment close to the Greek walls and intend
to attack the ships soon; in /liad 14 Hera “rhetorically” prepares Hypnos
for her request to help her plot against Zeus by reminding him of a fa-
vour he did her in the past without mentioning the punishment Hypnos
suffered as a result of it.>” The art of rhetoric, then, is the art of effec-
tive speech, in which speaking the truth at times is less important than
achieving one’s goal—provided it is a noble one. Nestor’s praiseworthy
falsehood mentioned before and the good hypocrisy of ancient actors
indicate rhetorical cleverness and are examples of effective rhetoric in
service of the greater good, whether the greater good of the Greek cause
in the Trojan war or the ethical instruction of the Athenian theatre-goer.

3¢ Throughout his Homeric commentaries, Eustathios repeatedly argues that an ‘excel-

lent’ (cmovdaiog) or ‘prudent’ (ppdvyroc) man would not hesitate to use falsehoods
or deceptions when necessary. See e.g. Commentary on the Iliad 186.11-13 (on lliad
2.108); 653.19-20 (on lliad 6.432—437); 1145.45-49 (on Iliad 18.326).

37 Agamemnon: Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 61.9-10 (on Iliad 1.109-117); Od-
ysseus: 749.42-45 (on Illiad 9.232-235); Hera: 982.3-5 (on Iliad 14.232—-441).
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I11. The Plausibility of Rhetorical Invention in Homeric Myth

Like his heroes, the poet himself also employs falsehoods at times. In
the proem of the Commentary on the Odyssey, Eustathios responds to
accusations of Homer being a liar: some people, so he writes, contend
that Homeric poetry consists of lies or falsehoods only. In response, Eu-
stathios repeats that it is necessary to use falsehoods at times, ‘not with-
out reason but by necessity, and this should not be blamed, at least not
by the intelligent’ (U1 poyidiog dAL’ €v déovtt yevsachot Emtnogutéov
TOTE Kal 0V YeKTEoV TOIG Ve £xéppoat). Moreover, Homer himself proves
the truth of this statement by presenting his protagonist Odysseus as a
liar and by mixing falsehoods into the historical truth of the Trojan War
in his own work.*® This is one of the main premises underlying Eustathi-
os’ interpretation of Homeric poetry: in his view, poetry is a mixture of
history and myth, of truth and falsehood. It has a historical core to which
the poet, according to poetic custom, adds falsehoods or inventions.*
The Homeric falsehoods consist first and foremost of the many myths
of the /liad and Odyssey, which in Eustathios’ view serve a twofold pur-
pose. On the one hand, the enchanting mythical narrative seduces the
less educated among the audience to take their first steps on the path of
philosophy. As ‘shadows or veils of noble thoughts’ (évwvoidv ebyevidyv
okl glow fi mapanetdopota),® they give the reader a first taste of truth
and provide them with philosophical lessons, to be revealed by means
of allegorical interpretation. As such, myths allow poetry to serve di-
dactic purposes, so that ‘for this reason, the ancients thought his poetry
to be a certain primary philosophy, introducing them, as they say, to
life from their youth and teaching character, emotions, and actions with
pleasure’.*! This twofold function of myths—the false, mythical nar-

38 Eustathios, Commentary on the Odyssey 1379.33—40 Cullhed; the quotation is from
1379.35.

3 Eustathios’ views on history and myth in Homer are indebted to Strabo and Polybius;
see Pontani 2000, 14-15.

40 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 1.37.

4 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 35.38-40: 810 10070 @1A0c0oPi0 TIC TPDTN £60KEL
T0i¢ TAAOL 1} TOiNO1G Elodyovaa, eaciv, gig TOvV Biov €k Véwv kal diddokovoa 70N Kai
waOn kol Tpageig ped’ doviic. Eustathios quotes Strabo 1.2.3.
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rative serves to enchant the audience, the allegorical meaning conveys
true, philosophical lessons—resembles the twofold function of tragedy
mentioned earlier (Section I): while the performance of the actor is a
pretence, his moral lessons are entirely true.

In On Hypocrisy Eustathios identified “the plausibility of rhetorical
invention” as imperative to the educational function of ancient tragedy.
The same holds for Homer’s myths, which Eustathios considers ‘false’
(yevdng) by definition, but which reflect truth through the ‘plausibili-
ty” (mbavotng) of their invention.*? Indeed, as Eustathios argues in the
proem of the Commentary on the Iliad, Homer is ‘such a technician in
the plausible invention of myths that he serves as a teacher of this, too,
for those who are fond of learning’.** In other words, by studying the
plausibility of Homer’s myths, the Byzantine rhetorician can learn how
to imbue his own writings with plausibility. In his Homeric commentar-
ies Eustathios identifies many techniques that Homer uses to make his
poems plausible, in both their historical and mythical parts. For him,
plausibility is the quality of Homer’s discourse that makes it believa-
ble, persuasive, and trustworthy, regardless of its truth-value in absolute
terms.*

Throughout the Homeric commentaries, Eustathios identifies corre-
spondences to extratextual reality, i.e. the historical world of the Trojan
War, as one of Homer’s techniques to lend plausibility to his myths. That
is to say, in his view, plausibility is produced when the events of the
lliad and Odyssey are in accordance with historical events and ancient
customs and Homeric characters and anthropomorphic gods behave as
one would expect people to behave under certain circumstances. It is,
for instance, plausible that Hera reveals the cause of the pestilence to
Achilles in /liad 1 because she holds a grudge against the Trojans after

42 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 3.25-26 (with discussion in Van den Berg 2016,
56-57; see also Cullhed 2016, 14*). Eustathios transposes to the poetical pdbotr of
Homer the definition of the rhetorical pd@ot (‘fables’) of the progymnasmata. See e.g.
Aphthonius, Progymnasmata 1.1.

4 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 2.5-7: pefodeutig obtm tig tdv pidwv mboviig
TAGoEmg, tva kai To0ToV TOIC Priopadéoty (...) kabnynontat.

“ For a fuller discussion of Eustathios’ analysis of Homeric plausibility, see Van den
Berg 2016, 133-188.
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Paris’ judgement and needs the Greeks to be safe so as to bring the Tro-
jans destruction; it is plausible that Paris boastfully addresses Menelaus
in /liad 3 since he wants to impress Helen; Helen’s presence on the wall
of Troy in the same book is plausible because it is in accordance with
ancient customs.®

Some more marvellous events clearly do not correspond to reality
and, thus, may seem implausible. Eustathios explains that Homer lends
plausibility to such events by means of parallels or precedents within the
microcosm of the /liad and Odyssey or the world of older, ‘pre-Homer-
ic’ mythology. In his commentary on //iad 20, for instance, he argues
that it is plausible that Poseidon saves Aeneas from imminent doom at
the hands of Achilles because it is not uncommon in the //iad that gods
intervene to save heroes from death. As parallels he lists Apollo’s inter-
ventions to save Aeneas in Iliad 5 (5.344-346; 431-446) and Hector lat-
er on in /liad 20 (20.443-444).% A precedent in the mythological world
outside the /liad lends plausibility for instance to Hypnos’ willingness to
assist Hera in plotting against Zeus in /liad 14. Eustathios explains the
poetic strategy at work:

Inueiooat 8¢ kai &v TovTolg, 6Tt Bepomeia Tod €v Toig pHBo1g Yevdovg
00 pévov mhovotng mAdopatog gikovilovod Tt aAndég, dAlG Kol
opoottov mopddeoic, fv dAloyod nebodevel 6 mowTiC Kol &V oig
3¢ Kelton 10 «mohAol yap dn ETAnpev €€ avopdv yahenda diyea ETAN
pev Apng, Etan 8¢ 1 "Hpn, £tAn 6& Adngy, kal 6mov 6 1 Kaivyod
mMpovag ag kal &9’ £avTh}, oVT® Kol £’ £Tépoig Aéyetl TovG BeoVc.
Ottog ovv kavtado OV “Yvov mAdttmv EmBovAedey pEALOVTO TG
At Ogpamever 10 0D Adyov dmibavov, dvagépmv TodTov eic opodTTa
pHBov modonod, m¢ av | € o évradBo mAdopa povijpec. fiv 88 6
maAaog pobog, 6t Kol dAlote TOv Ala €xoipnocev éml 1@ Hpoaxhel.
(Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 982.15-20)

Notice also in this passage that a remedy of the falsehood in myths
is not only plausibility of invention by representing something true,
but also juxtaposition of similarities, a method that the poet also em-

4 Hera: Commentary on the Iliad 45.13-35 (on Iliad 1.53-56); Paris: 432.20-21 (on
1liad 3.430-431); Helen: 394.14—16 (on lliad 3.139-145).
46 Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 1210.14—18.
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ploys elsewhere, in the passages where it is said ‘for many suffered
fierce pains from men: Ares suffered, and Hera suffered, and Ha-
des suffered’ [/liad 5.383-395], and where Calypso says that just as
they envy her, in the same way the gods [envy] others, too [Odyssey
5.118-129]. In this way, then, he [sc. the poet] also here, inventing
Hypnos about to plot against Zeus, remedies the implausibility of the
story by bringing it back to the similarity of an old myth, in order that
the present invention is not singular. The old myth was that he put
Zeus to sleep at another time, too, in connection with Heracles.

Eustathios does not make explicit why the Homeric inventions in ques-
tion are potentially problematic, although a common-sense idea about
the divine world seems to underlie his observations: it may be consid-
ered extraordinary that mortals are capable of wounding gods, implausi-
ble that gods lower themselves to feeling envy, and unlikely that Hypnos
ventures to plot against the supreme deity—once again. Such seemingly
extravagant fictions are plausible through ‘the juxtaposition of similari-
ties’: by indicating that his inventions are not unique, that they are inter-
nally consistent within the world of mythology, Homer lends plausibili-
ty to events that could seem implausible.?’

At the core of Eustathios’ allegorical approach to myths lies the idea
that the allegorical meaning of myth is purposefully constructed by its
author, whether this is Homer or the inventors of pre-Homeric myths.*
Moreover, he starts from the assumption that mythical narrative and al-
legorical meaning are inextricably connected. How both layers of myth
relate is evident from Eustathios’ interpretation of //iad 5, where Diome-
des wounds Ares and Aphrodite, but not Apollo:

47 A similar idea is expressed in Commentary on the Iliad 559.39—40: Homer ‘artfully’
(teyvikdg) protects himself against possible objections to his invention by mentioning
similar, older myths. See also 564.1-2, 635.21-23, and 1002.51-55. Eustathios seems
to get quite close to a concept of fiction, in which plausibility is an important means
to enable the audience to suspend their disbelief. His conception of plausibility, there-
fore, undermines the “paradox of plausibility” that Kaldellis has formulated for the
Byzantine twelfth century (see Kaldellis 2014, esp. 120).

48 On the role of authorial intention in Eustathios’ allegorical method, see Cullhed 2016,
31*-33*, On plausibility and myth, see also Van den Berg 2016, 147-151; 239-251.
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Inueiooar 6¢ kol Ot kaADS ‘Ounpog ov molel OV Atoundnv
aplotevovto, Kot Tod AmdAl@vog, tva P mave aniBava Aéyn kol
€lg aAAnyopiav ur Pamtovta. A todto Opacivetar pév g Kot
adTod, Mg Kol Tapd TO EipapUévoV aplotedav, kabd kol Tposipntat,
o0 Vv Kol Tpdoatl avTov duvatat. Aepoditng pev yop kol Apeog
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ke’ o0 Parrew ok EoTi, ite Kol MG elpopuévny Tvé, HGomep o0dE
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dotépeg Aappavovrat, €i pun tig availnyopntoilg 0LV Eyyelpelv Kot
ovpavod to&evey domep PBovietat. (Eustathios, Commentary on the
lliad 570.46-571.8)

Also notice that Homer nicely does not make Diomedes prevail
against Apollo, in order not to say things that are very implausible
and that do not dip into allegory. Therefore, he [sc. Diomedes] in
some way behaves boldly against him [sc. Apollo], as if prevailing
contrary to fate, as has also been said earlier,* but he is certainly
not able to wound him, too. For it is possible that someone prevails
over Aphrodite and Ares in an ethical sense as irrational emotions,
yet in no way whatsoever could someone prevail over Apollo, wheth-
er someone understands him as the sun, at which it is impossible to
throw [a missile], or as some fate, just as neither Aphrodite nor Ares
will be wounded, when in terms of natural allegory they are under-
stood as stars, unless someone wishing to attack them while they are
not allegorised wants to shoot, as it were, an arrow against heaven.™

Whether one explains Apollo with natural allegory as the sun or with
ethical allegory as fate, Homer rightly did not make Diomedes wound
Apollo since one cannot prevail over either the sun or fate.”! Ares and
Aphrodite, on the other hand, can be attacked since it is possible to pre-
vail over irrational emotions.>> The working of myth, then, resembles

* Eustathios, Commentary on the Iliad 568.45-569.1.

%0 “To shoot an arrow against heaven’ is a proverbial expression referring to someone
who stubbornly attempts something in vain (see Suda 1 300).

51 On Apollo as the sun in ancient allegorical exegesis, see Buffiére 1956, 187-200. On
Apollo as fate, see lliad 16.849 with scholion bT on /liad 16.850b.

32 See Buffiere 1956, 297-306 on Ares and Aphrodite as irrational emotions in ancient
allegorical exegesis. In a similar vein, Athena as the rational part of the mind stops
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the working of the tragic performance: though false by definition, the
mythical narrative is plausible since it corresponds to its allegorical
meaning and, thus, reflects—and teaches, so we may assume—a more
universal truth on a deeper level.

Conclusion

Gorgias’ famous statement on tragedy—that the one who deceives is
more just than the one who does not, and the one who is deceived is
wiser than the one who is not—sums up nicely Eustathios’ views on
the hypocrisy involved in ancient poetry.>® In Eustathios’ view, poetry,
whether tragic or epic, is rhetoric and rhetoric is the art of effective
speech. To be effective, deception—a (slight) distortion of the truth or
a clever presentation of the facts—is acceptable and even praiseworthy
if used in service of a greater good. The deception of ancient actors, or
“hypocrites”, is an example of such praiseworthy deception as it aims
at the moral instruction of the audience. To be effective, moreover, the
narrative does not have to follow the truth, but may present probable
matters, rhetorically invented with plausibility. Eustathios’ analysis of
plausibility in Homeric poetry indicates that, for him, plausibility re-
sults from both correspondence to extratextual reality and consistency
within the microcosm of the /liad and the world of Greek mythology
in general.

Ancient tragedy and Homeric poetry are largely fictional or semi-his-
torical at most, despite the true ethical lessons they convey. Eustathios’
“flexible” attitude towards deception and narrative truth, however, may
extend to other types of rhetorical composition, too, including those
that, from a modern point of view, would be associated with truth, such
as historiography. After all, ancient actors are ‘living and speaking Ais-
tory books’ (BipfAiov iotopiag (@v kai Aaiodv) and Homer shares with
historians ‘the capability of pleasing ears, of educating souls, of spurring

Ares, its irrational impulses, from revenging the death of his son (Commentary on the
Iliad 1008.58—61 on Iliad 15.142).
53 Plutarch, How the Young Man Should Study Poetry 15D.
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toward virtue’(tod T0¢ dKodg 10OVELY, TOD TAG WYuyig TodeVEY, TOD €ig
apetnv €maipewv).> Tt is not truth, but hypocrisy and plausibility—the
quality that makes a narrative persuasive, trustworthy, and believable,
regardless of its truth-value in absolute terms—that rhetorical hand-
books define as the core of the art of rhetoric, whether this is the rhetoric
of Homer, an ancient actor, or a Byzantine author.
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L’historien comme témoin:
le “je” historiographique est-il le garant
de la vraisemblance dans 1’ Histoire
de Nicétas Choniates ?

Stanislas Kuttner-Homs

historien et orateur de cour Nicétas Choniatés (c. 1155-

c. 1217) fut le témoin de la plupart des grands événements qui

bouleversérent I’Empire byzantin a 1’aube du XIII¢ s. La prise
de Constantinople par la quatriéme croisade, 1’éclatement de I’Empire,
la misére et I’exil que raconte Nicétas dans les derniers chapitres de son
Histoire, permettent de voir dans ce texte un des représentants de la tra-
dition autobiographique byzantine, telle que M. Hinterberger 1’a analysé
a la fin du siécle dernier'. Tout concorde, en effet, avec le pacte autobio-
graphique théorisé par P. Lejeune : auteur, narrateur et personnage prin-
cipal se confondent dans une méme et unique voix®. A premiére vue, la
premiére personne a laquelle recourt I’auteur, le “je” historiographique,
semble donc le garant de 1’authenticité du récit. Toutefois, les travaux de
I’anthropologie historique, de la philosophie et la simple fréquentation
des auteurs anciens, ne permettent pas de se satisfaire d’une telle lecture.
Nicétas n’est pas un annaliste, mais un historien’: les buts qui I’animent
déterminent et orientent sa narration®. Prendre a la lettre le récit de Ni-
cétas, parce qu’il est le témoin des événements qu’il a vécus, revient a

! Hinterberger 1999.

2 Lejeune 1975.

3 Pour la différence entre chronique et Histoire, cf. White 1973, 6-7.

4 White 1973, 7. Pour la méme hypothése de départ concernant Constantin Manasseés, cf.
Nilsson & Nystrom 2009. Pour une approche semblable au sujet de 1’historiographie
classique, cf. Calame 2010.
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occulter la dimension proprement littéraire de son ouvrage. Que veux-je
dire par “dimension littéraire”? Pour ne m’en tenir qu’a une définition
minimale, je repartirai des conclusions récente de la critique concer-
nant I’historiographie byzantine et dirai simplement que |’Histoire de
Nicétas obéit a des codes et des régles de composition qui, sans exclure
I’analyse logique et 1’objectivité, excluent le positivisme scientifique
que le XIX¢s. a 1égué a I’époque moderne®.

Il ne faut donc pas prendre 1’ Histoire de Nicétas au pied de la lettre®.
Mais afin que la critique des sources soit féconde, encore faut-il com-
prendre quel est le projet littéraire de Nicétas, sans se cantonner aux deux
options, un peu faciles, qui consistent a dire “I’auteur ment” / “I’auteur
dit la vérité”’. L’ Histoire de Nicétas ne parait pas en effet dominée par
le couple vérité-mensonge, qui structurait généralement la dialectique
des historiens antiques, mais par 1’unique primat de la vraisemblance®.
Il semblerait donc que, pour Nicétas, la tache de I’historien soit avant

5 Odorico & Agapitos 2006; Nilsson 2006a; Macrides 2010. Le dossier est vaste. Sig-
nalons, outre les mises au point fondatrices de Ricceur 1983, Ricceur 1985, Ricceur
2000, White 1973 et White 1987, sur le fait que toute Histoire est récit, celle concernant
I’historiographie médiévale et son rapport a la fiction: Agapitos & Mortensen 2012;
pour l’art du story-telling dans I’historiographie byzantine, signalons Nilsson 2006b,
Nilsson 2010, Nilsson & Bourbouhakis 2010; pour 1’aspect romanesque de 1’historio-
graphie byzantine des XIe-XIlIle s., signalons Nilsson & Nystrom 2009, Nilsson 2014,
98-111; pour I’aspect romanesque de certains épisodes de 1’ Histoire Nicétas, signalons
Bourbouhakis 2009, Kaldellis 2009b, 82-83.

¢ Pour les réflexions les plus récentes sur ’historiographie de Nicétas, cf. Simpson &
Efthymiadis 2009; Simpson 2013. Pour un essai d’herméneutique qui essaye de mon-
trer qu’il faut parfois comprendre le contraire de ce que les textes de Nicétas disent,
cf. Kuttner-Homs 2014: les éloges des impératrices comnenes et anges dans différents
textes; Kuttner-Homs (a paraitre a): les ultima verba de Jean I dans |’ Histoire.

7 Ricceur 1955, Ankersmith 2010.

8 Nous nous en tenons & la définition technique que ce terme prend pour les études litté-
raires: “Conformité d’une conduite humaine particuliére avec une conduite probable,
pouvant étre celle du plus grand nombre”, cf. Trésor de la langue frangaise, s. v. “Vrai-
semblance”. Cette définition, issue des littérateurs du XVlIe s., a été formalisée par
les écrivains du XVlIle s., cf. Kibédi-Varga 1990, 38-39. Pour le caractére platonicien
de cette définition, qui aurait ainsi trouvé sa place dans la pensée philosophique du
Xlle s. byzantin, cf. Cappello 1986, 411. Pour différentes définitions techniques de la
vraisemblance, cf. Kremer 2011, 6-9.
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tout d’écrire des événements qui auraient pu advenir, peu importe au
fond qu’ils soient ou non advenus’. Ainsi, il est permis de se demander
si le “je” historiographique n’est pas le garant de la vraisemblance dans
I’ Histoire de Nicétas'.

Afin de mettre a I’épreuve cette hypothése, il s’agira de reprendre les
trois facettes du “je” historiographique évoquées plus tot. Tout d’abord,
nous étudierons les manifestations du “je” historiographique dans 1’ Hi-
stoire en tant que garant de 1’authenticité du récit. Ensuite, nous essaie-
rons de montrer qu’en tant que narrateur, Nicétas est moins témoin que
dramaturge. Son pouvoir n’est pas de rapporter les événements, mais de
les agencer. Enfin, nous reviendrons sur le role d’acteur tenu par Nicétas
au moment de la prise de Constantinople, en nous demandant si I’auteur
n’est pas un personnage comme les autres.

I. Nicétas historien : crédibilité du « je » historiographique

Nicétas est un auteur trés présent dans son ceuvre. Dés le prologue de
I’Histoire, ’auteur intervient, sous la forme d’une premiére personne,
pour expliquer sa méthode historiographique. S’il choisit I’ironie et
I’antiphrase pour parler de son style, il semble en revanche plus pondéré
quand il s’agit de parler de la fagcon dont il collecte les sources:

° Dans I’ Antiquité classique, il s’agissait de la tAche dévolue au poéte et qui le distingue
de I’historien, chargé, lui, des événements (ta genomena), cf. Aristote, Poétique 1451a
36-b 11, Ricceur 1983, 57-84. En ce sens, I’historiographie byzantine et son esthétique
sont les héritieres de la révolution sémiotique qui affecta I’ Antiquité tardive: comme
tout est contenu en Dieu, il est davantage certain que les choses sont en puissance
plutot qu’avérées, cf. Averintsev 1989. Au XVlle s. en Occident, les aristotéliciens
comprenaient de cette maniere paradoxale 1’écriture de 1’Histoire, cf. De Vos 1995,
28. Notons toutefois qu’elle n’est paradoxale qu’en regard du positivisme scientifique,
puisque les littératures classiques et baroques (XVIIe-XVIlle s.) avaient également
pour unique paradigme la vraisemblance. Cf. Kremer 2011.

10 Méme question pour Hérodote et Thucydide, cf. Calame 2005, Calame 2006b, Ricceur
2000, 115-145, 152-163; méme question pour 1’Hodoiporikon de Constantin Manas-
s¢s, cf. Kazhdan & Epstein 1985, Galatariotou 1993, 230-235, Aerts 2003, 169, Mar-
covich 1987, 286, et la réponse de Nilsson 2012, 184-193.
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Kol Mudv un ta toig OeBaipolg €mi T®OE  mapelAnppéva
OLYYPOUQOUEVOV KAVTEDOEY UNd’ Emtddny Exoviav tadta degiévat,
AN’ Gmep gig dkorv dTiov eidneeipey €K TV 6G01 TV KB’ UG TOV
Boaciléa TovTovi £0edoavTo KOl GUVMOUAPTOVY EKEIV® TTPOG EVOVTIONG
Y@POVVTL Kol TOG LAYOG CUVETOADTELOV.

Nous avons aussi écrit sur [Jean II] des choses que nous n’avons pas
vues de nos yeux et, pour cette raison, nous ne pouvons en faire la
démonstration ; en revanche, nous avons rapporté ce que nous avons
entendu de nos contemporains qui ont contemplé cet empereur, 1’ont
accompagné en campagne contre les ennemis et soutenu au combat."!

Dans cet extrait, Nicétas, en affirmant se fier aux témoins des époques
qu’il n’a pas connues, laisse au lecteur le soin de comprendre qu’il se
fiera, pour I’époque qui lui est contemporaine, a son propre témoignage,
comme 1’ont fait avant lui Hérodote ou Thucydide. La crédibilité de la
narration repose ici sur un quasi syllogisme: si les témoins que sélec-
tionne 1’auteur sont de bonne foi, alors le témoignage de I’auteur est
aussi de bonne foi; et si le sien est crédible, celui des témoins qu’il a
interrogés 1’est aussi'?.

La suite de 1’ouvrage engage le lecteur a préter foi a cette affirma-
tion initiale. En effet, les sources orales que nomme [’auteur sont des
acteurs historiques de premier plan. Ainsi, pour justifier que Manuel ¢
Comnéne aurait passé les derniéres années de son régne dans un état
proche de la démence, il invoque I’autorité de son parrain, saint Nicétas
de Chonai, qui avait prophétisé la folie du souverain dés I’avénement de

"'Nic. Ch., Hist. 4, 77-80. Pour toutes les références et citations a 1’ Histoire de Nicétas,
nous nous reportons a 1’édition scientifique de J. L. van Dieten 1975. Sauf mention
contraire, les traductions sont notres.

12 En se confiant aux témoins et aux témoignages, Nicétas se situe alors dans la tradition
de Thucydide, cf. Thuc. 1, 20-22, mais en arbitrant entre plusieurs témoignages, il se
conforme davantage a ce qui est I’essence de I’ iotop hérodotéen, cf. Marincola 1997,
3-10, Calame 2000, 115-125, Hartog 2001, 24-35, 407-411. Cet arbitrage essentiel a
I’ iotopia a été montré par Darbo-Peschanski 1998, 172-177 et placé aux racines de
I’historiographie par Prost 1996, 288-293. Nicétas fait de 1’Histoire la trompette du
Jugement et le Livre des Vivants, cf. Hist. 2, 19-22.
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ce dernier®. De méme, pour raconter le déroulement du si¢ge d’ Athénes
par les troupes de Léon Sgouros, dans le chaos qui suivit la prise de
Constantinople en 1204, il invoque le témoignage de son frére Michel,
qui était a la téte des assiégés'*. Ces exemples montrent au lecteur que
Nicétas recourt a des sources directes, dont le lien privilégié¢ qu’elles
entretiennent avec lui ne permet pas de supposer qu’elles aient menti ou
déformé les événements. D’autant plus que dans le cas de ces deux épi-
sodes, tout s’est passé devant une foule — celle des notables de Chonai
autour de saint Nicétas, celle des athéniens et des Latins devant Michel
Choniatés — qui donne une crédibilité tres forte au récit.

A coté de ces événements rapportés, il y a ceux que 1’historien a vé-
cus. A partir du régne d’Isaac II Ange, ils sont nombreux, car la carriére
de Nicétas a connu une ascension fulgurante sous son régne. Nicétas
mentionne ainsi son role lors des négociations avec I’empereur germa-
nique Frédéric Barberousse'?; il est aux premicres loges lors de la prise
de Constantinople en 1203'¢ et son récit est étayé par les scholies de sa
main découvertes par C. M. Mazzuchi dans un manuscrit de Diodore
de Sicile'’; il apparait a nouveau juste avant la Chute de la Ville sous le
regne d’Alexis V, lorsqu’il est démis de ses fonctions de Logothéte des
Secrets au profit d’un parent du nouvel empereur'®.

Nicétas apparait donc comme un témoin privilégié¢ de I’Histoire,
car il en est aussi acteur. Ce role est particulierement affirmé lors du
sac de la Ville". Une fois les armées byzantines défaites, le narrateur
concentre son attention sur sa famille, ainsi que sur lui-méme. C’est a ce
moment que Nicétas apparait homme et sous un jour presque intime : il

13 Nic. Ch., Hist. 219, 94-1.

14 Nic. Ch., Hist. 607, 17-27.

15 Nic. Ch., Hist. 402, 49-403, 72.

16 Nic. Ch., Hist. 544, 8-546, 74.

'7 Mazzucchi 1995.

18 Nic. Ch., Hist. 565, 11-19.

19 S’il faut opérer une distinction entre “acteur” et “participant de 1I’Histoire”, Nicétas
est au moment de la prise de la Ville davantage un participant de 1’Histoire, agissant
mais écrasé par les événements, tandis qu’a d’autres endroits de son ouvrage, il en
est, en tant qu’homme d’Etat, un acteur de premier plan (négociations avec Frédéric
Barberousse, synode convoquée sous Alexis I1I en 1197, etc.).
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mentionne son palais détruit par le grand incendie de Constantinople, sa
maison, ses clients et ses parents, ses domestiques, sa femme enceinte,
ses enfants®. Il évoque un acte de bravoure: il sauve une jeune fille
enlevée par un soldat latin*'. Il mentionne aussi son extréme chagrin et
rapporte les imprécations qu’il s’est laissé a prononcer contre Constan-
tinople?. La sincérité du tableau est telle que le lecteur n’a pas de raison
de la remettre en cause. D’une certaine maniere, la posture de ’historien
est trop facheuse et digne de pitié pour &tre sujette a caution.

Nicétas historien joue donc de toutes les cordes qui permettent au
lecteur de préter foi au récit et de le trouver vraisemblable, voire véri-
dique. Nicétas est un histor, un enquéteur, dont les sources sont fiables,
car directes et ne pouvant pas étre soupgonnées de mensonge, et dont
I’expérience vécue est fiable, car fondée sur 1’autopsie. Cette crédibili-
té est peut-&tre renforcée par le fait que Nicétas se présente seulement
comme syngrapheus, ¢’est-a-dire comme ne se départissant pas de son
role d’historien®. Mais a ne considérer que cet aspect du travail histo-
riographique de Nicétas, on risque d’oublier qu’il est aussi narrateur.
Méme témoin de I’Histoire, Nicétas a tout pouvoir sur sa narration et
son témoignage est soumis aux mémes impératifs rhétoriques que 1’en-
semble des événements qu’il rapporte dans son ceuvre.

I1. Nicétas narrateur : dramaturge de la tragédie de I’Empire

History is story ; I’Histoire est histoire. Avant que P. Ricoeur ne montre
que I’écriture de I’Histoire était toujours récit®, la préface de Pierre et
Jean de Guy de Maupassant soulignait que ’auteur réaliste soucieux
d’objectivité se heurte a une tache vaine, puisque tout récit suppose sé-
lection, recombinaison, hyperbole et silence. D’une certaine maniére,

2 Nic. Ch., Hist. 587, 1-7.

2 Nic. Ch., Hist. 590, 65-67.

22 Nic. Ch., Hist. 591, 13-20.

2 Nic. Ch., Hist. 178, 16 ; 219, 26 ; 634, 20 ; 638, 27. Nicétas ne se qualifie jamais lui-
méme autrement, méme dans ses autres ouvrages, comme le De signis ou la Panoplie
dogmatique, cf. Kuttner-Homs 2016, I1, 117-139.

24 Riceeur 1983.
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le narrateur est tout-puissant et son omnipotence peut se mesurer, dans
I’Histoire de Nicétas, a la maniére dont I’auteur envisage 1’enchaine-
ment des événements historiques. Bien qu’ils suivent globalement
I’ordre chronologique, depuis la mort d’Alexis I jusqu’aux années
1207, le narrateur semble couler son récit dans le moule de la tragédie®.

Le parfum tragique de I’Histoire de Nicétas a déja été percu par la
critique. A. Kazhdan et A. Epstein prétent a Nicétas une “perception
tragique de la réalité”, dont ils font la pierre de touche de son talent de
narrateur®. A. Kaldellis, qui est du méme avis qu’eux, en fait le fruit
d’une conscience de soi nouvelle a Byzance?’. A. Simpson met en évi-
dence la fatalité qui pése sur le destin particulier de Nicétas®®. Quant a
H. Magoulias, étudiant le traitement réservé a Andronic 1%, il fait de ce
souverain le protagoniste d’une tragédie a I’antique®. Son jugement sera
prolongé par A. Kaldellis, qui fait d’Andronic I* le personnage d’une
comédie qui se termine en tragédie™®.

Il est vrai qu’un survol rapide de 1’Histoire donne au lecteur 1’im-
pression d’une marche inexorable vers le déclin. De Jean II a Alexis V,
les qualités des empereurs s’amenuisent, la situation de I’Empire se dé-
grade, et la famille régnante chute peu avant la chute de I’Empire et de

2 Le probléme de I’inexistence du théatre comme genre littéraire a Byzance a fait ’ob-
jet de réévaluation récente. Il faut noter qu’un théatre populaire a sans doute existé,
mais n’est pas documenté, tandis qu’aucun théatre savant n’a vu le jour, alors que
les lettrés continuaient de lire le théatre antique. Sans doute le théatre avait-il été
porté a I’échelle de la société entiére, dans une sorte de théatralité du monde, cf.
Odorico 2007, Roilos 2005. Le terme theatron avait changé de sens pour désigner le
cercle ou les lettrés se réunissaient, afin d’écouter les ceuvres de leurs collégues, cf.
Kazhdan 1983, 129-138, Mullett 1983, Cavallo & Borghetti 2001, 857, Cavallo 2006,
Griinbart 2007. On assiste cependant a un regain d’intérét pour le genre théatral a
I’age comneéne. Ainsi, Michel Haploucheir, qui vécut probablement sous Andronic
Ier, a composé un dialogue théatral, cf. éd. Romano 1999, 414-427. On consultera
sur le genre théatral dans la Byzance comneéne, Agapitos 1998, Mullett 2010, Marci-
niak 2004. Les historiens byzantins recourent au théatre classique pour construire leur
narration, cf. Puchner 1997, Kuttner-Homs 2016, 11, 418-500, Le Coz 2017.

26 Kazhdan & Epstein 1985, 229.

27 Kaldellis 2009a, 99.

28 Simpson 2013, 5.

» Magoulias 2011.

30 Kaldellis 2009b, 83-85.
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sa capitale. Il faut comprendre sous ce jour terrible 1’éloge que Nicétas
semble adresser a Jean Il Comnéne, comme ayant été le “pinacle des
Comnénes™":

KOp@Vig &g gimeiv v 6601 Popaiov €k 100 1@V Kopvnvadv yévoug
vmepekdbioav, tva pun Aéyoyt g kol ToAoig T@V Gavomy apicTev
TO1G pEV NUWAANGATO, TOVG € KOl TOPTVEYKEV.

[Jean II fut] le pinacle, pour ainsi dire, de tous ceux qui parmi les
Romains issus de la race des Comnénes régnérent; pour ne pas dire
que, pour nombre des meilleurs empereurs du passé, il rivalisa avec
les uns et surpassa méme les autres.*

La fatalité n’est pas la moindre des forces qui meuvent le récit de 1’ His-
toire. La méthode historiographique de Nicétas évacue le hasard et fa-
conne le récit de maniére a ce que 1’enchainement des causes et des
conséquences forme un systéeme auquel les personnages sont soumis.
La critique a souvent noté la propension de Nicétas a rapporter oracles,
prophéties et scénes de divination®. Dans un schéma providentialiste,
ou tout est écrit d’avance, leur role n’est pas uniquement de fournir des
occasions d’émerveillement au lecteur, mais aussi des preuves de 1’exis-
tence et de I’accomplissement du destin.

Par exemple, la prophétie AIMA, qui doit donner I’ordre de succes-
sion des empereurs comnenes a partir de I’initiale de leur prénom et dont
les lettres forment le mot “sang” en grec*, fournit un schéma de tragédie
classique a Nicétas. Comme I’a montré P. Magdalino, cette prophétie
avait sans doute commenceé a circuler dans les milieux constantinopo-
litains au moment de la succession de Jean II Comneéne®’. Nicétas la
réutilise de maniére a montrer la monstruosité du destin de la famille
impériale dont le régne s’achéve, précisément, dans le sang, par la mort
d’Alexis II, qui sera dépecé par les hommes de main d’Andronic I*.

31 Kuttner-Homs (a paraitre b).

32 Nic. Ch., Hist. 47, 82-85.

33 Magdalino 1993b; 2009.

3 Nic. Ch., Hist. 146, 36-41 [Manuel Ier croyait en la prophétie AIMAJ; 339, 10-19
[Andronic Ier pense commencer un nouveau cycle AIMA].

35 Magdalino 1993a, 200.
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Comme dans les tragédies, la prophétie s’accomplit, mais d’une maniére
que n’avait pas prévue les personnages.

De méme, le narrateur de 1’ Histoire rapporte qu’ Andronic I consul-
ta un démon qui lui annonga qu’il serait détroné par un homme dont le
nom commencerait par iota-sigma*. Andronic pensait qu’il s’agissait
d’Isaac Comnene, gouverneur de Chypre, qui avait réussi a se rendre
indépendant quelques années plus tot, mais Hagiochristophorités, un
de ses ministres, animé d’un certain zéle, pensait qu’il pouvait s’agir
d’Isaac Ange, un lointain cousin, et qu’il valait mieux le supprimer. On
sait qu’en venant arréter Isaac Ange, Hagiochristophorités trouva la
mort et qu’Isaac réussit a prendre le pouvoir, porté par la ferveur popu-
laire. Cet épisode, pour lequel Nicétas est notre unique source, reprend
le schéma archétypal des tragédies: le destin s’accomplit généralement
par des voies détournées et le fait méme de vouloir 1’éviter ne fait que
le provoquer?’.

Si le narrateur de 1’ Histoire apparait donc avant tout comme un dra-
maturge de tragédie, on peut raisonnablement supposer qu’il a tenu a
imprimer a son récit une certaine structure de tragédie antique. Si on se
fie a la Poétique d’Aristote, une tragédie nécessite une unité¢ formelle
organisée autour d’un centre, qui permet la metabasis du bonheur au
malheur, le basculement d’un état a I’autre®®. Il semblerait bien que
I’Histoire de Nicétas recherche cette unité formelle propre a la tragédie,
car I’ouvrage, bien qu’extrémement volumineux, parait organisé par un
ensemble d’échos qui font que les événements se répetent, en chiasme,
autour de la prise de Thessalonique en 1185:

3¢ Nic. Ch., Hist. 339, 10-19.

37 Le lecteur pourra se reporter autant, dans Hérodote, au “Si tu fais la guerre, un grand
empire disparaitra” que la pythie délivre a Crésus, qu’aux oracles des Trachiniennes,
d’4jax, de Philoctete. Ces oracles vagues et obliques laissent la place a “I’espérance
et a ’erreur”, cf. Romilly 2006, 102, et permettent I’ironie tragique, dont le person-
nage d’Edipe est la victime parfaite. Comme dans 1’Histoire de Nicétas, les oracles
tragiques sont donc un probléme d’herméneutique. On pourra se reporter a Szondi
2003 sur cette question.

38 Aristote, Poétique 1451a 9-15.
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ScrHiMA 1. L’architecture circulaire de I’ Histoire de Nicétas Choniates

I Jean II Comnéne (1118-1143: 25 ans)
[monarchie; guerres; victoires]

II Manuel I Comnéne (tome 1: 1143-1147: 4 ans)
[Jean de Poutza supprime la flotte; II° croisade (vertueuse)]

III Manuel I Comnéne (tome 2: 1147-1158: 11 ans)
[Prise de Corcyre par les Byzantins avec 1’aide de Venise: méme assaut que Cple en 1204]

IV Manuel I Comnene (tome 3: 1154-1162: 8 ans)
[la Hongrie soutient Andronic Comnéne contre Manuel I;
guerre contre la Hongrie; visite du sultan turc Kilij Arslan a Cple]

V Manuel I Comnene (tome 4: 1162-1173: 11 ans)
[Manuel I*" favorise les désordres en Hongrie;
soumission des rois hongrois & serbe]

VI Manuel I* Comnéne (tome 5: 1167-1171: 4 ans)
[Expédition d’Egypte: la « guerre sainte » de Manuel 1]

VII Manuel I Comnéne (tome 6: 1175-1179: 4 ans)
[Myrioképhalon (1176): toute puissance du Sultanat turc (Orient)]
VIII Manuel I* Comnéne (tome 7: livre bilan - 1180?: 1 an?)
[son ceuvre édilitaire; disputes théologiques; folie finale & mort]

IX Alexis II Comnene (1180-1183: 3 ans)
[accession au pouvoir d’ Andronic Comneéne; meurtre d’Alexis I1)

X Andronic I Comneéne (tome 1: 1183-1185: 2_ans)
[prise de Thessalonique (1185)]

XI Andronic I Comnéne (tome 2: 1185: 1 an)
[accession au pouvoir d’Isaac Ange; mort d’ Andronic 1]

XII Isaac Il Ange (tome 1:1185-1187: 2 ans)
[(1186): toute puissance du second Empire bulgare (Occident)]

XIII Isaac IT Ange (tome 2: 1187-1190: 3 ans)
[III¢ croisade: la guerre sainte des Occidentaux]

XIV Isaac II Ange (tome 3: 1189-1195: 6 ans)
[multiplications des conjurations et des révoltes;
coup d’Etat d’Alexis Ange et renversement d’Isaac II]

XV Alexis I Ange (tome 1: 1195-1189: 4 ans)
[les Etats voisins prétendent tous s’emparer de Byzance;
guerre contre la Bulgarie: perdue; guerre contre le Sultanat: perdue]

XVI Alexis III Ange (tome 2: 1199-1203: 4 ans)

[le sultan turc Kaykhrusaw a Cple; la IV¢ croisade a Cple; incendie de Cple; fuite d’Alexis
1]

XVII Alexis IV & Isaac II (1203-1204: 7 mois)
[renversement d’ Alexis IV & Isaac II; mort d’Alexis IV]

XVIII Alexis V Doukas (1204: 3 mois)
[prise de Cple par les Latins avec I’aide de Venise: méme assaut que Corcyre en 1149]
[IV¢ croisade (impie); Thréne de la Ville]

XIX Apres la prise de la Ville (1204-1206: 2 ans)
[polyarchie; guerres; défaites]*

3 Comme signalé en n. 11, nous utilisons 1’éd. Dieten de 1975, qui donne la version
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Les livres de I’ Histoire ont I’air de se répondre dans une immense struc-
ture annulaire, ou transparait leur agencement tragique®.

Ainsi, la prise de Constantinople, au livre 18, semble rejouer la prise
de Corcyre au livre 3. Dans les deux textes, les navires vénitiens, atta-
chés les uns aux autres et assurant grace a leurs mats une échelle aux
soldats, permettent de prendre d’assaut des murailles réputées impre-
nables*!. Le narrateur va jusqu’a placer différents éléments renfor¢ant
le paralléle: a Corcyre, quatre soldats francs sautent sur le rempart et
dispersent la garde normande qui se trouve la, avant d’ouvrir la porte
de la citadelle a I’armée; a Constantinople, un soldat franc et un soldat
vénitien, mentionnés aussi chez Robert de Clari*?, sautent sur le rem-
part, dispersent la garde danoise et ouvrent la porte aux soldats croisés.
L’action est la méme et les Normands du premier épisode trouvent leurs
jumeaux dans les Scandinaves du second.

Certains échos sont plus subtils, mais néanmoins signifiants: les
quatre fréres qui montent sur le rempart de Corcyre ont pour nom “Pé-
traliphai” (on y entend petra, la pierre); lors de la prise de Constanti-
nople, le narrateur précise que le quartier ou les croisés ouvrent une
bréche se nomment les Pétriai et que le premier commandant & entrer
dans la Ville s’appelle Pierre de Bracheux.

auctior de 1’Histoire, c’est-a-dire la derniére révisée par Nicétas avant sa mort. Sur
les cinq phases de composition de I’ Histoire, leur tradition manuscrite et leurs enjeux,
cf. éd. Dieten 1975, LVI-CI, Simpson 2006, Simpson 2013, 68-123, Kuttner-Homs
2016, 11, 205-211.

40 Sur la tragédie et la structure annulaire, cf. Miiller 1908, Mufioz 2010, 57-60, Stein-
riick 2013, 172-182. Sur la structure annulaire comme architecture textuelle connue
depuis la plus haute Antiquité, cf. la synthése de Douglas 2007. Sur les formes et
les usages de la structure annulaire dans la littérature gréco-latine, on se reportera
aux bibliographies rassemblées par Steinriick 1997, Welch & McKinlay 1999. Sur les
formes et les usages de la structure annulaire dans certains textes byzantins, cf. Nils-
son 2010, 205, Steinriick 2013, 462-474, Riehle 2014, 251, Kuttner-Homs 2016, 1I,
357-500, Le Coz 2017, Kuttner-Homs (a paraitre b), et sur le lien entre ces structures
et celles de I’ Antiquité, cf. Alexiou 2002, 131-160, Kuttner-Homs 2016, I, 395-494.

4 Nic. Ch., Hist. 83, 76-85, 39; 568, 77-569, 18. Ces deux extraits valent référence pour
les épisodes évoqués dans les lignes qui suivent.

42 Clari, La Prise de Constantinople 74, 29-58.
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Ces deux épisodes sont donc liés par-dela le temps. Mais entre
eux deux, la situation s’est radicalement inversée: lors de la prise de
Corcyre, les Vénitiens sont les alliés des Byzantins; lors de la prise de
Constantinople, ils en sont les ennemis; a Corcyre, les Vénitiens servent
I’impérialisme de Manuel Comnéne, a Constantinople, ils établissent
leur empire sur le corps de I’Empire romain. L’agencement et la facture
de la narration trahissent une volonté de mise en ordre des événements,
de leur trouver une raison qui les ordonne, dans un schéma fataliste ou
tout est écrit d’avance. Cette dimension proprement littéraire est, on le
voit, une maniére de mettre en ordre les malheurs des Romains sous la
forme d’une tragédie, non au niveau d’un personnage, mais de I’Empire
tout entier.

D’ailleurs, I’autoréférence montre un narrateur conscient de la tra-
gédie qu’il édifie. Par exemple, au début du livre 2, A. Kaldellis a noté
que dans le récit de la prise de pouvoir de Manuel I*, I’emprisonnement
de son frére ainé Isaac, avant que celui-ci n’apprenne la mort de leur
pére, est marqué par le renversement tragique®. La réaction d’Tsaac est
celle de la plus grande affliction:

deva maoyew Aéy@v kol TEpa devod EVTAVTOG, Kol MG EMALVETEN 1)
TAELC, VO’ NG SAKPUTETTAL TO TAV.

11 affirmait souffrir d’une situation terrible et au-dela de toute situa-
tion terrible, et clamait qu’il faut respecter 1’ordre universel, selon
lequel tout est réglé.**

Isaac ne s’attendait pas a étre privé de son droit d’ainesse par son peére.
Cette situation injuste est le début de nombreux mythes tragiques de
I’ Antiquité. Selon certaines version du mythe des Labdacides, Laios est
chassé de son trone et se réfugie a Athénes auprés de Pélops, et Etéo-
cle arrache le pouvoir a son ain¢ Polynice; I’expédition des Argonautes
se met en mouvement parce que Jason est dépossédé de ses droits par
son oncle. Le narrateur semble avoir suffisamment conscience de cette
coloration mythique pour qualifier les lamentations d’Isaac Comnéne

4 Kaldellis 2009b, 83.
# Nic. Ch., Hist. 49, 23-25.
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de déploration tragique: 0 Towadta patv éEetpaymdet, “En vain, il dé-
plorait, comme dans une tragédie, ces événements”®. Cet épisode met
en évidence le bouleversement de I’ordre universel et le terme-clef de
ce passage est bien t4&1g. Le choix successoral de Jean II et le premier
geste de Manuel I* en tant que souverain ont mis le destin en marche.

Cette structure de tragédie montre aussi que chaque événement en
annonce un autre, que chaque action a des conséquences qui lui ré-
pondent en miroir. Cette structure permet donc de réintroduire la notion
de faute tragique au cceur de 1’Histoire. Mais cette faute est-elle 1 attri-
but des souverains Comnenes et Anges, ou le narrateur, parce qu’il est
aussi un acteur de I’Histoire, est-il également coupable?

I11. Nicétas témoin : I’auteur, un personnage comme les autres?

Le “je” historiographique de I’ Histoire de Nicétas a un statut narratolo-
gique particulier. En effet, il est a la fois spectateur du drame et acteur; il
est hors de la tragédie et en est partie prenante. Cette place singuliére fait
songer a celle du cheeur des tragédies antiques. Lorsque Horace note,
dans son Art poétique, que le cheeur est pars actoris — dont le sens est
encore aujourd’hui débattu parmi les spécialistes —, il ne désigne peut-
étre pas autre chose que ce statut*. Le cheeur est un spectateur du drame,
auquel il assiste du début a la fin et qu’il commente parfois a I’adresse
du public, mais il en est aussi un personnage.

Plusieurs paralléles peuvent étre dressés entre le narrateur de 1’ His-
toire et le cheeur d’une tragédie antique. Tout d’abord, comme le cheeur
tragique, Nicétas est directement concerné par les événements affectant
I’Empire. Sujet de la famille régnante, il est la victime corollaire de la

# Nic. Ch., Hist. 49, 31. Chez Nicétas, le verbe £é€gtpay®dw recouvre un sens plus large
que la traduction que nous donnons ici. Il signifie aussi “chanter un chant triste”,
“prononcer une monodie”, cf. Nic. Ch., Hist. 348, 77-78 ou Andronic Ier, mis aux
arréts, chante, comme la Cassandre d’Eschyle, son propre thréne. Le terme contient
déja le sens du terme “fraghoudi” en Grec moderne, cf. Nic. Ch., Hist. 134, 1-135,
21 ou Nicétas raconte la mort tragique de deux amants lors d’un sié¢ge et se demande
quel monstre a mis en scéne une telle tragédie (ol Tag TPAYMSiIOG GKNVOTOI0DVTOC).

4 Horace, Art poétique 193.
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chute de cette derniére, au point qu’on peut parler de tragédie person-
nelle lorsque régne en 1204 le chaos le plus total. Excepté a ce moment
ou Nicétas monte sur sceéne, il reste la plupart du temps dans I’orchestra
et semble assumer les trois fonctions du chceur tragique définies par
C. Calame®’. La premiére fonction, la “performative” ou “pragmatique”,
consiste a accomplir un rituel ; la seconde, la fonction “herméneutique”,
consiste a interpréter les événements; la troisiéme, la fonction “émotion-
nelle”, doit susciter I’émotion du public.

La premicere fonction est, par exemple, illustrée par le Thréne de la
Ville, ou Nicétas adresse différentes suppliques a Dieu et prend sur lui
I’acte de contrition générale attendu des Byzantins®®. Lorsqu’il dit avec
les mots de la Bible: “Pourquoi nous maltraiter, Seigneur? et il n’y a pas
pour nous de reméde. Nous connaissons, Seigneur, nos fautes, les injus-
tices de nos péres. Lasse-toi de nous frapper a cause de ta pitié, n’avilis
pas le trone de Ta gloire™, il semble confesser le péché atavique des By-
zantins et place son sort et celui de ses contemporains (Gpoptiog UGV
“nos fautes”, matépwv NUMV “nos peres”) sous le sceau de la fatalité. Cette
parole de confession et de contrition s’accompagne d’une prise a témoin
du ciel, et prend ainsi place parmi les rituels adressés au Dieu chrétien.

La fonction herméneutique est assez bien représentée, car le narra-
teur de I’Histoire intervient réguliérement pour donner son avis sur les
événements en cours ou sur les personnages. Au début du livre 19, Ni-
cétas attaque ainsi ses contemporains sur leur incapacité a entendre des
critiques et sur leur fol orgueil qui les fait en étre blessés®’. De méme, le
narrateur se charge d’expliquer les événements ou les réactions des per-
sonnages, notamment en dressant de rapides tableaux de la psychologie
de ces derniers. 1l fait, par exemple, du désir de gloire, le moteur des
actions de Manuel 1%, ou de I’ “amour de la tyrannie”, celui des actions

47 Calame 1997.

* Nic. Ch., Hist. 576, 1-582, 46.

4 Nic. Ch., Hist. 579, 70-72: iva. ti Enoucog udg, Kopie, koi ovk Eotiv Nuiv aow;
[Job 5, 18] &yvopev, Kopie, apoptiog Nudv, adikiog matépov MUdV. KOTocoV Sid TO
gLe0g oov, Un amoréong Opovov 66Enc cov [Jer. 14, 20-1].

9 Nic. Ch., Hist. 583, 4-584, 45.
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d’Andronic Comnéne®’.
La fonction émotionnelle est aussi courante. Au moment de la prise
de la Ville, Nicétas s’exclame:

Xpoté Pacired tiig 10Te OAyems Kol cuvoyiig TdV avOpdT®V. O
8’ Mxog 6 Boddrtiog, 6 8¢ Tod NAiov ckoTooUOg Kai 1) LOPMGIC, T 88
g oeMVIG &g oipo HETOGTPOQT, o1 88 TdV doTépav EEedpot, dm
Kol dpmg ob T TEAEVTOI TODTO KOKO TPOEGTLLOVOLV;

Christ Roi! Alors quelle oppression! Quelle détresse des hommes !
Le fracas du flot marin, 1’obscurcissement du soleil et la transmu-
tation de la lune en sang, la chute des astres: pourquoi et comment
n’ont-ils pas annoncé d’avance ces ultimes malheurs?*

L’apostrophe initiale, les exclamations successives, les réminiscences
de 1’Apocalypse, ainsi que la question oratoire, mettent 1’accent sur le
role de témoin du narrateur, qui, a I’instar du checeur tragique, assiste a
I’accomplissement des arréts du destin. V. Katsaros a mis en évidence
I’intervention du narrateur de I’ Histoire au moment les plus dramatiques
de la narration et I’'usage de la fonction émotionnelle du cheeur tragique,
dont le Thréne de la Ville, en tant que lamentation sur le sort et la mort
de Constantinople, est I’exemple le plus probant™,

Le Thréne de la Ville intervient précisément aprés que Nicétas est
passé a ’avant-scéne de son propre récit et apparait ainsi comme un
moment clef de la narration historique. En effet, en prenant sur lui la
faute collective, le narrateur et cheeur tragique montre qu’il est aussi
coupable que les souverains qui conduisirent I’Empire a la ruine. Cette
maniére de se mettre en scéne soi-méme est en complet décalage avec
les représentations de 1’époque moderne, selon laquelle les victimes,
dont Nicétas fait partie, ne sauraient étre coupables. Manifestement, Ni-
cétas ne le percoit pas ainsi, sans doute pour deux raisons. La premiére
revient a rappeler que Nicétas est chrétien et que la faute est partagée de
tout temps par une humanité toujours pécheresse. Dans le Thréne de la

3'Nic. Ch., Hist. 225, 59-60.
32 Nic. Ch., Hist. 575, 51-54.
33 Katsaros 2006, 310-315.
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Ville, le pronom de premiére personne “nous” est toujours inclusif et dé-
signe sans ambiguité le narrateur et ses compatriotes. La seconde raison
tient probablement au rapport étroit entre accomplissement du destin
et parole. De méme que les paroles du cheeur tragiques hatent, malgré
lui, I’accomplissement du destin, les mots de narrateur historique hatent
I’accomplissement du destin de I’Empire.

Aussi peut-on former 1’hypothése d’un “je” historiographique per-
sonnage a part entiere de I’ouvrage. Nicétas jouant Nicétas? En réalité,
lorsque Nicétas passe sur le devant de la scéne au moment de la prise
de Constantinople, le lecteur semble invité a reconnaitre sous les traits
de T’historien le personnage biblique de Job. Les malheurs de Nicétas
au début du livre 19 de I’ Histoire rappellent en effet étrangement ceux
du Job de la Septante. D’abord, la description de Job comme étant un
homme intégre et droit craignant Dieu peut aisément étre appliquée a
Nicétas qui se fait, a chaque fois que la religion est attaquée, un cham-
pion de I’orthodoxie. On le voit notamment dans le récit qu’il fait a la
fin du livre 8 des trois conciles convoqués par Manuel I*, afin de mo-
difier le dogme®*. De plus, les deux personnages ont en commun une
solide confiance dans la justice divine: dans le livre de Job, il s’agit
d’un leitmotiv; dans 1’Histoire de Nicétas, I’affirmation est formulée
dans le Threne de la Ville, qui est un véritable exposé de théodicée, et
est répétée, dans une version trés bréve, au début du livre 19%. Enfin,
les deux personnages sont victimes d’envahisseurs étrangers: dans le
cas de Nicétas, il s’agit des Latins ; dans celui de Job, de Sabéens et de
Chaldéens®®. Enfin, dans ces différents passages de 1I’Histoire, 1’auteur
a glissé quelques citations du livre de Job*’, un élément qui ne doit pas
étre négligé puisque le Livre de Job est trés problématique au regard de

% Nic. Ch., Hist. 210, 85-211, 10; 211, 11-213, 50; 213, 51-219, 70. Simpson 2013,
39-49 suggere que le récit de ces trois conciles montre quelques signes d’hétérodoxie
chez Nicétas. Cette hypothése est trés discutable quand on tient compte, d’une part,
des éléments théologiques présents dans ces pages, et, d’autre part, quand on tient
compte de la narration elle-méme. Nous discutons cette hypothése dans Kuttner-
Homs 2016, I, 26-38.

5 Nic. Ch., Hist. 580, 5-582, 46.

% Job 1, 15; 17.

7 Dieten 1975, 130. Nicétas fait allusion ou cite 14 fois le Livre de Job dans I’ Histoire.
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la religion chrétienne et des écrits des Péres de I’Eglise, puisqu’il est le
seul livre de la Bible a évoquer ouvertement la question du suicide.

L’identification de Job et Nicétas est telle qu’on trouve méme un
passage dans I’Histoire ou les deux figures semblent se confondre. Un
des versets les plus célébres du Livre de Job est 411 viv kopedow kol
éklelyo, “Car maintenant je vais me taire et mourir”®. On le trouve
sous une forme plus lyrique dans le Thréne de la Ville:

AN 110n pot kol To Aéyey a0to Emiélouey, 660 Kol GMLLO CUUPLEG
yoyfi Kol opdcTolov Tff ToD Adyov GOl TPoPd cvvamidv TE Koi
ouvBavov. KoPoig Toivuv 8AKpLGOL Kol GTEVOYHOLG GAOANTOLG TA
TOAAL TGV OpNVNUATOV AQOCIOTEOV GOL KAl TOD TEPOLTEPM APEKTEOV
Ti|g loTopiag gippod.

Mais a présent méme la parole m’a quitté, comme un corps meurt
avec 1’ame avec laquelle il est né et qu’il accompagne, s’en allant et
mourant avec toi [Constantinople], qui es la nourrice des discours.
Par des larmes muettes et des gémissements silencieux, je dois donc
m’acquitter, pour toi, de maintes lamentations et je dois suspendre
I’enchainement de mon Histoire.”

Ce dernier détail est bien entendu un cliché des grandes douleurs, mais
le point important est qu’il est unique dans le Livre de Job ainsi que dans
I’ensemble des ceuvres de Nicétas.

En reconnaissant le masque de Job, le lecteur doit accepter combien
les malheurs qui frappent le “je” historiographique au moment de la
prise de Constantinople ne sont plus véridiques mais vraisemblables.
Impossible de savoir ce qui est réellement arrivé a Nicétas, de savoir ce
qu’il a modifié pour accentuer le paralléle entre ses malheurs et ceux de
Job. Manifestement, pour Nicétas, ’important n’est pas la: il importe
peu que les choses soient arrivées, I’important est qu’elles soient arri-
vées d’une maniére compréhensible en regard de la Providence divine.
Le masque de Job permet en effet a Nicétas de comprendre ses mal-
heurs a I’aune d’un destin plus grand, plus vaste, exactement comme,
dans I’ Histoire de Nicétas, le destin de I’Empire rejoue souvent celui des

% Job 13, 19.
% Nic. Ch., Hist. 579, 82-580, 86.
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Troyens et des Achéens; il lui permet aussi de prendre le masque d’un
prophéte qui, méme au cceur de la plus profonde affliction, a su affirmer
sa foi dans la justice divine et voir le rétablissement de son ancienne
fortune.

Conclusion

Ainsi, le “je” historiographique apparait bien comme le garant de la
vraisemblance historiographique, mais d’une vraisemblance qui prend
ses racines et ses forces dans la littérature et non dans une quelconque
objectivité positiviste. Nicétas semble un historien soucieux de mettre
en ordre le chaos des événements de maniére logique, mais sa méthode
historiographique vise a projeter la littérature sur le monde et non I’in-
verse. Le sens qui se dégage alors des événements est dd a la narration®
et a son architecture®’.

C’est pourquoi, d’un point de vue narratologique, le role de chceur
tragique ou le masque de Job montrent que le “je” historiographique est
un personnage comme les autres. Un auteur comme Nicétas ne semble
pas capable de passer a ’avant-scéne de son propre récit sans prendre
une persona. 11 doit figurer son récit, c’est-a-dire lui donner un skhéma
qui rende la contemplation de soi-méme supportable. Car méme obsédés
par la spécularité, les Byzantins semblent aussi connaitre 1’ horror miro-
ris comme S. Papaioannou 1’a montré dans un article®>. Cette mise en
scene de soi assumée — ce larvatus prodeo — invite, en retour, a nous in-
terroger sur I’autoréférence d’autres auteurs de la méme époque, comme
le trés narcissique Jean Tzetzes, ou de I’époque précédente, comme Anne
Comneéne ou Michel Psellos : en somme, quels personnages jouent-ils?

8 White 1973, 7-9.

¢l Sur I’architecture des textes comme message a part entiére dans 1’ceuvre de Nicétas,
souvent indépendant du message des mots voire contraire a ce dernier, cf. Kuttner-
Homs 2016, 11, 378-417.

62 Papaioannou 2010.
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Scenic narration in the Daniel Sketiotes
Dossier of spiritually beneficial tales'

Marketa Kulhankova

The stories [...] seem extremely simple — perhaps even simple-mind-
ed and inept — if we ask of them the questions which many modern
stories invite us to ask. It is bad enough that the characters are what
we call two-dimensional, with no revealed depths of any kind; what
is much worse, the “point of view” of the narrator shifts among them
with a total disregard for the kind of technical focus or consistency
generally admired today. But if we read these stories in their own
terms, we soon discover a splendid and complex skill underlying the
simplicity of effect.?

ith these words Wayne C. Booth characterised Decameron

and went on to demonstrate Boccaccio’s skilfulness in com-

bining the two basic modes of narration, felling and showing.
This statement would seem even more fitting when it is applied to ear-
lier medieval narrative literature, and especially to hagiography. In this
paper, I will make use of the methods of contemporary literary theory
and, following Booth’s exhortation, I will ask several questions about
one genre of early Byzantine hagiography. The aim is to uncover the
features specific to the so-called Daniel Sketiotes Dossier, a group of
tales written down by an anonymous author (or perhaps authors) at the
end of the 6th century.’

"I would like to extend my warm gratitude to Florin Leonte and the anonymous reviewer
for their careful reading of the first version of this paper and thoughtful comments and
suggestions.

2 Booth 1983, 9.

3 For this analysis, I will work with the eight stories edited by Dahlman 2007 and will
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Together with the almost contemporary Spiritual Meadow by John
Moschus or Lausiac History by Palladius (early 4th century), it is one of
the most distinguished representatives of the edifying story (also called
spiritually beneficial tale), a minor but prolific genre* of early Byzan-
tine hagiography closely connected to the beginnings and growth of mo-
nasticism in Egypt, Palestine, and Syria.’ I will argue that the literary
technique of the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier is unusual within the genre,
especially concerning the systematic preference for the showing mode
of presentation.

The notions of telling and showing are widely used in contemporary
narrative theory, but theorists do not always present mutually compati-
ble interpretations. Some theorists create a strict distinction between the
presence or absence of a narrator and that of dialogue. While previous
scholars considered showing to be superior to telling,® more recently
narratologists have turned to the question of how an author can effec-
tively combine narratorial comments with showing.” The debate has
been strongly influenced by Gérard Genette. He focused his interest on
distinctions between the narrator’s greater or lesser distance from what
he or she is telling as well as between the “narrative of events” and the
“narrative of words”, which, according to Genette, can be seen only
as actual mimesis.® Without aspiring to involve myself in the debates
about which mode is superior or about the possibility or impossibility
of “showing” with words, I will ground my approach in the currently

not consider other tales also attributed to abba Daniel, such as those included in the
older edition by Clugnet 1901 or the one edited by Skaka & Wortley 2004. For other
language versions, see also Vivian 2008.

1 follow the concept of hagiography as a superordinate term for a group of various
congeneric genres (vita, passio, apophthegm, edifying story, etc.), some of which can
be further divided into subgenres (see, e.g., Constantinou 2004 or Kulhankova 2015,
17-19). This concept, in my view more useful than treating hagiography as a single
genre, has been also adopted by Efthymiadis 2014, the most recent referential work for
Byzantine hagiography.

5 For the characteristics of the genre and its representatives, see Wortley 2010, Binggeli
2014, and Kulhankova 2015, 13-33.

¢ See, e.g., Lubbock 1965, 62.

7 See Booth 1983, 8-9.

8 Genette 1980, 162-185.
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prevailing view, which can be briefly summarised as follows. Telling
(also called diegesis or the diegetic mode) explicitly describes the char-
acters’ traits, has a higher degree of narrative speed, gives less detailed
descriptions of events and draws attention to the storyteller; at the same
time, it is characterised by partiality and the feeling of a large distance
between the narrator and the story. In contrast, showing (also mimesis
or the mimetic, scenic, impersonal, or dramatic mode) leaves the char-
acters’ traits to be inferred by the reader, has a lower degree of narrative
speed, gives more detailed descriptions of events, and draws attention
to the story; at the same time, it is characterised by objectivity and the
feeling of a short distance between the narrator and the story.’

In what follows, I will try to demonstrate that, in contrast to other
similar texts, the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier has several prevailing narra-
tive elements: a tendency to minimise narratorial comments and expli-
cations; efforts to present events vividly; and involvement of the audi-
ence in the story. I aim to pinpoint the techniques used for creating such
an impression and the functions served by such a set of techniques.

Concerning the structure and method of the analysis, I draw on the
work of the German medievalist and narratologist Eva von Contzen and
her concept of medieval narratology. Von Contzen begins by noting that
classical narratology is biased both temporally and generically and that
the ahistorical focus and exclusion of context discourages medievalists
from applying its methods, to the detriment of both medieval studies
and narratology.'’ Subsequently, von Contzen attempts to systematise
medieval narratology as an autonomous section of narratology and to
provide a better methodological grounding for it. She maintains that me-
dieval narratology requires both close reading and the inclusion of the
historico-cultural context and that it has to be incorporated within the
framework of post-classical narratology.!! She also attempts to provide
a set of methodological tools which would enable not only an examina-
tion of the diachronic development of individual features or groups of

® See a useful survey of the concept and its development by Klauk & Koppe 2014.
19Von Contzen 2014a, 4-6.
1 bid. 16.
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such features,'? but also a comprehensive synchronic analysis of entire
works. Her search for suitable methods led her to combine pragmatics
and discourse analysis with narratology to form “pragma-narratology”,
as she called it. She has devised the following three broad categories,
which, as she puts it, should be used free of expectation and narrato-
logical prejudice: focalisation, which refers to all instances of point of
view; localisation, which comprises all instances of time and space; and
vocalisation, which covers all representations of voicing, such as the
narrator’s voice and the character’s direct or indirect discourse. For the
sake of this paper, | have adopted these three categories, and I will try
within these categories to isolate, collect, and interpret the most impor-
tant elements of the text. The second and most crucial step, in accord-
ance with von Contzen, is to link these features and structures to their
functions as meaningful parts of narrative communication (directed both
inwards, into the narrative, and outwards, towards the audience).'® T will
start the analysis with a look at space, time, and narrative levels (locali-
sation) and then proceed to techniques more closely connected with the
characters and the narrator (focalisation and vocalisation).

I. Localisation

&V [l ovV TAV HHEPDY AoUPEVEL 0DTOV O YEPOV Kol GvEPYETOL EiC
AleEavdpetay: £00g Yap £0TL TM MYOVUEV® TG TKNTEWS AvEPyecbat
7TPOG TOV Wamav T HEYOAN €0pTii. Kol EpOacav gig TV TOAY MG meEPi
dpav Evdekamy, kol d¢g mepumatodoy €ig TOv dpduov, PAémovoty
A0EAPOV YOUVOV TEPIECOOUEVOV KOUWOPIKOV ML TOV Yudv avToD.
MV 88 6 ASEAPOC EKEIVOC TPOGTOLOVIEVOS TOV GUAGY, Kol OOV UET’
abtod GAlol calol. kol meptijyev g cordg kol EEnyevduevog Kol
apmalov Té T dyopdic kai mopéymv Toig AN Goloic. elxe 88 Kol
6voua Mépkog 0 tod “Tnmov. dnpdciov 8¢ oty 0 “Inmog. £kel Exapvey
0 Maprog 6 6aA0G, Kol KATEAVEV EKATOV VOO, THG UEPAS: KOl EKET
EKOLATO €lG TG oKapvia. €K 6 TAV EKATOV Vouimv NYopalev 00Td
avvavay dmdeka vovpiny, kol to dAla Tapeiye Toig GALOIG GOAOTG.

12 Something with which Monika Fludernik and other German scholars have already
been engaged, see, e.g., Fludernik 1996 and 2003.
13 Von Contzen 2014b, 183—185.
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One day the elder took the disciple and went up to Alexandria, for
it is customary for the hegoumenos of Sketis to visit the pope at the
Great Feast. They arrived at the city towards the eleventh hour. As
they were walking in the street, they saw a brother who was naked,
wearing only a loincloth around his loins. This brother was pretend-
ing to be a fool, and with him were other fools. He went around like
a fool and a madman snatching away things in the market and giving
them to the other fools. He also bore the name Mark of the Hippos
(the Hippos is a public bath). There Mark the Fool worked, and he
earned one hundred noummia a day, he bought provisions for himself
for twelve noummia; the rest he gave to the other fools. All the city
knew Mark of the Hippos because of his insanity.'s

This extract from the tale about Abba Mark the Fool (no. 2) is indicative
of the construction of the setting, both in terms of space (and location)
and time. As with most of Daniel’s tales, the narrative begins with the
departure of the abba and his disciple from the desert for the turbulent
secular world. The reader is provided with minimal information about
the monks’ living place. In contrast, details of the places they visit are
provided frequently (see the passage about the Hippos public bath and
Mark’s salary there). Only three (nos. 1, 7, and 8) of the eight stories
edited by Dahlman are partly set in the desert, but this part usually con-
stitutes more or less the exposition to the factual narrative which, again,
predominantly takes place in the secular environment. The desert has
the rather symbolic function of a peaceful harbour where stories are
told, not experienced (see, e.g., 6, 52-56). It is opposed but not hostile
to the secular world, and it is the secular world where, in most cases, the
hidden sanctity is revealed by the abba.'¢

142, 6-19.

15 Translation (here and elsewhere): Dahlman 2007.

16 This image corresponds to the development of the genre, initially set in the monastic
environment of the (mainly Egyptian) desert and addressed to a predominantly mo-
nastic audience. In later collections, we observe a gradual shift towards the secular
environment connected with the opening of the genre towards also a secular audience.
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Thus, the setting of the narratives is mostly Alexandria and its sur-
roundings, although sometimes also more distant places such as Con-
stantinople (nos. 6 and 8) and Antioch (no. 7). Typical for the presenta-
tion of space is the journey: the heroes are constantly on the move (see
the verbs of motion in the first part of the cited passage: dvépyetat,
avépyecbat, Tepumatodotv, meptijyev), and the setting changes several
times within one tale. For example, the relatively brief story no. 1 (4bba
Daniel from Sketis) is initially set in Sketis; it then moves to the un-
specified location of Daniel’s captivity, the hero subsequently travels to
all five seats of the patriarchs and Ephesos, and the story culminates in
Alexandria, from where the hero returns to his home in Sketis. Similarly,
the setting of tale no. 6 (Eulogios the Stonecutter) switches among Ske-
tis, Eulogios’ home village, Constantinople, and Alexandria.

Concerning time, the narrator usually provides a mix of absolute
(g mepl dpav vdexdtnv) and relative (Letd 0& TO AvoywpTicol adTOLG
am’ avtod pet’ Ohiyag nuépag'?), definite (tf] peyddn €optii) and indefi-
nite (dv Wi odv T®v Npepdv) data so that the impression of authenticity
and eyewitness testimony is aroused without, however, giving any exact
information (as is typical for hagiography in general). Even in tale no.
6, which contains a great deal of both absolute and relative data about
time, the reader’s awareness of the sequence of time remains relatively
vague.'®

The above-demonstrated dynamics concerning location finds a
counterpart in the dynamic treatment of time. Three different ways of
changing the narrative thythm can be observed in three tales that cover
a relatively long period of time (at least relative to the circumstances of
the genre). The tale about abba Daniel (no. 1) is one of the briefest texts

See Kulhankova 2015, 67-86.

173, 21.

18 From the context, it can be deduced that Eulogios found the treasure and travelled to
Constantinople sometime during the year 525 (during the reign of Justin the Elder)
and escaped from there in 532 after the Nika revolt, in which, according to the tale, he
was involved. From this relative chronology, it can be deduced that the first narrative
level, the pilgrimage of Abba Daniel and his disciple to Eulogios’ village, took place
around 565, a date which is also considered as the terminus post quem for Daniel’s
death. See Dahlman 2007, 224-227.
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in the collection but covers the longest period of all the tales, at least 44
years. It moves chronologically, with a noticeable gradual slowdown
in narrative speed. The first 12 lines of Dahlman’s edition comprise a
summary of the first approximately 43 years of Daniel’s life."” Subse-
quently, again in 12 lines, a brief account of Daniel’s travels to Alexan-
dria, Rome, Constantinople, Ephesos, Jerusalem, Antioch, and back to
Alexandria is given, a span which could have lasted from a couple of
months to a couple of years. The next 12 lines are dedicated to events
lasting approximately one month related to Daniel’s imprisonment in
Alexandria. After his release, the abba decides to find a leper and take
care of him, as repentance for the murder he had committed, and he
immediately puts this decision into effect. The closing 12 lines of the
text comprise what has been theorised in narrative theory as a pause:
the story which had actually reached the end of its narrative culminates
with a depiction of the treatment of the leper, observed through the eyes
of Daniel’s disciple.

The tale about Eulogios the stonecutter (no. 6) covers approximately
40 years and stands out due to its relatively complex structure with three
narrative levels. The main story is embedded within a kind of narrative
frame about the peregrination of Daniel and his disciple, which could
be seen, in relation to the main story about Eulogios, as external pro-
lepsis.*® The organising element of the narrative consists of four visions
of Daniel (85-94, 111-114, 145-152, and 162-180). Each vision rep-
resents a pause in the narrative and a cue for the next shift in the plot.

The span of the tale about Andronikos and Athanasia (no. 7) is about
36 years. The narrative of events?! (in the form of a summary) or words?
(in the form of a scene constituted by a dialogue) is interrupted by an
ellipse three times, with each time lasting 12 years. The story begins
with the couple’s marriage and the birth of their two children (7, 52-53).
Afterwards, the narrative immediately advances to the death of the chil-

1 For the various types of changes in the narrative rhythm, see Genette 1980, 86-112,
or Bal 2009, 98-109.

2 For kinds of prolepsis, see Genette 1980, 67-78.

2l For the notion of a “narrative of events”, see ibid. 164—169.

2 Ibid. 169-185.
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dren, when the older one is 12 years old. Another ellipse follows the
return of the couple from the Holy Land — again 12 years of Andronikos’
stay with Abba Daniel was condensed into 6 words (koi &uevev map’
avT@® £t dddeka).? After the reunion of the couple (unconscious from
the side of the husband), they travel together back to the Holy Land and
then live together for another 12 years in one cell.**

To conclude this section, it can be suggested that the treatment of
time, space, and place is characterised by dynamics which is by no
means accidental, but which aims to enliven the narrative by changing
the location, while providing illustrative details and changing the narra-
tive rhythm.

II. Focalisation

For most collections of beneficial tales, such as John Moschus’ Spiritual
Meadow, Palladius’ Lausiac History, and the two collections by Ana-
stasius of Sinai, “the textual presence of the author plays a decisive role
in the structure of the work”.?* This is not the case for the Daniel Ske-
tiotes Dossier. There is no prologue and the tales are not connected by
authorial or narratorial remarks. The link is the specific theme of secret
holiness?® as well as the distinctive narrative technique, which I will try
to delineate in this paper.

The narrator on the first narrative level is impersonal, and there is
almost no effort to communicate with the authorial audience. In only
three cases (nos. 6, 7, and 8) and always at the end of the tale, the
narrator switches to the first person plural to invite with a metanarra-
tive comment to the audience to partake in the spiritual profit of the
narrative:

37,122-123.

24 This third 12-year span is referenced by a few more words oscillating about ellipsis
and summary, a boundary form Mieke Bal called pseudo-ellipsis or mini-summary;
see Bal 2009, 101-102.

% Hinterberger 2014, 209.

26 See Dahlman 2007, 70—-89.
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g0EDuEda 0DV Kai NpElc Tamsvodijvar &v Xpi1otd, tva v 1) poPepd
avtol Brunatt ebpopey Edeog Evamiov tig 60ENG avto.’

Therefore let us pray that we, too, may be humbled in Christ, that we
might find mercy in his awesome seat of judgement in the presence
of his glory.

However, the impersonal narrator often adopts the point of view of
Daniel’s anonymous disciple, a character which appears in all of the
tales except one (no. 7). We learn very little about him. He had stayed
with a certain brother Sergios, after whose death Abba Daniel granted
him “freedom of speech, for he loved him”.?® He performed services for
Abba Daniel (1, 46—48), prepared food for him (6, 40-41), and, despite
his deep love and respect for the abba, sometimes quarrelled with him
(6, 6-14). In most cases, this disciple is the focalisor® of the narrative
who, along with the recipient, only gradually understands and appre-
ciates the hero’s secret holiness and Abba Daniel’s intentions. In tale
no. 5 (The Woman Who Pretended to Be a Drunkard), the abba and his
disciple visit a nunnery and meet a supposed drunkard who is in fact a
holy woman. Daniel, who, unlike his disciple, is aware of the heroine’s
holiness, orders the disciple to find out where the drunkard sleeps and
lets him see her true nature with his own eyes.

kot Ote ékowundnoav mioor ol adeheai, AouPfdver 6 Yépmv TOV
padney adtod, Kol katépyetatl omicw tod cipapiov, kui Bewpodot
Vv pebvotplov 6Tl GvésTn Kol EXETacE TOG XEIPOG €IC TOV 0VPAVOV,
Kol 0 ddKkpva avTiic ™G ToTOUdS, Kol TaG petavoiag €moigl £mg
0D £34povg, kol 6te 100AVETO GOEAPT|V EpYOUEVNV ELG T AvaryKaio
Eppurtev 00TV yapal péyyovoa.™

When all the sisters had fallen asleep, the elder went with his disciple
behind the screen, and they saw that the drunkard had got up and

276,233-235.

52,45,

2 Regarding focalisation, see Genette 1983, 185-198, and Bal 2009, 145-165.
305, 81-87.
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stretched her hands to heaven. Her tears were like a river, and in re-
pentance, she prostrated herself on the ground. When she noticed that
a sister was approaching the privy, she threw herself to the ground
and snored.

In a similar way, in tale no. 1 the recipient learns through the eyes of the
disciple details about Daniel’s care for a leper (1, 44-55). He reveals in
no. 2 the death of Abba Mark (2, 51-53) and in no. 8 the female gender
of Abba Anastasios (8, 51-52). The point of view of the disciple is es-
tablished not only by “seeing with his eyes” but also by conveying his
feelings:

00K NOHVATO Yap O AdEAPOG 10TV TOV YépovTa OMPOLEVOV TOTE " Ty dTTOL
YOp adTov Thvv.3!

The brother could not bear seeing the elder afflicted at any time, for
he loved him very much.

In addition, dialogues the disciple is involved in are rendered in detail:

Kai EM0oV eig ‘Eppod moiv Aéyel 1 pobntii ovtod- droye kpodoov
gic éxeivo 1O povaotiplov kol sing 811 OS¢ it [...] kai dnijilev 6
poabnmge avtod kol Ekpovoev. Kol AEyel avt®d 1 Bupwpog Aemt] Ti
PoVij- cmBeine: kahdc MABsc: Ti kehevealc; Kol A&yst aDTH: PMVEL ot
TV Gppdy TV apypavdpitny: 8éhm odtii Aalficat. 1 8¢ simev- ob
GULVTLYYOVEL TV TOTE, GAA’ €imé pot Ti keAevelg kal Aym avtf. O 6¢
simev- simé avTi povoydg Tic BéAeL oot Aakfjoar.?

When they came to Hermopolis, he said to his disciple: “Go and
knock at that monastery and tell them that I am here.” [...] The disci-
ple went and knocked, and the portress said to him in a faint voice:
“Greetings; welcome; what do you want?” He said to her: “Call the
mother archimandrite for me! I wish to speak with her.” She said:
“She never meets with anybody; but tell me what you want and I will
tell her.” He said: “Tell her: ‘A monk wishes to speak with you’.”

316, 49-51.
25 2231,
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It has occasionally been argued that the anonymous disciple was the
real author of the tales. The fact that the events are often reported from
his point of view supports this assumption. Moreover, camouflaging the
author behind the use of the third person has several parallels in early
Byzantine hagiography.®

In some of Daniel’s stories, a secondary level of narrative is in-
troduced, wherein the disciple becomes the intra-textual audience to
a story from Eulogios (no. 6) or Anastasia Patrikia (no. 8) narrated by
Abba Daniel or from Abba Mark narrated by the hero himself (no. 2).
In both cases, as focalisor and as intra-textual audience, the disciple
stands close to the purported extra-textual audience. He can serve as a
model for their anticipated reactions, and he also functions as an inter-
mediary between the audience and the story. Moreover, the fact that the
narration is focalised by Daniel’s disciple emphasises once again the
impression that the reader or listener is witnessing events rather than
being told about them.**

II1. Vocalisation

In this section, I will focus on the features and techniques derived from
or imitating oral discourse. Pseudo-orality® is widespread in literary
texts and can perform many different functions. First, there is the literal
function of discourse markers, namely to help organise the narrative,
especially if the text is intended for both reading and oral transmission,
as is true of early Byzantine hagiography. Several oral expressions grad-
ually developed into a kind of genre code or formula, e.g., indicating the

3 See, e.g., the Lausiac History, chap. 71, where under the title “TIgpi t00 cuvdvtog
avT@® adehpod” an autobiographical account of the author is provided, or the account
of the miracles of Sts. Kyros and John by Sophronios, chap. 70. Cf. Hinterberger
2000, 154—155; idem 2014, 218-219, and idem 2004, 254.

3*In his study of the intra-textual audience in the pre-metaphrastic Passions, Christodou-
los Papavarnavas reaches similar conclusions on the role of some secondary charac-
ters; see Papavarnavas 2016.

35 Also called feigned orality in accordance with the German term “fingierte Miindlich-

keit” introduced for the first time by Goetsch 1985.
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beginning of a story (dinyfoato fuiv 611).>° Other uses of oral features
aim at more sophisticated and often symbolic or metaphoric functions;
as Paul Goetsch puts it: “Orality in written texts is no more itself, but it
is always feigned and so a component of the written style and often also
of the deliberate strategy of the actual author.”’

The features of oral discourse, skilfully integrated into a written
narrative, may aim to arouse the illusion of oral narration, which has
been characterised as the “language of immediacy”,® in order to evoke
spontaneity and confidence and engage the addressee. They can thereby
support the text’s didactic function, which is especially important for
hagiography, the main goal of which, as has often been argued, was to
provide a Christian audience with examples for imitation.* Moreover,
the narrators of hagiographic stories (or sometimes the focalisors*) are
often depicted as eyewitnesses to events and the language of immediacy
can support the authenticity and credibility of their testimony.*' On the
other hand, especially in later collections, it is also possible to consider
the existence of a referential function of the pseudo-orality, as Roderick
Beaton suggested for late-Byzantine vernacular poetry: the oral features
refer the receiver to the tradition of oral storytelling as the source from
which the written text derives not just the events it describes but also its
authority for describing them.*> Furthermore, the integration of oral sto-
rytelling features can also perform ideological functions or problematise
the written style and culture.*® Last but not least, specific techniques

3¢ Monika Fludernik, in her seminal and methodological paper (Fludernik 2003), studied
the development of similar metanarrative formulas used for scene shifts in English
literature from the late medieval period to the early 20th century.

37 “Miindlichkeit in geschriebenen Texten ist nie mehr sie selbst, sondern stets fingiert
und damit eine Komponente des Schreibstils und oft auch der bewussten Schreibstrat-
egie des jeweiligen Autors.” Goetsch 1985, 202.

38 See Koch — Oesterreicher 1985.

% See, e.g., Rapp 1998 and 2010 or Papavarnavas 2016.

40 See the previous section of this paper.

4 The claim of truth and the connected topos of the eyewitness testimony are common
for both hagiography and historiography. See Reinsch 1991, 408; Kulhankova 2015,
97-100; Hinterberger 2014, 213; Rapp 1988.

42 Beaton 1996, 37.

4 See Goetsch 1985, 217-218.
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derived from oral discourse, such as the historical present tense and di-
alogue, are used in order to create vividness in the narrative and are one
strategy of the showing mode.

In most collections of beneficial tales, a simple style employing
some of the techniques and features typical for oral narration has been
preserved: parataxis prevails to a large extent over hypotaxis; discourse
markers indicating new utterances (with xai in the first position) or quo-
tative markers (different forms of the verb Aéyw usually connected with
ot are used; and dialogues or the historical present tense are used in all
of the collections, albeit in various ways.*

In Daniel’s tales, the frequent and purposeful use of the historical
present tense, the intentional treatment of discourse markers, and the
predilection for dialogue are the most striking features of pseudo-oral
discourse. In order to identify the particularities of this collection, I will
compare tales from Daniel Sketiotes Dossier, Palladius’ Lausiac Histo-
ry, and Moschus’ Spiritual Meadow. Tale no. 5 of the Daniel Sketiotes
Dossier and chapter 34 of the Lausiac History® offer two versions of a
tale about a female fool.* The educated author of the Lausiac History,
although preserving simplicity as the main stylistic feature of the genre,
stands regarding the employment of oral features in the text at the oppo-
site end of the scale to the author of the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier. The
triad is completed by tale no. 150 from the Spiritual Meadow,*” which
narrates a miracle conducted in order to demonstrate the innocence and
holiness of a bishop of Romilla. This was chosen primarily due to hav-
ing approximately the same word count as the other two tales.

# The influence of the style of the New Testament is an issue which requires further
investigation. See, e.g., regarding the historical present tense Leung 2008 or Runge
2011.

4 Ed. Bartelink 1974.

6 Although the type of holy fool was popular in Byzantine hagiography, female versions
were rare: these two tales are actually its only occurrence; see Constantinou 2014,
346, as well as the seminal analysis of this type of hagiographic hero by Ivanov 2006,
51-59.

“TEd. PG 87.3, 3013-3016.
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All three short texts consist of approximately 450 words.*® The
historical present tense occurs 10 times in the Lausiac History, among
which 9 occurrences are the forms Aéyet or Aéyovowv used as markers
introducing direct speech. In the Spiritual Meadow, we find 8 occur-
rences, 3 of which are again present forms of the verb Aéyw introducing
direct speech, while in Daniel’s tale the historical present tense occurs
25 times, including 11 instances of the verb Aéym as a quotative marker.
The conjunction kai occurs 27 times in the Spiritual Meadow, 28 times
in the Lausiac History, and 53 times in Daniel’s tale.

The tendency of the author of the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier to more
often use both the historical present and the conjunction/discourse
marker kai is confirmed also by looking at the entire collection: kai
represents 6% of the entire word count of the Lausiac History and 6.2%
of the Spiritual Meadow, while in the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier it rep-
resents 8.5%. Even more distinct is the difference regarding present
forms of the verb Aéyw (Aéyel, Aéyovov, Aéymv, Aéyovca): in the Lau-
siac History such forms comprise 0.6% of all words, in the Spiritual
Meadow 1.2%, and in the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier 1.8%. Taking into
account that these forms are predominantly used to introduce direct
speech, these numbers testify also to the more frequent use of dialogue
in Daniel’s tales.

To obtain a clearer idea of the treatment of the aforementioned de-
vices, we can take a closer look at the final part of the story about the
“mad” sister in the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier and that by Palladius. The
author of the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier narrates the escape of the holy
woman from the monastery as follows (kai used as a discourse marker
is in bold; verbs in the historical present tense are underlined):

Kol Eyve ot Kol Grépyetar eDPLAC SOV TV KOWUMUEVOS O YEP®Y,
Kol KAEmTEL TO PpoPodiov antod kal 0 EmPPTTapLY, Kol Avoiyel TV
Bvpav 100 povaotnpiov Kol ypaest TTTAKIOV Kol PAAlel €ig 1O
KAeldopa Tiig BVupag Aéyovoa: eb&oobe kol cvyympnoaté pot &l
TL €ntanco €ig DUAGC. Kol APavNg €yEveTo. Kol Ote MUEPO EYEVETO

8 For the sake of the comparison, I will work with only a part of Daniel’s tale: lines
53-102.
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ginoay otV Kal ovy EDpoV. Kol drépyoval ic TOV TUAMVO, Kol
g0piocKovoY Gve@ypévnyv Ty B0pav kol O TTTdKiov €T avTi), Kol
yiveton KhowOuog péyag &v td povaotnpim.*

She heard of this, slipped away quietly to where the elder was sleep-
ing, and stole his staff and cowl. She opened the door of the mon-
astery, wrote a note and put it into the key-hole of the door. It said:
“Pray, and forgive me for the sins I have committed against you.”
And she disappeared. At daybreak they searched for her, but they did
not find her. They went to the porch and found the door open and the
note in it. There arose a great lamentation in the monastery.

The text is divided into 13 short utterances, 12 of which are initiated by
the discourse marker kai and the 13th by the quotative marker Aéyovoa.
The briefness of the utterances evokes rapidity, while the addressee is
thoroughly informed about all of the details of the heroine’s secret task.
The historical present tense (used seven times) and the exact wording of
the message increase the vividness of the text.

In contrast, Palladius’ report of the same situation is much more
laconic and much less colourful (kai as a discourse marker is again in
bold; there are no instances of the historical present tense):

Kai ped’ fuépag OAlyoag pun éveykodoo ékeivn tryv d0&av kol TNV
TNV TV A0EAP@V, Kol Taig dmoloyiolg Poapuvvleica, £ENABe Tod
povactnpiov: kol mod aniAbev, f| Tod Katéd, f| TAG ETEAEVTNCEY,
€yvo obdoElG.

After a few days, unable to tolerate the esteem and respect of the
sisters and weighed down by their excuses, she went out from the
monastery.’® Where she went, where she hid away, or how she died,
nobody knew.

In the beginning of the same tale, the narrator of the Lausiac History
explicitly states that the heroine was a holy fool, while the one in Dan-
1el’s tale shows how she enacted her foolishness. Thus, as we have seen,

45,93-102.
3 Translation: Wortley 2015, 80.
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while Palladius tends more to explaining and interpreting events for his
readers or listeners, the narrator of Daniel’s tale presents them to his
audience in detail, but almost entirely avoids commenting on them.

Conclusion

In the introduction, I characterised the narrative of the Daniel Sketiotes
Dossier through the tendency to present events vividly and to involve
the audience in the story. In the course of the analysis, we observed a
series of techniques that aimed at generating this impression. Within the
category of localisation, the key feature was providing the audience with
details concerning the time and the location and emphasising the dy-
namics considering both the place (repeated shifts in scene) and the time
(changes in rhythm). Moving to the category of focalisation, we noted
the absence of narratorial comments and remarks and the focalisation of
the narration on Daniel’s anonymous disciple. The latter serves as an in-
termediary between the audience and the story and a model of their an-
ticipated reactions. Finally, within the frame of vocalisation, we turned
our attention to the increased use of direct speech, discourse markers,
and the historical present tense, techniques derived from oral narration
but used, similarly as with the other devices, in an elaborated and pur-
poseful way, which is, in spite of the simplicity of the style, closer to
literariness than to orality. All of these techniques are more typical of the
showing mode of narration than the telling mode. Considering the char-
acter of the genre, it can be concluded that favouring the showing mode
distinguishes the Daniel Sketiotes Dossier from other representatives of
the genre and well serves its purpose: with the help of these techniques,
it is not only vividness and verisimilitude that are emphasised, but also
the impression of immediacy and the authority of the eyewitness testi-
mony that fulfil a referential function and support the didactic aim and
the overall spiritually beneficial intention.
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I was there. Constantine Akropolites’
Typikon

Jonas J. H. Christensen

onstantine Akropolites wrote an appendix to the typikon for the
Church of our Lord’s Resurrection in Constantinople, rebuilt by
his father, George (1217-82). The typikon was written sometime
between 1295 and Constantine’s own death in 1324, on the occasion of
his dedication of a chapel to St. Lazaros. The church, together with the
rest of the foundation, was probably combined through the instrument
of henosis with the older foundation of the Asiatic foundation of St. La-
zaros on Mt. Galesios during the time of the two Akropolitai, reflecting
the rapid loss of territorial control and monasteries in Asia Minor.! Con-
stantine’s father, George, the well-known historian and grand logothete
under Michael VII Palaiologos, was himself not the original founder
of the Church of the Resurrection, but carried out a restoration that put
him on a par with the original.? Poor or defunct foundations would often
be brought under the charge of wealthy Byzantines and as the original
founders were often completely forgotten or simply mythical, there was
nothing to stop the sponsor from attaining the title of ‘new founder’ or
simply ‘founder’.® As we shall see, this usage of the term was stretched
to new limits in the case of Constantine’s typikon.
Constantine mentions* a previous document that must have been
drawn up by George Akropolites, but only Constantine’s later typikon
survives. It is important for the following that Constantine points out

! On the loss of territory in the context of the political changes in Constantinople, see
e.g. Korobeinikov, 2014.

2 See Thomas & Hero, BMFD, 1374-1382.

3 See BMFD, 202-3.

* See below.
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that the typikon applies only to the chapel that his father, and to a lesser
degree himself, founded, though it in some ways takes the place of a typ-
ikon for the whole foundation. Moreover, the typikon has the title and
takes the form of a Adyoc, a speech, on the occasion of the renovation.
This does not influence structure and contents as much as the general
style of the text, which clearly reflects the educated background of the
author.’ The typikon is as a consequence highly rhetorical.

Two concerns dominate the typikon for the Church: the right of the de-
ceased father, George, to be counted as second founder through the ex-
penses used on restoring the monastery, and the title of founder to be
applied to the son and author as well.

Chapter one contains praise of the gifts coming from God and what
man can give in return, a naturally popular subject for founders of con-
secrated institutions. The following chapter starts with an account of the
earlier fate of the church, and Constantine begins with a declaration of
the age and importance of the Church of the Resurrection and its vener-
able builder, and contrasts it with the derelict state it was found in:

(ch.2) For this reason we have indeed thought about these matters and
the rebuilt church bearing the name of our Lord and Saviour’s resur-
rection, originally built from the foundations by Helen, renowned for
things holy, the famous among emperors and equal to the apostles,
Constantine’s mother. Shaken by all-mastering time, and again re-
built and indeed strengthened by imperial hands, it was ruined and
down-cast almost completely after the conquest of the City of Con-
stantine by the Italians, so that there was no recovery to be expected.
We did not, thus, deem it right to overlook it: When most of those be-
low and even above us in honour and fortune did not dare to lay hands
on it, we threw ourselves entirely and wholeheartedly at the task of
renewal or, rather (f} pudAAov), rebuilding and spared no expense. For
most have been given us from the right hand of the wealth-provid-
ing God, from whom we have had the higher of knowledge and wis-
dom — others might maybe say reputation (evdokiuncwv); I myself
on the other hand call it desirable learning and honourable pursuit
[of knowledge and wisdom]. And now that we have used up much
and have raised the fallen parts of the holy house and the roof — ex-

> On the state of education, see Constantinides, 1982.
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pected to but not yet fallen, resting as it were on shaky foundations,
so that I might myself say the saying with him who said that on the
unmovable all moves (€’ dxivitg 10 TV KiveloOot) — we made fast
as necessary and made a lasting roof. And let the sight of these things
be the teacher and let the works be irrefutable witnesses to the said.
I will describe briefly the church as it stands or rather (1j pdAiov) the
monastery of today.

The usual topoi of God as the real giver of the gifts and the prosperity
needed for the restoration is first touched upon in this chapter, but saved
for the following chapter. Instead the chapter quickly gives way to a
presentation of the merits of the author. With the use of a dubious con-
tradiction between his fame (gvdokiuncwv) and his academic pursuit, he
establishes himself as both a well-known and sincere scholar, and with
his pun on the philosophical concept of a prime cause (én’ dxwvnT® TO
ndv KwveloBar) establishes himself as conversant with higher learning.
The care put into describing the refurbishing of a roof is indicative of
the rhetorical style of the whole document. Apart from placing himself

¢ Delehaye 1933. Tavtn Tot Kol Mueig €ig vodv Ta Towodta Poddpevol, Tov €n’
ovopoTt Tiig 00 Kupiov Kol cotiipog MUV Avaotdoeng €k pev Pabpav
MV apynv vmo Mg €v ayioug meptowvopov EAévng, tiic o0 &v Paciredow
@owipov kai icamooctérov Kovortavtivov puntpog, dveyepbévia vemv, HTo
8¢ 10D mavSopdTopog SaculevBivTa YPdvov, Kol VIO PactMk®dY obig
avakawiobévra te Kol otpydévia xelpdv, peta 8¢ ye v tiig Kovotavtivov
V70 1@V TtaAdv dAoolv épemmbévia te kal katafAndévta oyxedov téleov,
¢ UNodE Tpocdokioy Exewv yEPoems, T TEPUOETV yNoduevoL delv, mAgioT@V
AoV TV ko’ fudg kol drep NUAG TV a&iav € enut Koi tov SAPov yeipa
un toApmodvtev 6Awg émPaieilv, Tf] ToDde Avaxaivicel §| volkodounoet
paAlov eimelv, Olooyep®dg Te KOl OAOYLYX®G Emefolopedo kol ypnudtov
ovk €petcdpeda. ITAgiota yop Muiv €k Tig ToD mAovctlomapdyov Beod delidg
KexopryNto, map’ o kai 10 peilov doynrapey v mepl AdYovg Kol Goiavy,
dAloL pev av iomg gimotev evdoKipnoy, Toudeiov 68 painv Eywye Epactny Kol
oepvov mrmoevpo. Toivov kol dvnimkdteg cuyva Té 1€ Tecdvia ToD iEpoD
dopov Nyeipapev kai TOv dpopov £n’ dotnpiktolg womepel otnpiidpevov, va
TL Kol a0TOG T@ imdvTt &n’ AKIVIT® TO AV KiveioBatl eainv mapduolov, Kol
TPocddKipov doov ovTt® meseichat TVYXavovTa, MG TO ikOg Eatnpifopey Kol
HEVELY OpoPOV ETOIAGOUEY: Kol TOVTMV dYig E0TL O10AGKAAOG Kol T EpYo TAOV
LEYOUEVOV LAPTVPEC AmOPaypamTotl. Al Ppayéoc OC elyev 6 vadg 1 pdAov 1
ViV LoVT| YVOPI®.
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within an intellectual and social context in this chapter, Constantine sub-
tly changes the scope of the typikon: the title, Adyog &ic v dvakaivioty
0D vood Tig 10D Kupiov NudV Avaoctdcoewng dwabntikdg, very clearly
states renovation and church, but with two parallel movements in the
text, both heralded by ‘or rather’, f§f pdAAov, Constantine changes the
subjects: first from renovation to rebuilding, and then from church to
monastery. It is not unusual for a second founder to emphasize the dere-
lict state of the foundation and a certain amount of ruin is to be expected
in the descriptions, if the second founder is to be able to lay any claim to
the title. Here, however, as elsewhere, Constantine moves the borders or
limits of the subjects and of his own involvement by gradually changing
the words.

Constantine also effects a subtle change by giving an account of not
only his own part in the renovation of the church, but also what took
place before. In the following chapter, Constantine goes into some detail
about his own expenses as well as his father’s in the original work. The
restoration was carried out by means of the Akropolitai’s wealth, and
such expenses were a central part of being a second founder. The author
consequently has no reason to talk down or excuse his lavishness, and
instead gives a clear and accurate account of the money that went into
the project:

(ch.3) We gave a thousand gold coins, counted and weighed, to those
removing the soil and cleansed both the ground of the sanctuary and
that around it. I will leave alone that we also contributed with our
services, and talk of something else and provide something of greater
proof for the narrative. Accountants kept count in ledgers of the gold
that was handed over to the overseers of the work, as is the custom
of those who embark upon great ventures. And they calculated the
[expenses] for each month, and when a year had gone, they computed
the expenses. When, thus, the overseers disclosed that they had used
up sixteen thousand gold coins, my father answered, saying: “I do not
want the remaining spending to be brought to account: For I do not
give to a human there — I offer to God what he has given. As he keeps
account of what you take and spend and how much you were given
and have used. The result itself will show [Plato, Theaetetus, 200e]. "7

7 X1Mootdv ypuciveov tolg Tov oV Ekeoproact kol T@V cuyyoopdtov 16 T° upadov
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With the use of direct quotation, Constantine begins a narrative flow that
emerges full-fledged later on. Here it is significant that for all his insist-
ence upon the work being undertaken solely by his father, he uses the
plural in the beginning. This might very well be an original phrase from
an earlier typikon written by the father. Majestic plural of course reflects
common literary use in texts in the high register, and is furthermore nat-
ural in an official and public document as a typikon. In the context, how-
ever, the expenses come from a common source that is later branched
out into ‘him’ and ‘I’. On the other hand, the discrepancy between the
expenses incurred by ‘we’ is on a different scale than those presented
to ‘him’, the father, by the overseers. Constantine insists on putting his
own expenses first, when in fact his father’s were of a much higher or-
der, and logically must have taken place before. This creates a tension
between his own book-keeping and the emphasis on the exact amount,
counted and weighed, and his father’s indifferent reply to the overseers
on the account of the sixteen thousand gold coins. To me this indicates
that the narrative concerns two different periods of construction, the ren-
ovation of the church and the construction of the chapel, which are here
conflated into one chapter on expenses. Constantine seems aware that
the complexity of the passage might confuse or provoke the audience
and ends the passage with an explanation of sorts:

(ch.3 cont.) But to what end I have proceeded with the narrative in
this manner and have lifted me with my [work] to the level of the
illustrious work of my father, and said that I would make common
cause with him in the great work, and that it was not out of place for

To0¢ 1€ Oepédlovg kol Tt KUKA® TovTOV dmokabdpacty €ig picbov apBundeicav
CuyootamnOeicav dedmkapev. 'ED yap dg kol MUelg Toig NUeTEPOIg cuveEePopoduey
Oepdmovov. 'Epd 11 kol &tepov kai @ Aoy miotv pdihov mapé€opat. Tovg 1oig
gmotarolg tod £pyov Eyxelpilopévoug xpuoodc, Bg ye o1 Toig peydrotg EmPdAlovoty
£pyoig motelv €ibioton, boypoppateic dmotoyEvTes xapTolg ava LEPOG EVEGTLOIVOVTO.
Kol 10 6w pnvog Aoylduevor, €viontod mopeAnivbotog cuvveloyicavio To
avaroBév- £E odv Tpdg Taic Séko YA0CTOOG YPVGIVOY TdY SMIGTHT®Y SednAmKOTOV
a¢ avnidkeoav, 0 €nog vmolafov matnp Epnoe «Mn tod Aowmod ypoppoteio
onueodebor T davarovpeva foviopar: od yop avlpdr® tavTti Sidopt 7@ dedmKITL
poceépm Be@. Q¢ obv dpopdvrog avtod & AauPdvete dvaricketé te Omdoa &
£000noav te kai avnAdOncav, 6 eacty ot deikVOGIV.»
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me to do it, I will explain. For it is clear that of what was added in
his time, he was responsible, and that which is described [here] was
completed by him alone. For I was still a child when the [project] was
completed.?

Here he states what is obviously at the core of his confusing account: he
was only a child when the restoration was set in motion. So his father
must have been responsible for the repairs on the roof, and the expenses
Constantine mentioned in the beginning must have been those that went
into the purchase and cleaning of the chapel, not those that went into
the renovation of the church. What is also interesting in this part is that
there is no indication of a change of speaker from the ‘I’ of the quote
to the ‘I’ of the metanarrative. The typikon takes, as said, the form of a
speech, and thus the original speaker must be Constantine. It is, howev-
er, clear that he is also describing events as they happened by the agency
of George. Consequently, there is a strange confusion of time and a sort
of paradoxical autobiographical conflation of persons.

A little later he gives, as promised above, his reasons for the way he
narrates the events and deeds, this time in more detail. Characteristical-
ly, Constantine preserves the agency for himself and instead of being
merely the heir to his father’s work, he makes an active choice to take
part in the work and again changes the premise of what has just been
said:

(ch.4) “So I involved myself with this work and made his personal
work common to [us] both, not because I was born from him, nor
because I happened to be the eldest of his sons, even if this did also
contribute a little to my [decision], but because he had decided to will
more to me, as firstborn, than to the others.”

8 AM 8mog obto tOv Adyov mpofveyko kai pe td Eud €ml td mepLpavel TS’ Epy®
oLvelpa TaTpl Kol Tiig peyolovpyiog tantg yevésHat ol Kovavov gipnka, kol dg oK
A6 Tmg T0UTO TEMOINKA, YVOPLD. ATTAOV HEV YaP OG TAOV ENVTH TPOGOVIMV EKEIVOG
v KOprog kai 8cov doti e Koi Selicvutar, v dkefvov pdvov tetéhestor. ‘Eyd 8¢ moig
v &1t kad mépag TodT AN QE.

® T@® yobv Epy® CLVEMEIGYAYOV EUAVTOV KOl KOWOV GUEOTV EX0MoAuUnY 10 EKEIVOL
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So far it is difficult to understand the text otherwise than Constantine ac-
tively participated in the work on the church because it was his due and
duty as eldest son. In the continuation of the chapter, however, it is again
made clear that Constantine was a minor at the time of the construction
for, (ch.4 cont.)

“When the work had been completed, he enlarged my inheritance
beyond that of the others: (...)”"

It thus appears that he means something else when he says that he took
it upon himself to involve himself with the building. What that is emerg-
es yet later in the text, but in the present chapter the narrative changes
character almost in midsentence and develops into a narrated episode:

(ch.4 cont.) For as he stood before [the Church of] the Lord and Sav-
iour, after whom the church was named, he told this to me alone. [It
was the time] when I was working with the Muses, as he had seen to,
handing me over to teachers and engaging tutors for me, learning the
curriculum and visiting him in between. (ch.5) And once I left the
lesson and went to him, because I had heard that he could be found
in the monastery, overseeing the affairs. I was nervous and filled by
fear of what would transpire, for I believed that I would be asked
some of the usual [questions], such as ‘what did you learn during the
week?’ ‘About whom yesterday?’ ‘About whom the day before yes-
terday?’ He, however, said nothing of this, but took me by the hand
and went into the church and gazed intently at the icon of our God
and Saviour.!!
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The affectionate tone enlivens the portrait of the father as stern and
somewhat otherworldly, almost wholly absorbed in his pious work and
in his scholarly way of life. Much of the action is placed with the young
boy who goes straight from class to see his father, even though he fears
his questions. George Akropolites, on the other hand, is completely ab-
sorbed in the process of renovating the church. We might see here a
topos of the spiritual and intellectual man,'> who quotes freely from the
ancients. While the two persons, Constantine and George, were difficult
to discern in the former chapter, they take on a distinct corporeality in
this chapter.

(ch.5 cont.) “It is He,” he said, “who provides for the beings, the
Choir-Leader of life for the living, the Creator of absolutely all. Thus
it is He who brings forth everything from non-being, and He who
arranges the whole. (...) Through Him I have become famous and
happy, providing most for those of my blood. I will leave aside that I
even helped, as possible, strangers in need. And now over these and
because of that I have endeavoured on this the greatest of works and
I have spent much money and decided to spend [more]. Accordingly,
I plan to make your inheritance less sufficient. I intended to give you

12 Compare with the description of Nikephoros Blemmydes by Gregory of Cyprus: “He
learned that Blemmydes was living in the neighborhood. As he was said to be the
wisest not only of the Greeks of our time, but of all men, he was eager to make his
acquaintance. The Ephesians nevertheless stopped him, saying, as was the truth, that
not only would the philosopher refuse to see him as he was young, stranger, and poor,
but moreover his entourage/circle would not allow him to approach their monastery.
For, as they said, those around him were like him: Inaccessible, unmoved, remote,
and not in the least moved by mean matters; his circle was inapproachable and the
disciples themselves were very hostile. Before all other of their master s lessons, this
one they had learned first.” (my translation from Lameere, 1937, 181: "Ev0a kol ®©g
&V yertdovemv oikdv gin 6 BAeppdng, mubopevog, avip mdg Eréyeto ob povov EXAvav
TOV £’ MUV AALA Kol TAVTOV AVOPOTOV 60PATATOG, TOADG YIVETL TTPOG ADTOV KATO
0éav mopevechat v avTod. Enéoyov 8¢ dpwmg dvdpeg Epéotor thg Opufis, eipnkiteg,
Smep kol Ny 6ANOEC, Mg od LovoV anTdV AnalldceLeY IStV 6 PIAOG0POG, VEoV dvTo Kai
E&vov kol TEvNTa, GAAL KOl O TEPL ADTOV YOPOG TM OOV LOVAGTNPI® TPOCTEAAGOL OVK
av cvyympnoatev. Toig yap kat’ avtov én’ iong, 6T’ avip ampocttoc, Epacay, AKALVIG
AV Kol HeTémpog kai fiKiota evteleiog EMoTpe@opevos, & te y@dpog averifatog kol
ol padnrai ye avtoi dg Alav dveévtevktot, avt’ GALoV mavTog pHabnpuatog TodTo TPog
70D KoONYEUOVOG TOPEIANPOTEG.)
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more, but more was needed. In addition to the half remaining, I re-
move a seventh, and testate the remainder to you (he had intended to
give me 7000). If you should ever, as I pray you will not, experience
need of money, come to this [church] and say this, gazing earnestly,
to the Lord Christ: ‘Benevolent Lord, as You know well, my father
used up the larger part of my inheritance on your church. And now I
am in want and lack the things necessary. Do not allow me to become
further impoverished in my need, Provider of riches.” And trust the
unutterable pity of the transcendently good Christ, my most longed
for child, that He will not allow you to be without knowledge of the
future, but what you might happen to be in need of, He will give you
by unexpected means.””"3

It is worth bringing attention here to the theatrical setting of the authorial
voice of the son addressing himself as a young boy through the person of
his dead father in front of an audience that might actually be looking daily
at the very icon mentioned. The circularity is complete, when he finally
has his father saying, what Constantine should say to the icon in the future.

Constantine presents the case that he in a way not only inherited
the foundation because his father spent part of his inheritance on it, but
that he also took part in the construction by contributing the part of the
inheritance that his father spent. The argument takes the form that Con-
stantine’s inheritance was spent on the monastery, thus equalling a sort of

13 «Obt6¢ £oT1y, Enoev, 6 Tod ival Toig 061 TaPoYEDS, O Toic (Mot Tig {wiig xopm'og,
6V HAoV Kobdmat dnpiovpydc. ODTog 0BV 6 &K [ dVTmV T ThVTa TapayaydV, 0DTOG
Kol T0 cOUTOVTO S101KEL. (...) 01" OV Kol Yeyovag tepido&dc te kol OAP1og, TAgioTolg TMV
K00’ aljlo TPOCKOVIMV ETHPKESH: &M Yop OC Kol GALOTPiolg Té Tiic Evieing Mg Evov
€0epamevoa. Kaiviv vmep todtmv kot S10 TobTo T@) HeYioT® T’ Epym Emkeyeipna Kol
xpNHaTov T 00¢ dvidmia Kol GvaADGEY BEBOOANLOL TOLYAPTOL KoL TOV GOV KAT)pOV
0V petpiong peidoot okond- TAeim pev yop mpoétosa dodvai col- miedvmv 8’ &v xpeiq
YeVOUEVOG, TIPOG TA TOD EAAEIPBEVTOC dpehdv iiceL TO £Bdopov, KANPodoTHo® 6ot TO
hourév. (Hv &’ 6 ye ol mpodédokto Sodvai ot xIMocTvES XpLGivay £mtd.) Zoi 8 &l mhg
note, Omep amnedyopat, Evpuproetar TV ypelmddv Evdela, Thde mopayvopeEVos Tade
TPOC TOV deomodmV drevilmv Aéye Xpiotov: «Ddyade kipie, 6 &udg mg oicba, mathp
10 TAELOV TG EUTIG KANpOVOLING T@ 6& TPOSAVNADKEL VER® Kol VOV adTOG DOTEPODLLAL
Kol T®V €v ypeig TPocdEopaL: [ YOOV EAoNG EML TAEIOV Lie TPOGTUAATMPELY EVOELQ,
mhovolondpoye.» Kol mémoba toig dedrolg oiktippoig tod Vmepoaydbov tovToL
Xp1610D, TékvoV pot TOPEWOTOTOV, OC 0VK E6GElL 6E AmpouiOevToV: GAL OV GV &v
YPEIQ TVYYAV@OV €ING, ATPOGIOKNTOVG GOl TOVG TOPOLG TAPEEETOL»
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divine credit or savings. The line of thought approximates the sentiments
displayed in typika stipulating a privileged life for family, should they
choose the monastic life. It is, however, unlikely that George, or Con-
stantine through him, is thinking of material help from the monastery as
if from a kind of trust.!* Tt is, more likely, a different currency he expects
to be repaid in, as will become clear in the chapter that follows (ch.6). It
is quite interesting here that Constantine either adapts a phrase from the
third chapter of the typikon, “I will leave aside that (...)” (¢® yap g Kol
...), almost verbatim from his father’s speech, or provides the speech
with the same phrase. As it is quite inconceivable that an able writer such
as Constantine should be unaware of the parallels in his own text, he
must in the former case be consciously emulating his father; in the latter
he is manipulating or fabricating elements of his father’s speech, which,
it should be said, would hardly have been unusual or cause for censure.
Either way it serves to blur the distinction between the two Akropolitai.

Constantine leaves the narrative in the next chapter and concludes
on the narrative (ch.6) “It is fair to say that I was also this monastery’s
founder, or rather (4 u@ilov) its renovator, (...).”"> Constantine was
obviously concerned with his audience’s acceptance of his claim to be
founder, the claim being fair and he not lying, and his decision to digress
in the previous chapters and dramatize his reasons shows that he himself
was aware of the extraordinariness of the claim. For once # udddov is
used to downplay the subject, taking the edge of Constantine’s claim
to be a founder. The apparent modesty is, however, immediately chal-
lenged in the continuation of the text:

(ch.6 cont.) And it stands to reason that I have gained the founder’s
honour twice. For when my spouse paid the inevitable [debt], I buried
her body in the monastery. And I bought the chapel, [situated] in a
place close to the large church, and the monks can tell of the amount
of gold that I gave to be spent paying for it, the debt of which I wish
to be used completely for my memorial. For [the commemoration] of
me and my children and their descendants ought to be celebrated in
the large church. But I also want and beseech that special [feasts] be

4 Pace Alice-Mary Talbot, BMFD, 1375.
15 "Hy obv &€ hAOYOD TiiG LOVTiC TOOTNG KTHTOP KAyd, F| LEAAOV imelv avakovioTic (...).
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celebrated there, and for this reason I provided 300 golden staters and
has ordered that another [payment] shall be provided the next year.'¢

Here Constantine does not stop at calling himself founder, but
rather emphasizes his claim by drawing attention to what he had
actually himself contributed to the foundation in implicit compar-
ison with his father. It is interesting to follow the argument that Con-
stantine is to be regarded as double founder. Here his role in the restora-
tion of the foundation is left in the background and instead he claims his
founder’s due because he interred his wife in the foundation and because
he added a chapel to the church. Interment and commemoration is the
prerogative of a founder, but the argument runs backwards: By burying
his wife he demonstrates his status as founder.

The chapel he bought was to play a pivotal role in the liturgical life
prescribed in the typikon, but the it is clear from both the narrative and
the non-narrative parts that this text is about the foundation as a whole.
By creating a background story for the monastery, both a mythical and
a practical, this text must at least have supplemented the typikon for the
whole foundation. Given how foundation documents often grew from
a core of prescriptions through the addition of deeds, testaments, and
foundation histories,'” it is not hard to imagine how this narrative could
in time have become part of the typikon for the foundation itself.

As is to be expected, a document such as this concerns itself to a
high degree with property and land. In this as in other typika,'® two tex-

16 Kéik 1700 dikaiiov pot Suthf] Ta tdv KIntopov Endeinto. ‘Qg 8¢ kai 1 éun ovlvyog 10
YPEDV AmETIOE, Kol TOV €Kelvng &v tavtr katedéunv vekpdv. Kai ye tov gvoktiplov
idlwoauny onkov &yodpevo Tod peydAov mapeviedévia ved, TOVG xpvGivovs, d6ovg
1§ amapticel 1008 AvodwBijvor cuvépacay ol povaotai, dedokdc, 0b 10 AmAdS
opeAdpEevoV gig Euny vepyeicbon pveiav €06Am. Tobto yap énttd peydio minpododat
ved deAnToL vrep Epod Te kol Taidwv Eudv Kol tdv Kabefc €€ avtdv: dAL’ ididtTa
teleloBan év TovT Kai BovAiopat kai (nt@. Todtov yap giveka kol GTATHPOV YPLODY
£KOTOVTASA TOPECYOUNY TPLTTIV Kol TPOCETOODVOL EXNYYELAUNV TocAUTYV GAANV
€lg vémTo.

17 For a general description, see Galatariotou 1987, 82-83. A good example is Neophytos
the Recluse’s multi-layered foundation document(s) for the hermitage of the Holy
Cross, BMFD, 1338-1373.

18 E. g. Christodoulos of Patmos for the monastery of St. John the Theologian, Neo-

91



tual phenomena intersect: descriptions of the possessions, and autobio-
graphical narrative.'” By narrating the process of renovating that lead to
the re-establishment of the foundation and introducing physical edifices
into the narrative, the author provides the here-and-now document with
a past. The past places the parts of the foundation in context and in
doing so shows it to be unique. When this technique of writing things
into being, or rather painting a mental picture of the foundation in the
minds of the audience, is combined with the active agency of the author,
a very strong narrative axis emerges. Constantine’s document is a prime
example of this geographic anchoring through autobiographical narra-
tive. The amount of detail is in inverse proportion to the scope of the
document, which is the addition of a chapel to a church of an existing
foundation. The way the childhood and the actual toil of construction are
told interweaves the life of the author with that of the foundation down
to the fact that much of his inheritance went into the construction.

In his highly sophisticated narrative, Constantine Akropolites places
his father at the site and evokes a picture of himself visiting George
and being as much introduced to the icon as being presented before it.
Constantine in effect describes his initiation into intimate relationship
between a founder and the patron saint, here Christ himself. As if this
evocation of the physical connection between the creation of the foun-
dation and the author himself was not enough, he adds the detail about
the interment of his wife on the land of the foundation. This is far less
sophisticated than his autobiographical narrative, but very assertive in
its claim for this prerogative of the founder.

The literary nature of Constantine’s typikon is clear to see. The nar-
rative parts take up half of the text, and even though the detailed de-
scriptions of the services and the amounts runs against the grain and

phytos for the hermitage of the Holy Cross and Michael VIII Palaiologos for the
Monastery of St. Demetrios of the Palaiologoi-Kellibara and for the Monastery of the
Archangel Michael on Mount Auxentios, BMFD, 564-606; 1338-1373; 1207-1263
respectively. See also Angold, (1998), 225-57, 243, and Hinterberger, 1999, 201.

1 The resulting text might be seen as an aggregate texts as outlined by Fowler, 1982, 3-6,
where he opens an interesting discussion of literature as not confined by category but
by cultural instantiation.
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reveal the underlying non-literary document, the transformation is al-
most complete.” It shows the potential of the foundation document as
a textual base to be shaped into narrative and for the narrative itself to
address the issues connected to foundation documents. In all the typika
in this chapter, the creation of a strong authorial ‘I’ guides the readers or
listeners through the text and the arguments as the authors wants them
to, but Constantine creates a second voice to carry his argument further.
Constantine might have had a weak claim to the fame of second found-
er for the foundation,?' so instead of expounding in length on his own
merits, he introduces his famous father into the typikon to present the
case. It is in its way a logical development of the autobiographical typ-
ikon, but also one that in several places changes the narrative form from
autodiegetic to homodiegetic and places the author in the narrative role
of the witness. In this sense, Constantine wrote an eccentric typikon. It
is eccentric as a typikon because he lets the autobiographical narrative
transform almost the whole document, without leaving the functional
framework. Though it is a specimen of high literature, the text has a
clearly defined use in regulating and defining the foundation. The liter-
ary nature in itself serves a clear function: To make Constantine’s claim
ring true. To do this Constantine organizes both text and events in a way
that reveals his own participation and conceals what he himself admits
to be a tenuous claim to be ranked along his father.

20 The question of literary and non-literary texts in Byzantium is complicated. In his
influential article, Michael Angold identified the typikon as the primary vehicle for
autobiographical narrative in Byzantium (Angold 1998, 243) but also, in another ar-
ticle, classified typika as a non-literary class of writings (Angold 1993, 46-70). In
his History of Byzantine Literature (650-85). Alexander Kazhdan used the distinction
between Literatur and Schrifitum, between texts of the latter kind in which the idea
is formulated “with maximal clarity,” and the former type of texts “not only loaded
with conceptual intention, but (...) composed of language transfigured by the play of
form”. I think that this definition fits the present text well.

2 Cf. BMFD, 1375.
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Experiencing Resurrection: Persuasive
Narrative of the Pictorial Program in the
Ossuary of the Bachkovo Monastery

Jakov Pordevic

ow persuasive were medieval visual narratives in relation to

their contemporary audience? Should we consider the persua-

siveness as the rightful property of images whenever they were
bound to possess it by the will of those who ordered or crafted them
with that exact purpose? W. J. T. Mitchell argued against such notions
in his provocative essay What Do Pictures Really Want. He urges us to
search for a picture’s own desires, separated from those that belonged
to its creator or ideator, thus recognizing it to be an active participant
in the communication with its viewer. It is possible that some pictures
might not have had the ability to stir the desired response in the audience
from the very beginning, i.e. the reaction their donors or artists strived
for. On the other hand, the relation between image and spectator is not
immune to change. As time passes, different generations of onlookers
take turns, one after another, whereas pictures live on. Some even con-
tinue to live in different spatial contexts. Hence, these spatiotemporal

* I would like to thank Professor Ingela Nilsson and Dr. AnnaLinden Weller for giv-
ing me the opportunity to present this paper at the conference “To see, to report, to
persuade: narrative & verisimilitude in Byzantium”, where 1 was able to discuss my
research further with other participants who generously offered their comments and
suggestions. I am immensely grateful to Professor Jelena Erdeljan and Professor Biser-
ka Penkova for their help in providing me with the permission to see the Bachkovo os-
suary in person. Also, special thanks to the anonymous reviewer who did a wonderful
job commenting on the article. This study contains some of the results achieved in the
project no. 177036, supported by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technologi-
cal Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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changes bring new audiences with altered or completely foreign cultural
backgrounds, which unmistakably results in new responses.! However,
unmodified spatiotemporal context still does not guarantee a unified re-
sponse. Categories such as gender, social class, creed, and age can all
play a part in fashioning beholders’ reception.” Therefore, the fact that a
visual narrative was intended to be designed as a trustworthy or convinc-
ing representation of certain event(s) does not mean that it necessarily
succeeded in achieving that goal. Hence, instead of only discussing the
authority (credibility) of the chosen subject matter of an image (includ-
ing its sources and reasons which determined its selection), we should
also consider in greater depth the pictorial means employed in engaging
the viewer with the encountered representation, as well as interrogate
the viewer’s “cultural identity” and the precise context in which that
encounter was taking place.

While discussing didactic literature in the West, Aron Gurevich ar-
gued that utilization of clichés and familiar topoi was highly desirable
during the Middle Ages, since they communicated verisimilitude to the
broader popular audience.’ It seems that verisimilitude was founded on
recognition: familiarity with the delivered thoughts, expected reactions
of the characteristic types of characters* and firm belief in the supernatu-
ral, whether perceived as miraculous or marvelous, were all contributing
to the listener’s/reader’s acceptance of the narrative as highly believable
or trustworthy. Furthermore, Gurevich also argued that in such context
“the most minute nuances, even seemingly insignificant shifts of accent,
were recognized much more acutely than today.”

Can medieval visual narratives also be considered in light of this

! Mitchell 1996. See also Belting 2005.

2 Cf. Camille 1993.

3 Gurevich 1988, 10-11.

4 In encountering the living dead, for example, it was expected that (stereotypical) he-
roes of popular tales (or hermits in their vitas) would react differently to ordinary peo-
ple in that same situation. See, for instance, numerous excerpts from Icelandic sagas
in Lecouteux 2009, where ordinary people are usually frightened to death or go insane
when they unexpectedly encounter a revenant. By contrast, St. Macarius is using the
corpse animated by demons as a pillow (Jacobus de Voragine 2012, 89-90).

5 Gurevich 1988, 10-11.
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insightful observation, especially when taking into account that fresco
programs depicting scenes from saints’ vitas could also be perceived,
at least on some level, as didactic in character and intended for a wider
public? Depictions of the Last Judgment, being visions of forewarning,
could also be included into this category. Can “iconographic clichés”
and familiar compositional arrangements of scenes with similar “plots”
(e.g. deathbed scenes of different saints) indicate “verisimilitude” of
medieval visual narratives if we take them to be appropriate analogies
to the mentioned features of didactic literature? This is likely since they
were relying on recognition of the familiar visual forms, already regard-
ed as believable or convincing. This would have hence implied greater
sensitivity to every iconographic detail where “seemingly insignificant
shifts of accent” directed “reading” of the image (i.e. interpretation) in
different directions. However, the “beholder’s share”, to use the term of
Ernst Gombrich, has to be considered as well. In achieving persuasion,
the visual program had to rely on a viewer’s own experiences fashioned
by the cultural context he was living in. The fresco program of the Bach-
kovo ossuary offers an excellent case study for the interrogation of these
problems; however, because of the general complexity of the present
subject, the current discussion can only be related to those visual narra-
tives that were embedded in sacred spaces.

Preparing to pass the threshold

The monastery of Mother of God Petritzonitissa, now known as the
Bachkovo monastery, remains one of the most important pilgrimage
sites in Bulgaria to this day. Its spiritual and cultural significance, con-
nected to Georgian monasticism, has been carefully discussed and stud-
ied, continuously attracting scholarly attention.® It was founded in 1083
by Gregory Pakourianos, a military leader and, according to the Alexiad
by Anna Komnene, a loyal confidant of Emperor Alexios I Komnenos,
since he had helped the father of this Byzantine princess seize the impe-

6 See Bakalova ez al. 2003, 11-27. On Georgian identity see also chapter twenty-four in
the typikon, Pakourianos 2000, 547.
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rial throne.” However, the monastery’s ossuary was built sometime later
in the 12™ century, which is why it was not mentioned in the typikon
we know of today.® The two-storey building, comprised of a crypt on
the lower level and funerary chapel on the upper, to this day serves its
original purpose of monastic burial. While the chapel was designed for
funeral services, the crypt was intended to hold the bones after bodily
decomposition was completed in the small cemetery that was placed
next to the ossuary. Bones were stored in the floor holes covered with
wooden doors which could easily be opened whenever earthly remains
were to be placed in them, or most likely during the memorial services
which were performed in the crypt (fig. 1).

Fig. 1. Naos of the crypt in the Bachkovo ossuary. (Photo: author)

In order to enter the crypt’s naos, the final abode for the remains of the
deceased monks before the general resurrection takes place, one has to
pass through the narthex and encounter the well-preserved fresco pro-
gram. In the 12 century, this space originally had openings in the west

7 Bakalova et al. 2003, 11-12.
8 Ibid., 53.
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and north walls that were eventually walled up in the 14" century, along
with the portico of the upper chapel.” Newly formed niches were then
frescoed without violating the original concept of the pictorial program.'®
Like other liminal spaces that marked transition from the outside world
to the consecrated place, “decoration” of the narthex had crucial impor-
tance in setting the right atmosphere and preparing monks’ minds for
the experience that was ahead of them.! The vault and all surrounding
walls were covered with scenes from the Last Judgment.'? A depiction of
the General Resurrection of the Dead can still be seen on the west wall,
with newly resurrected bodies standing in their tombs or being vomited
by birds, sea creatures, or terrestrial beasts. On the vault above, the sky
is shown as if it was being folded like a scroll by an angel, clearing the
view for the undisturbed gaze upon the seated figure of Christ (fig. 2).

Fig. 2. Resurrected men are approaching Christ the Judge. Vault of the narthex,

crypt of the Bachkovo ossuary. (Photo: author)

°Ibid., 30, 32.

10Tbid.,118.

L Cf. Schroeder 2012.

12 For detailed iconographical analyses, see Bakalova et al. 2003, 63-65.
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The Great Judge is surrounded by his heavenly court, with special em-
phasis on the Virgin Mary and John the Baptist as the main intercessors
for humankind. Immediately underneath, on the east wall, a vision of
Paradise is encompassing the niche above the entrance into the crypt’s
naos (fig. 3). Amidst the flowery Garden of Eden, seated Abraham and
the Good Thief are placed next to the image of the Virgin Mary on a
throne with angels by her side. This peaceful depiction must have been
in striking contrast with the now-lost scenes on the south wall, where the
fiery domain of the damned once stood. This is evidenced by traces of
red on the wall’s surface, which still creates a sharp coloristic contrast to
the green fields of Paradise.

Fig. 3. Paradise; Apostles are approaching the Gate of Paradise; Angels are

measuring souls. East wall of the narthex, crypt of the Bachkovo ossuary.
(Photo: author)

How these lost images could have appeared in the past might be
easier to grasp by comparing the ossuary’s program to other near-con-
temporaneous representations of the Last Judgment. A perfect example
is one icon dating from 11™ or 12% century that was painted by a Sinai
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monk from Georgia."” It depicts all the scenes that can still be seen in
the Bachkovo crypt, likely including those that are now lost as well.
However, what becomes apparent at first glance is that the composition
of the icon is formed by symmetrical placement of antithetical events:
on Christ’s right side are those dominated by the righteous, while mainly
infernal affairs brimming with figures of sinners appear to his left. The
same arrangement is present in the exonarthex of the MileSeva monas-
tery, where scenes from the Last Judgment are also distributed all over
the surrounding walls.'* This idea of contrasting imagery implies that
the lost frescos of the damned on Bachkovo’s south wall once corre-
sponded to the long procession of the elect on the north wall. Therefore,
it seems plausible that this antithetical connection was achieved with the
analogous ill-fated procession of sinners that progressed in the opposite
direction toward the west, where representations of the torments of hell
must have stood before. '

Arranged as such, the visual program of the crypt’s narthex was
undoubtedly designed to enhance the viewer’s experience. As Alexei
Lidov recently argued, “The primary natural property of a Byzantine
icon is that it does not imply a border between the image and the view-
er which in modern European art is always present. Also, there is no
image-viewer opposition; the image is produced in the space preceding
the pictorial plane. In other words, it emerges out of flatness into the
sphere of communion with the observing person present in the church as
a matter of principle. This is what the ideal icon should be like.”'® These
observations are of immense help in defining and understanding the
space of the Bachkovo crypt’s narthex. Moreover, with them in mind,
it is not hard to imagine a twelfth-century monk in this setting. When
entering the crypt, as if stepping onto a stage, he would have found him-
self below the representations of the newly resurrected men painted on
the vault, shown to be going toward the Great Judge (fig. 2). The monk

13 On this icon, see Lidova 2009, 82, 85-86, 89 and fig. 5 for the image.

14 Radoj¢i¢ 1982.

15 A procession of the damned with angels who are violently forcing sinners towards Hell
is depicted on the south wall of the exonarthex in Mileseva. See ibid., 184.

16 Lidov 2016, 20.
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Fig. 4. Procession of the elect; Donor portraits. North wall of the narthex, crypt
of the Bachkovo ossuary. (Photo: author)

would have inevitably mirrored their path in order to approach the door
placed in the east end. By advancing through this space, he would have
also joined the long procession of the elect along the north wall (fig. 4).
However, the awareness that saintly figures were led by the group of
apostles depicted on the east wall, as if they were preparing to pass the
entrance into the crypt’s naos at any moment, would have transformed
the perception of this doorway, making it look like the gates of paradise
(fig. 3). This would also explain the unusual absence of the fiery cheru-
bim from the scene of the Garden of Eden above, who should ordinarily
be guarding the heavenly entrance. Since the actual door below was a
substitute for the gates of paradise, there was no need for this other-
wise necessary iconographical detail. The remaining red surface in the
right part of the composition of Paradise was most certainly unfitting
to display the figure of the fiery guardian, not only because of the di-
mensions, but because he would have then been positioned toward the
damned instead of the elect. | am inclined to think that the still existing
red surface on the east wall represents the fiery river that was supposed

102



to be perceived as the upper part of the stream that was extending on
the south wall, undoubtedly with the characteristic, now lost, images of
the angels who are violently forcing sinners toward the depths of Hell.'”
This would have consequently underlined the notion that only the cho-
sen can pass the threshold. Seen in this light, the figures of angels with
scales on the right side of the doorway would have been perceived as
double-checking everyone before letting them pass.'®

Taking into account that monks were entering the crypt in order to
perform memorial services or to lay down new bones of their deceased
brothers, it would be valid to assume that rarely would one person have
walked this path alone without one’s fellow-monks, who would again
mirror the surrounding frescos. Therefore, gathered in a group, monks
would eventually come to stand before the image of the Virgin Mary in
the niche, a placement which amplified not only her holiness but also
the liminality of the passage below. By the Middle Byzantine period, the
Virgin Mary was associated with different metaphors that identify her as
the guardian of the threshold of sacred space. Perhaps the most relevant
for the present discussion are the two verses from the Akathistos Hymn
proclaiming her to be the “opener of the doors of Paradise” and the one
“through whom Paradise was opened”.!” Encountering a representation
of the enthroned Theotokos positioned in the niche, amidst the flowery

17 For the representations of the Last Judgment in the 11th and 12th centuries, see Ang-
heben 2002; Sevéenko 2009.

8 T would like to note here that while one figure on the right side of the doorway is
unmistakably the representation of an angel with scales, the other, highly damaged
one, is very unusual for it seems that it lacks wings. The arrangement of garments
might even suggest a female saint. However, to my knowledge, there is no any other
example in Byzantine visual culture that could provide a suitable parallel. The scene
of weighing of souls always contains up to two angels and there is no example of any
saint attending the act of measuring. Nevertheless, the interpretation delivered in this
paper would remain the same even if the figure in question was not that of an angel.
For the scenes of weighing of souls where two angels are represented, see Sevéenko
2009, fig. 14.1 and 14.13; and for the images of this scene connected to the gates of
paradise, see ibid., fig. 14.3, 14.4, 14.6.

9 Krueger 2011, 37. See the same paper for other examples as well. I am grateful to the
anonymous reviewer for reminding me of these associations of the Virgin Mary and
the threshold of holy space in Byzantine imagination.
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Garden of Eden, would have raised true awareness in the monks about
the sacredness of the place that lay ahead of them, which in turn would
demand the right attitude and seriousness of both body and mind before
entering the crypt’s naos.? Nevertheless, the very act of passing through
the threshold may have also been consoling to monks, easing the fear
of future judgment, since the very fact that they were able to pass the
threshold of Heaven enumerated them among the blessed.

After the openings in the south wall were walled up in the 14% cen-
tury, donors of the monastery and ossuary were depicted in the newly
formed niches—one with portraits of Gregory Pakourianos, his brother,
and a model of the church (the monastery’s catholicon) between them,
and the other one reserved for portraits of two monks, most likely the
donors of the ossuary’s pictorial program (fig. 4).?' They also belong to
the overall spatial composition of the Last Judgment, despite being later
additions. It seems that their hand gestures, directed toward the Virgin
and Christ above them, as well as the displacement from the wall-plane
of the procession of saints, mark them as those who are approaching the
moment of their judgment.?> Conveniently imitating the representations
of the niche tombs, these portraits were meant to remind the passing
viewers to pray for the donors.?

The experience that the narthex of Bachkovo’s ossuary offered to its
viewers was far from unique. The program of the exonarthex in Milese-
va was also designed to trigger awareness and affect the monks through
kinetic bodily perception. However, its complexity as a whole still re-
mains to be studied.* It is particularly insightful to compare the crypt’s

20 Cf. Schroeder 2012, 122-123.

2l Bakalova et al. 2003, 122-123.

22 These portraits set in the niches enabled construction of a separate scene which was
not interfering with the one “in front of it”, i.e. the procession of saints. This spatial
arrangement in two separate wall-planes enabled the notion of separate scenes unfold-
ing simultaneously in different “places”. On the other hand, on the flat surface of an
icon, painters had to devise scenes of the Last Judgment in different rows, one below
the other, in order to imply simultaneous unfolding of different activities in separate
places.

2 On Byzantine niche tombs, see Brooks 2002.

2 There are three portals in the exonarthex of MileSeva which lead to other parts of the
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narthex to the aforementioned Sinai icon, since its painter portrayed
himself standing before the gates of paradise, leading the group of the
elect. This was one of six votive icons painted by the monk loannes, four
of which were calendar icons, i.e. representations of Christ’s full en-
tourage whose members were presented with this gift.> Honoring them
with this gift, loannes undoubtedly expected their intercession on the
Day of Judgment.** How exactly he perceived the Last Judgment icon is
harder to determine. It is likely that it held a concrete role in achieving
positive outcome before Christ’s throne, but in exactly what way poses
yet another question. Nonetheless, it can be argued with certainty that
this image of an eschatological vision, with loannes’ embedded portrait
among the elect, must have had a comforting effect on the monk, less-
ening his fears, in the same way that the program of the crypt’s narthex
in Bachkovo affected its entire monastic community. By entering the
crypt’s narthex, monks of Bachkovo Monastery were also becoming
part of an icon—a spatial one.”” The pictorial program presented them
with the opportunity to relive the future event, without a doubt a well-
known narrative to every monk from various possible sources,?® with
comforting implications existing alongside the overall seriousness of
the eschatological vision. Nevertheless, the program of the narthex was
only spiritual and mental preparation for what lay ahead.

monastery’s catholicon. Particularly interesting is the one on the south wall because
it is surrounded by frescos depicting hell torments. Were these images specifically
connected to the experience of the south chapel to which this portal leads? It remains
to be seen.

% Lidova 2009, 80-81, 83, 89.

2 Tbid., 83, 85.

27 The term was introduced by Alexei Lidov in his study on the performativity of the icon
Hodegetria in the public life of Constantinople (2006, 349-372).

2 Though the Book of Revelation first comes to mind, which was not accepted as a
canonical text until the 14th century, there were other influential texts in Byzantium,
like the passages from the Book of Daniel or Ephraim the Syrian’s Sermon on the
Second Coming of Our Lord which are also important for the understanding of such
iconography. See Sevéenko 2009, 250, 253; Radojéié 1982. On drawing on various
written and oral sources and bringing them together into play in front of an image, see
Lewis 2006, 96.
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Fig. 5. Resurrection of dry bones. West wall of the naos, crypt of the Bachkovo

ossuary. (Photo: author)

Virtual experience of bodily resurrection

By passing the threshold, monks of Bachkovo monastery would enter
the gloomy space of the crypt’s naos. Unlike the frescos of the narthex,
which belong to a single composition—a unified image stretching
through space—the pictorial program of the naos was composed of
scenes that do not seem to be part of a distinct narrative.?’ The west wall
is dedicated to an event that took place in the biblical past, but speaks of
the ultimate future: the Resurrection of Dry Bones, a vision witnessed
by the prophet Ezekiel, is rendered in the upper part of the wall (fig. 5),
leaving space underneath it for fresco-icons. The fresco-icons are also
found right below the monumental representation of the Deésis, which
dominates the apse in the east (fig. 6). They might be associated with
the growing practice of the Komnenian period which involved placing

» For detailed iconographical analyses of the fresco program in the crypt’s naos, see
Bakalova et al. 2003, 59-63.
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Fig. 6. Deésis. Apse of the naos, crypt of the Bachkovo ossuary. (Photo: author)

sacred images of holy protectors and intercessors in connection with the
tombs.** While virtually nothing is preserved of the painted prophets on
the vault, fragments of heavily damaged standing figures of saints on the
north and the south wall still remain. They were meant to be understood
as a unified whole, gathered to perform the commemorative service for
the dead. As such, images of holy bishops and deacons in liturgical gar-
ments can be discerned on both walls to the east, and frescos of holy
monks, somewhat better preserved, to the west.*! It is easily noticeable
that this mirroring of the actual action which took place in the crypt

30 By carefully choosing representatives of the major church seats the notion of the
universal Church, i.e. the whole community of saints, was realized. Hence, the whole
heavenly court was supposed to protect the earthly remains of the deceased monks as
well as to intercede for them before Christ. For the identity of saints on these fres-
co-icons, see ibid., 61-62. For the practice of placing icons in conection with tombs,
on the example of Isaak Komnenos, see Marsengill 2012, 203-204.

31 Bakalova et al. 2003, 63.

107



would have amplified not just the notion of the real presence of saints,
but of their active intercession for the dead buried here.*

Taking into account that depictions of the De€sis are the only suc-
cinct representations of the Last Judgment showing solely Christ the
Judge and two intercessors for humankind—the Virgin Mary and John
the Baptist—frescos of the crypt’s pictorial program were interconnect-
ed through themes related to death. Because of their daily practice of
finding a hidden network of associations between different passages of
sacred texts from which deeper meanings could have been obtained,*
it is certain that monks would have immediately perceived the binding
links between images in the ossuary’s naos. And yet, the Resurrection
of Dry Bones is a rarely depicted scene. How well would an ordinary
monk in 12%-century Byzantium have been familiar with the biblical
narrative of Ezekiel’s prophetic vision? Having in mind that these ex-
act passages (Ezekiel 37:1-14) were read annually during the servic-
es of Holy Saturday,* the answer would be: well enough, at the very
least.?® Narratives can be spoken just the same as they can be written or
visually depicted, and monks were able to hear the stunning prophecy
every year, immediately after the delivery of prayers praising Christ’s
resurrection. The context in which the story-telling is unfolding can
be crucial in orchestrating its apprehension.’® Therefore, Ezekiel’s vi-
sion would not only have been known to the monastic audience, but
its comprehension would have been linked to all the salvific notions
implied by Christ’s resurrection. Consequently, the biblical prophecy
of resurrection of dry bones would have been understood as referring
to the particular group of resurrected dead—the blessed ones or, more
precisely, the Chosen people.?’

32 For the intercessory figures of saints in some other funerary fresco programs, cf.
Marinis 2011, 328-330; Emmanuel 2002, 220-221.

33 Cf. Schroeder 2012, 121, 126; Papalexandrou 2010, 120.

3 Der Nersessian 1962, 217; Cutler 1992, 57; Velkovska 2001, 37-38.

35 1t would not have been impossible that some monks knew these passages by heart.
On memorizing texts in Byzantium, especially in the monastic context, see Papalex-
androu 2010, 119-120.

36 Harris 2012, 51.

37 See Cutler 1992, 57-58; and cf. Der Nersessian 1962, 217; Velkovska 2001, 37-38.
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The scene in the Bachkovo crypt is notably plain, composition-wise:
in front of the two hills, an enlarged figure of the prophet with an open
scroll is approaching a group of resurrected men, who are comparably
smaller in size. This simplicity of visual narration must have been pur-
poseful, because this is how all the represented aspects were amplified
with an intention to intensify the viewer’s experience. That the resur-
rected figures are rendered only in the shades of red in front of an oddly
red mountain, thus almost merged with the background, is not of small
importance. In an illuminated miniature of the same scene from the 9™
century in Parisinus graecus 510 (fol. 438v), it is still noticeable that the
dead, although badly damaged, are painted in grisaille.3® This indicates
that they are in fact mere specters waiting to receive their lost flesh.*
While the heap of bones and the dead are separated in the miniature,
these two elements are joined together in the Bachkovo ossuary, empha-
sizing the exact moment of enfleshment, the very process of metamor-
phosis. But why is the mountain painted red? It is useful to compare it
with some similarly rendered “landscape” details found in the frescos of
the upper chapel.

The frescos of the crypt and upper funerary chapel at Bachkovo
were painted around the same time, and it is beyond any doubt that their
programs are products of sophisticated planning, devised by the same
individual(s). One only needs to see the fresco arrangement in the upper
narthex* to notice this immediately: while representations of Mandylion
and Keramion were usually positioned so they face one another, spatial-
ly “narrating” the story of the miraculous reduplication of Christ’s face
in Edessa,*' the centrally positioned Mandylion on the west wall in the
narthex of the funerary chapel faces, instead of Keramion, the fresco
which refers to the legend of miraculous appearance of Christ’s image

3% On this miniature, see Brubaker 1999, 286-290, and fig. 44; Der Nersessian 1962,
216-217, and fig. 13.

% Brubaker 1999, 287.

40 On the fresco program of the funerary chapel in Bachkovo and its narthex, with the
iconographical analysis, see Bakalova et al. 2003, 65-83.

4 See Lidov 2007.
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at Latomos monastery.** According to the legend of the miracle of La-
tomos, a mosaic of the Virgin transformed itself into an image of Christ
in Majesty; and Christ in Majesty is the very image rendered above the
fresco of the Virgin in a lunette on the east wall of the upper narthex in
Bachkovo.* Positioned to face the Mandylion, the relic with power of
reduplicating the holy visage, these three images were interconnected as
if to recreate the miracle of Latomos. On the other hand, Christ in Maj-
esty is the vision of the Great Judge, yet another Last Judgment theme in
Bachkovo, which is here witnessed by prophets Ezekiel and Habakkuk
who are portrayed in the bottom of the fresco.* Interestingly enough,
Ezekiel is standing in front of the red hill, unlike Habakkuk who is on
the other side of the composition.

Two additional scenes with distinctly red parts of the landscape can
be found in the chapel’s naos. One is a fresco of Christ’s Baptism, where
John the Baptist is standing on red ground in contrast to the angels on
the other side of the river, and the second is the Transfiguration, where
the prophet Elijah is standing on a red mountain as opposed to the fig-
ure of Moses. Obviously, the peculiarity of the crypt’s fresco (the red
color of the mountain in the Resurrection of Dry Bones) is not entirely
unusual in the context of the Bachkovo ossuary. These curious “stage
designs” might have been employed as spatial markers with the purpose
of distinguishing particular actors in different scenes. In case of the up-
per chapel, those were figures of the prophets. Liz James has argued the
necessary role of colors in completing the mimesis in Byzantium, noting
they were considered to be “visible manifestations of light.”* Moreover,
they could have borne different symbolic meanings depending on the
context.** Hence, red could have been the color of blood and life, but
also the color of fire and light.*” The red marble square panel beneath

4 Bakalova et al. 2003, 83.

4 On the miracle at Latomos and representations of Christ in Majesty, see Pentcheva
2000a.

4 Bakalova et al. 2003, 81-82.

45 James 2003.

4 James 1991, 83, 85

47 1bid., 81, 84.
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Christ’s feet in the fresco of the Communion of the Apostles on the south
wall, next to the apse, must have been crafted deliberately, so as to refer
to the Eucharist. On the other hand, the red ground on which the last
Old Testament prophet John the Baptist stands can be interpreted as an
indication of his violent martyrdom, whereas in the case of the prophet
Elijah, the same color might be connected to the fire symbolism.*

Seen from this point of view, it is tempting to think that the red paint
in the scene of Resurrection of Dry Bones in the crypt is used with an
aim to emphasize one particular biblical verse from Ezekiel’s prophesy
(37:8): “the sinews and the flesh came up upon them, and the skin cov-
ered them above.” Just like the aforementioned coupling of figures of
the transparent dead and bones emphasized the moment of enfleshment,
the red color could have done the same by referring to blood, veins,
flesh, and life. On the other hand, the entire mountain is red, as well
as the spectral bodies. In this case, it seems that the “iconography of
shapes” is worth questioning too, since the shape of the red mountain
is widening toward the bottom like a stream resembling the fiery river
of the Last Judgment. Could it be that this was done with this particu-
lar purpose in mind? If it is acknowledged that the fresco of Ezekiel’s
vision faces the monumental Deésis in the east, it becomes apparent
that the newly resurrected men were meant to be perceived as those
who would soon enough stand before the throne of Christ, awaiting their
judgment. Therefore, these two scenes can be considered to belong to a
single composition, so the fiery river might have looked like a natural
part of the whole. Actually, the inclusion of the fiery stream not only
further enhanced the Last Judgment iconography of the fresco program
in the crypt’s naos, but it also provided a spatial perspective of its ar-
rangement: the fiery river is behind the transparent resurrecting figures
that are expected to leave its (dangerous) vicinity in order to approach
the Great Judge placed on the opposite wall.*’

* One can remember the chariot and horses of fire (2 Kings 2:11), or, more importantly,
the episode with the priests of Baal (1 Kings 18:38-39).

4 On the forewarning character of this “mountain of flames”, see the last section of this
paper where it is considered in the context of the historical circumstances of the 12th
century.

111



Moreover, once the viewer is taken into consideration within this
spatial context, the performative potential of the crypt’s naos becomes
strikingly apparent. Cognitive studies have shown that the act of view-
ing is a fully embodied experience in which “brain and body function to-
gether to shape what we think we see.”>® Monks attending memorial ser-
vices must have stood before the open holes in the floor that were filled
with bones and skulls. Moreover, by standing upright above the bones in
the posture of prayer, they would have actually mirrored the resurrected
figures on the west wall. The enactive approach suggests that “perceptu-
al experience depends upon sensorimotor knowledge acquired through
physical action” or, to put it simply, drawing on our experience of inter-
acting with the environment through physical actions—such as moving
through space which gives us multiple points of view—we are able, for
example, to perceive overlapping objects in images as being one in front
of the other.>! Accordingly, the elaborately painted frame in the borders
of the above-mentioned illumination of Paris. gr. 510 creates the effect
of “seeing-in”, i.e. it appears as if the frame is in front of the depicted
scene. Such visual rendering of the miniature unequivocally separated
the viewer’s space from that of the vision, subsequently cancelling any
possible impression of active participation in the scene for the specta-
tor. In other words, he was merely a passive witness of the event. On
the other hand, the compositional plainness of the fresco in Bachkovo’s
crypt highlights the figures in front of the simply devised landscape,
intentionally emphasizing the similarity between the depicted scene and
the real space of the naos—heaps of skulls with men (monks) grouped
above them. Therefore, the image on the west wall would have been per-
ceived as a spatial extension of the actual space of the crypt, adding yet
another heap of earthly remains to the already existing ones. Contrary
to the viewer of the miniature of Paris. gr. 510, monks in the Bachkovo
ossuary actively participated in the scene. By this deliberate blurring
of boundaries between the image and the spectator, which was further
enhanced through performance of the ritual, the entire naos of the crypt

50 Sheingorn 2010. On cognitive approach in art history, see also Roodenburg 2012;
Gertsman 2013.
51 See Sheingorn 2010.
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was transfigured into the valley of dry bones, the place of resurrection
of the Chosen People. The fact that the representation of a building sym-
bolizing the Heavenly Jerusalem, present in two earlier renditions of
this scene,’* was completely omitted from the fresco does not come as
a surprise: Bachkovo’s ossuary as a whole was that very building—the
place of the elect. Any architectural representation would have been a
“visual pleonasm”.

However, the implications marked by the nude body in a monastic
context should not be overlooked. There are preserved accounts with
detailed instructions on how to prepare the monk’s body for the funeral,
which expressly state that seeing it in the nude is not permitted.> It is
also important to note that, in Byzantine visual culture, while the image
of a soul was usually rendered as a sexless naked being, the image of
a resurrected body always bore gender traits, even when depicted as
nude:** in the fresco of Ezekiel’s vision, traces of beard can still be dis-
cerned on several figures. Relying on cognitive studies, David Defries
has pointed out that some exaggerated physical details that were de-
scribed in early medieval miracle accounts might have been employed
to induce a specific response in the audience.* Is it possible to approach
the visualization of bodily nudity in a monastic context as a type of
“exaggeration” that would have been able to spark particular desired
responses as well? If nakedness was absolutely rejected by the monastic
(public) sphere, its visualization must have triggered a strong reaction,
whether that was a positive or a negative one. The mirroring postures of
the bare resurrected, or better yet resurrecting, men of the fresco should
have invited the gathered monks to identify themselves with the paint-
ed blessed. Even though the monks came here to pray for the departed
brothers, they could have experienced the whole service as their own

52 The one is the ninth-century miniature from Paris. gr. 510, and the other a tenth-centu-
ry ivory plaque from the British Museum. On the architectural representations in these
scenes and their meaning, see Cutler 1992, 49, 52, 56-57.

3 Velkovska 2001, 38.

3 Cf., for example, the naked figures of the damned in the parekklesion of the Chora
Church, Underwood 1958, fig. 20-22.

3 Defries 2016, 241.
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future resurrection. Nudity of the painted bodies could have triggered
their bodily awareness, a sense of felt embodiment which, coupled with
other sensations,*® would have engaged them in experience of future
bliss. Shimmering candlelight, scent and smoke of the burning incense,
and the sound of singing prayers were all brought together in the gloomy
space, while monks were standing before the monumental figure of the
enthroned Christ. Candlelight and sweet-smelling incense were asso-
ciated both with resurrection and Paradise,”” while the sound of sung
prayers might have been perceived to come from the officiating holy
figures on the south and north walls as much as from their surrounding
brethren;* they were all gathered before the Great Judge and his heav-
enly court, whose members were interceding on the monks’ behalf. The
entire space was a spatial icon of the Last Judgment.

There is no information on precise dates when memorial services
were performed in the crypt. It is unlikely that commemorations of re-
cently deceased monks would have taken place here, as they would have
still lain buried in the nearby cemetery. However, days reserved for the
general commemoration of the dead seem particularly apt, especially the
Saturday of Souls before the Meatfare Sunday.” The reason behind this
assumption is that the Meatfare Sunday is a feast devoted to the Last
Judgment and, hence, also known as the Sunday of the Last Judgment.®
Sarah Brooks has pointed out that, according to the eleventh-century li-
turgical typikon for the Evergetes monastery, monks were supposed to
sing the canon for the dead before the tombs that were situated in what
seems to be a crypt below the church.®! Following vespers on the Satur-
day of Souls, monks descended to perform this commemorative service.
This Saturday service in the Bachkovo monastery would have introduced
monks to the Sunday feast, allowing them to relive the Judgment Day in

% On the importance of the senses in fashioning perception, see Caseau 2014.

57 See Kotoula 2013, 191-192; Caseau 2014, 93.

8 Cf. Gerstel 2015.

2 On the commemorative services in Byzantium, see Brooks 2002, 189-241, esp. 238—
241; Marinis 2017, 93-106.

6 Sevéenko 2009, 255, n.17.

! Brooks 2002, 238-239.
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the most direct way. All narratives of Christ’s Second Coming that might
have been known to a monk from scriptural references, homiletics, poet-
ic works, and apocrypha were animated in his “embodied mind” by the
service which directed the experience of the pictorial program.®* It was
Robert Ousterhout who wrote: “The combination of monumental narra-
tive and liturgical reenactment could combine to evoke the real presence
of biblical events, transporting the worshipper from transient, linear time
into eternal, divine time.”®® It seems that persuasiveness of a visual nar-
rative depicted in a sacred place depended primarily on its capacity to
vividly interact with the ritual. It was relying on the mutual stimulus be-
tween the two (image and rite). Through active participation in the ritual
performed in the Bachkovo ossuary, the viewer would have been able to
“enter” and simultaneously participate in the pictorial program as if reliv-
ing the eschatological vision, gaining the experience of the future event.

The rites performed in churches were animating their sacred spaces
together with all representations contained in them. It is not surprising,
since ritual practices determined the arrangement of saintly figures and
scenes of holy history within the space of a church. This consequently
means that even the images in modestly frescoed churches were surely
persuasive enough in the eyes of the gathered congregation. However,
more elaborate “illusionistic” and other pictorial features, like the ones
utilized in the Bachkovo ossuary, offered greater eloquence: the abili-
ty of conveying variety of additional and more complex “storylines”,
which ultimately further enhanced the experience of the faithful. Nev-
ertheless, it is only a question of the “level” of persuasiveness which an
image in a sacred place conveys, and not the question of the existence
of its ability to persuade.

Upon leaving the ossuary

There is a reason why the “high degree of persuasiveness” of the fresco
program in the Bachkovo crypt might have been particularly desired at

2 Cf. Harris 2012, 51.
% Qusterhout 1995, 63.
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the time of its creation. As shown by the stylistic analysis, the ossuary
was painted in the second half of the 12" century,* at the time when the
Bogomil heresy still posed a big problem in Byzantium.®® Even though
Emperor Alexios I was determined to suppress them, by the reign of
Manuel I Komnenos (1143-1180) a new form of Bogomilism had de-
veloped, professing belief in absolute dualism. Morover, it was connect-
ed to the region of Philippopolis (ancient Plovdiv), in which vicinity
the Bachkovo monastery was, and still is, situated. This new ordo was
known as the Church of Drugunthia.®® In the course of the 12" century
Bogomils of Drugunthia adopted episcopal government and obviously
had high aspirations: they not only succeeded in disseminating their new
teachings and hierarchical organization to the very capital of the Em-
pire, where they had supporters even among the Latin population, but
accomplished missions sent from Constantinople to Western Europe.®’
Therefore, it is not surprising to find that the fear of Bogomilism was
present in Byzantium long after their leader was burned by Emperor
Alexios I. Instances of false accusations of heresy in the first years of
Manuel Komnenos’ reign testify to that fear.%® In this context one should
also observe discussions on the creation and corruption of matter and on
the relationship of body and soul by Michael Glykas, which were almost
certainly provoked by the Bogomil doctrine,*” because repulsion toward
the body and the rejection of its resurrection were among the main traits
of Bogomil beliefs, which contested the official church dogma.™

It is interesting to note that some accounts that speak of actions tak-
en against this Manichean current emphasize persecution by fire. It is
particularly unusual that this punishment was decreed even by the Holy
Synod of Constantinople during the Patriarchate of Michael II of Oxeia
(1143-1146), since such harsh penalties were supposed to be sentenced

¢ Bakalova et al. 2003, 104116, 123.

65 Stoyanov 1994, 146—-150.

% On Bogomils of Drugunthia, see Hamilton 2004, 51-56.
7 Ibid., 59-60, 78-79, 99.

% Ibid., 46-47; Angold 1995, 490-491.

% Magdalino 1993, 372.

0 See Obolensky 2004, 134, n.3, 181-182, 228.
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under the civil law only.”" Nevertheless, two episodes describing the trail
of the Bogomil leader Basil and his supporters in the Alexiad by Anna
Komnene are especially telling, as they evoke images of the Last Judg-
ment, with Emperor Alexios I as the Divine Judge and pyres reserved
for the heretics as the fiery river.”> According to the first one, those sus-
pected of Bogomil heresy were ordered to choose where they wanted to
be executed between the two pyres. One pyre had the cross positioned
beside it while the other did not. Those who had chosen to be burned
beside the cross were released, proven to be true Christians, whereas the
members of the other group were thrown back into the dungeon and pro-
claimed to be heretics. However, even more indicative is one moment
in the second episode, when Basil approached his doom and was imme-
diately snatched away by the flames, as if they were alive.” Burning of
the Bogomils is also mentioned in the Vita of St. Symeon (Nemanja),
composed by his son and heir Stefan Prvovencani (the First-Crowned),
as the fate that some of them had to confront.” Regardless of whether
the persecutions of these Manichean heretics by fire were true or not, it
is the constructed shared imagination of the aforementioned accounts
that matters. Perhaps giving away a person to flames and the utter de-
construction of the flesh that followed it seemed appropriate for those
who rejected resurrection of the body. While discussing the practice of
burning heretics in the West, R.C. Finucane noted that “destruction of
the body was a symbol of the destruction of the soul and of the chance
for resurrection.” In addition he remarked: “It is undoubtedly true that
medieval theologians easily explained how God could reconstruct dis-
integrated bodies, making them ready for Judgment Day. But ordinary
mortals are not theologians. Even among theologians and apologists
there is enough discussion of the matter to suggest that not all medieval
Christians were at ease with their explanations.”” Furthermore, that the
image of the burning body, whether verbal or visual, was truly powerful

7! Hamilton 2004, 47.

72 See Sevéenko 2009, 266.

3 For these two episodes, see Anna Comnena 1969, 496-504.
74 Stefan Prvovencani 1988, 71.

7> Finucane 1981, 58.
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and laden with deeper meanings and implications is attested by Hugh
Eteriano, an adviser to Manuel I on Western Church affairs, in his work
Contra Patarenos: “So it is clear that they are false apostles, heretics,
antichrists, excommunicate, divided and separated from holy church,
and nothing remains but that the most Christian emperor Manuel should
devoutly intervene, ordering them and their followers to be sent to the
fiery furnace so that they may begin to burn here who will be burnt in
the everlasting fires of Hell”’®

There are insightful studies that explain the role visual culture played
in the time of struggles with the Bogomil heresy. Especially intriguing
is the argument by Jelena Erdeljan, who convincingly demonstrated that
the Church of the Virgin Euergetis at Studenica, founded by the Ser-
bian Grand Zhupan Stefan Nemanja, was originally envisioned as the
“ultimate sign of prevalence of True Faith against (Bogomil) heresy”.
She discusses how the mystery of the Incarnation, a dogma contested
by Bogomils, was “performed” through the utilization of white mar-
ble on the facade of the church—a material whose physical and visual
qualities and symbolics made it pregnant with creative potential of ani-
mating sanctity.”’ This sophisticated creative planning, with its complex
implications, can be easily overlooked today if the original context and
its historical circumstances are dismissed. Taking into account that the
Bogomils of Drugunthia were in close proximity to the Bachkovo mon-
astery and that their advancement roughly coincides with the dating of
the frescos in Bachkovo’s ossuary, it would not be surprising to find that
the pictorial program of the crypt referred to contemporary religious
turmoil in some manner.

The already-mentioned bodily awareness triggered by the nudity
in the scene of Ezekiel’s vision might have also been accomplished by
the color and shape of the mountain depicted behind the naked figures.
Set before an actual mountain of flames, the figures of newly resurrect-
ed men, rendered also in red, might have seemed to a contemplative
monk’s mind as if immersed into the fiery river (since depictions of the

¢ Hugh Eteriano 2004, 182.
7 Erdeljan 2011. See also Pentcheva 2000b for another discussion on the employment
of visual culture against heresies.
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Last Judgment often included representations of the drowned men in
the fiery stream, painted exclusively in shades of red).”® Even though
such a fate was not possible for the nude figures in Bachkovo, because
they were undoubtedly representing the elect, this image may have had
the ability to awaken caution in the vigilant viewer. Closely resembling
burning bodies, this image might be considered as a visual parallel to the
verbal recountings of the punishment Bogomils endured in contempo-
rary sources. Thus, just a hint of forewarning against dualist teachings
was interwoven with the image of resurrection, foreshadowing not only
that the damned are also destined to obtain resurrected flesh and con-
sequently endure eternal somatic agony, but also underlining that the
punishment of never-ending burning was particularly intended for those
who contested bodily resurrection.

It is tempting to consider the possibility that the general planning of
the visual program of the Bachkovo crypt, with its careful orchestration
of bodily involvement, was influenced by the anti-Bogomil sentiment,
developed as a result of living in dangerous vicinity of the advancing
Church of Drugunthia. Therefore, placing emphasis on the ossuary as
the abode of those who awaited return of their flesh could have resonat-
ed strongly with the contemporary religious struggles. Even carefully
painted flowery ornaments, both outside and inside this funerary com-
plex, marked it as the place of growth, regeneration, and blossoming.
Hence, upon leaving the crypt after the service was finished, monks of
the Bachkovo monastery, persuaded by their own experience of the es-
chatological vision, were becoming “New Ezekiels”” who were able to
testify to bodily resurrection at a time when certain groups were calling
this Christian dogma into question.

"8 The fiery river in the parekklesion of the Church of Christ Chora may provide a perfect
example.

7 Tt would not have been strange for the monks to identify with the prophet Ezekiel
because Old Testament prophets were often considered to be the ideal models for
monks. See Krueger 2010.
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Sin: The Prehistory
David Konstan

t is a great honor to have given the 13" memorial lecture in honor

of Lennart Rydén, who contributed so greatly to Byzantine studies

at Uppsala and worldwide. He founded the series, Studia Byzantina
Upsaliensia, to which he contributed the volume on Nicephorus’s Life of
St Andrew the Fool, a companion to his earlier Das Leben des heiligen
Narren Symeon von Leontios von Neapolis, which was followed by his
Bemerkungen zum Leben des heiligen Narren Symeon von Leontios von
Neapolis. With all this interest in fools, I make bold to believe that Pro-
fessor Rydén would not have been intolerant of some foolish errors of
my own. Indeed, error, or more particularly sin, is precisely my topic in
this tribute to Professor Rydén. What I wish to determine is the bound-
ary, if indeed there is one, between error and sin in classical thought —
both what we call pagan, that is, the pre-Christian or non-Christian writ-
ers of ancient Greece and Rome, and early Christian literature. Is there
a difference in the way error or sin was regarded? Was there a change
in the classical conception under the influence of Judaism and Christi-
anity, and if so, in what did it consist? That is the question I am raising.
The problem arises because there is no lexical distinction in classical
Greek between sin and error or fault; that is, there is no word that bears

* This paper is a lightly revised version of the talk I presented at the Swedish Collegi-
um for Advanced Study, in collaboration with Bysantinska séllskapet, Uppsala, on
13 October 2016 in memory of Professor Lennart Rydén, the 13th in the series of
lectures established in his honor. The talk was addressed to a general audience rather
than to specialists in Greek and Roman antiquity. Needless to say, it was not possible
on that occasion to provide a comprehensive survey of passages relevant to the topic
of hamartia or “sin” in classical and early Jewish and Christian texts. A more detailed
study is in preparation for publication in the Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum,
under the lemma, ‘Siinde’.
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a specifically religious connotation, as péché does in French or Siinde
in German. It is necessary to derive the sense of the Greek term from
the context. I will offer a hypothesis about the difference, which will be
revealed further on. I believe that my hypothesis is novel, which if true
is remarkable, given how much has been written on the nature of sin. Of
course, novelty is no guarantee that my view is correct.

I begin with a well-known passage from the Gospel of Matthew
(9:1-8):

Jesus stepped into a boat, crossed over and came to his own town.
Some men brought to him a paralyzed man, lying on a mat. When
Jesus saw their faith, he said to the man, “Take heart, son; your sins
are forgiven.” At this, some of the teachers of the law said to them-
selves, “This fellow is blaspheming!” Knowing their thoughts, Jesus
said, “Why do you entertain evil thoughts in your hearts? Which is
easier: to say, “Your sins are forgiven,’ or to say, ‘Get up and walk’?
But I want you to know that the Son of Man has authority on earth to
forgive sins.” So he said to the paralyzed man, “Get up, take your mat
and go home.” Then the man got up and went home. When the crowd
saw this, they were filled with awe; and they praised God, who had
given such authority to human beings (New International Version,
slightly revised; cf. versions of the story in Mark 2:1-12 and Luke
5:17-26).

The Greek word for “sins” here is hamartiai, as is standard in the New
Testament (173 occurrences according to Strong’s Concordance). In
classical Greek, the term commonly means “a failure,” “fault,” or “er-
ror” (these are the definitions given in the great Greek-English lexicon
edited by Liddell, Scott, and Jones), although the same dictionary af-
firms that it signifies “guilt” or “sin” “in Philos. and Religion,” citing
Plato’s Laws (660C) and Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (1148a3),
alongside the Septuagint version of Genesis (18:20) and the Gospel of
John (8:46). LSJ define the related word audptnuo again as “failure,”
“fault,” noting that it is “freq. in Att. Prose,” whether oratory, history,
and philosophy; Aristotle, for example, says that hamartéma is “midway
between adiknua and dtoynue,” that is, a wrong or criminal act and a
misfortune (EN 1135b18, Rhetoric 1374b7); the lexicon also renders the

word as “sinful action,” and cites several passages in Plato for this usage
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(Statesman 296B, Apology 22D, Laws 729E; Gorgias 479A). This word,
by contrast, is rare in the New Testament, occurring only four times.

Let us look, then, at the passage in Plato’s Laws that the great lex-
icon cites for an instance of harmartia used in the sense of “sin.” The
anonymous Athenian has just affirmed that the good legislator will try
to persuade the poet, or else force him, “to portray men who are temper-
ate, courageous, and good in all respects” (2, 660A). He then corrects
himself and says that he was not referring to contemporary poets: “To
denounce things that are beyond remedy and far gone in error is a task
that is by no means pleasant; but at times it is unavoidable.” The phrase
“far gone in error” is literally, in Greek, “having advanced far in hamar-
tia,” an expression that, in context, seems far removed from what we
might think of as “sin.”

In the passage cited from the Nicomachean Ethics (7.4, 1148a3), Ar-
istotle is discussing incontinence, that is, lack of restraint or self-control
(akrasia), and he explains that incontinence in regard to bodily pleasures
is blamed “not only as an error [harmartia] but also as a vice [kakia].
Clearly the latter is the stronger term, and so this again is hardly a case
in which we would employ the charged word “sin” as the equivalent for
hamartia.

If LSJ seems deficient in its account of hamartia, the entry in the
enormous but still incomplete Diccionario Griego-Espariol, edited by
Francisco Adrados, takes a different approach. Here, hamartia is de-
fined as error, falta, equivocacion, error de juicio (the passages from
Plato and Aristotle are listed under this sub-heading), and also as delito,
hecho ilegal o injusto. The definition pecado or “sin” is also given, but
only in connection with “lit. judeo-cristiana,” with citations from the
Septuagint, the New Testament, and the Church Fathers.

In what sense, however, is the word hamartia, as employed in
Judeo-Christian literature, distinct from the meanings “fault” or “error”?
Modern dictionary definitions of sin largely agree in associating it with
religious vocabulary, as in this from the Oxford English Dictionary: “An
immoral act considered to be a transgression against divine law,” with
a secondary definition as “An act regarded as a serious or regrettable
fault, offense, or omission.” The Merriam-Webster dictionary gives as
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the primary sense “an offense against religious or moral law,” along
with “transgression of the law of God,” and “a vitiated state of human
nature in which the self is estranged from God,” although it also offers
the more secular meanings, “an action that is or is felt to be highly rep-
rehensible,” and “an often serious shortcoming: fault.” The Wikipedia
article on “sin” informs us: “In a religious context, sin is the act of vio-
lating God’s will. Sin can also be viewed as any thought or action that
endangers the ideal relationship between an individual and God; or as
any diversion from the perceived ideal order for human living.” The
modern idea of sin clearly derives from a specific religious conception
going back ultimately to biblical usage, as this has been interpreted over
successive centuries.

But are there particular features to the notion of sin, as it appears in
the Bible, that differentiate it securely from ideas of wrong-doing, er-
ror, and fault in classical Greek and Latin usage? Does the Diccionario
Griego-Espariol, for all its comprehensiveness and manifestly correct
classification of the two passages from Plato and Aristotle, lapse into
an inherited distinction between ostensibly pagan and Judeo-Christian
thought by listing the meaning “sin” under a special sub-heading for
“literatura judeo-cristiana”? In other words, is there truly a “prehistory”
of sin, or are we dealing with a broad concept that from the beginning
extends from purely social offenses to the violation of religious stric-
tures, whether we look to classical or Judeo-Christian texts?

The word hamartia does not occur in the Homeric epics (although
the verb harmartané does), but there are several episodes that might
seem to suggest the idea of sin. The Odyssey, for example, opens with
a conversation on Mount Olympus, in which Zeus complains of the hu-
man tendency to blame the gods for their misfortunes: “for in his heart
he thought of noble Aegisthus, whom far-famed Orestes, Agamemnon’s
son, had slain. Thinking of him he spoke among the immortals, and
said: ‘Look you now, how ready mortals are to blame the gods. It is
from us, they say, that evils come, but they even of themselves, through
their own blind folly, have sorrows beyond that which is ordained.”

! Trans. Murray 1919.
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Zeus complains that Aegisthus married Clytemnestra, Agamemnon’s
wife, and killed Agamemnon when he returned home from Troy, even
though Zeus had sent Hermes to warn him precisely not to do this, or
else Orestes, Agamemnon’s son would kill Aegisthus in turn — which
is just what has happened (1.29-43). The phrase “blind folly” repre-
sents the Greek word atasthaliai, the plural of atasthalia, which LSJ
defines as “presumptuous sin, recklessness, wickedness” (compare the
DGE definition “orgullo insolente, arrogancia, insensatez culpable™).
Ancient grammarians connected the word with a#é, “ruin,” “blind and
criminal folly, infatuation,” but that is uncertain, and it is best to inter-
pret it by its uses rather than its possible etymology. In the present in-
stance, then, why not translate it as “sins”? After all, Zeus himself sent
Hermes, his messenger, to warn Aegisthus not to murder Agamemnon,
and Aegisthus ignored the command, to his sorrow. This would seem
to be an act of sheer disobedience to a god, indeed the chief god of the
Greek pantheon.

We may compare the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, as re-
counted in Genesis, in the very passage that both the English and the
Spanish dictionaries cite first in illustration of harmartia in the sense
of sin: “Then the Lord said, ‘The outcry against Sodom and Gomorrah
is so great and their sins [hamartiai, plural] so grievous that I will go
down and see if what they have done is as bad as the outcry that has
reached me. If not, I will know’” (18:20-21). He sends some angels to
investigate, who are entertained in the house of Lot; but when the inhab-
itants of Sodom sought to have intercourse with them, God wiped out
the city. We might regard the behavior of the Sodomites as comparable
to that of Aegisthus in killing the legitimate king in his own palace.
There are differences, to be sure: in the Homeric passage, Aegisthus is
punished by Orestes, Agamemnon’s son, whereas in Genesis God acts
himself to punish the Sodomites; we might add that the guilt of the Sod-
omites is collective rather than individual. But is this enough to warrant
a fundamental divergence in the connotations of the words hamartia and
atasthalia?

In the Iliad, Achilles, after slaying Hector in retaliation for the death
of Patroclus, drags the Trojan hero’s corpse behind his chariot, defiling
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it in the dust. His behavior is such as to offend even the gods, or most of
them, but “Hera and Poseidon and the flashing-eyed maiden [i.e., Ath-
ena] ... continued even as when at the first sacred Ilios became hateful
in their eyes and Priam and his folk, by reason of the sin of Alexander”
(24.25-28).2 “Sin” here, in Murray’s archaizing translation, renders azé,
though given that the offense in question was awarding the prize for
beauty to Aphrodite rather than to Hera or Athena, we might in this case
justifiably render the word as “foolishness” or “lack of judgment.”

Let us return, now, to the story of the paralytic, as narrated in the
Gospels. Jesus tells the man: “Take heart, son; your sins are forgiven,”
and he then rises and carries his mat home with him, evidently cured of
his ailment. It is entirely natural to suppose that his condition was a con-
sequence of his hamartiai, and when Jesus remitted these, the man was
healed. Nothing is said here about the nature of these offenses, but one
may assume that they were of the conventional sort. One commentator
opines: “The man might have brought on this disease of the palsy by a
long course of vicious indulgence,” and in illustration of such license
he mentions “gluttony, intemperate drinking, lewdness, debauchery™ —
faults that resemble the akrasia or incontinence analyzed by Aristotle.
There is no indication that the man ignored a specific warning from
God, as in the case of Aegisthus: it is enough that he violated what were
understood to be prohibitions grounded not just in human law but in
divine precepts, of the sort that are enumerated in various books of the
Hebrew Bible. Did the man break any secular laws, for which he might
have been held accountable? It is impossible to be certain, but it would
seem not; otherwise, he would have been prosecuted (perhaps he was so
in the past); in any case, Jesus does not claim to be exonerating him for
any crimes he may have committed. The retribution for his sins comes
from God, or by divine dispensation, in the form of his illness. His sins,
we imagine, must have been specifically of the kind that God condemns,
irrespective of their juridical status — such offenses as gluttony, intem-
perate drinking, lewdness, and debauchery fit the bill rather well. Sins
of this type, which are regarded as serious enough in the eyes of God

2 Trans. Murray 1924,
3 Barnes 1884, 43.
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to be chastised by severe disability, can be forgiven only by God. This
is why the Jewish scribes were outraged, and muttered, “This fellow is
blaspheming!” To pretend to forgive sins of this kind is to assume the
role of God.

Jesus’ reply to the Jewish teachers comes in two stages. The first in-
structs the objectors to judge his ability by the results: “Which is easier:
to say, ‘Your sins are forgiven,” or to say, ‘Get up and walk’?”” Anyone
can utter the words, but curing the man is evidence of special powers.
But he follows this with a frank statement of his divine status: “the Son
of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins.” Despite the somewhat
opaque formula, “Son of Man,” as opposed to “Son of God,” Jesus
clearly means to claim divinity, which of course only confirms the view
of the scribes that he is blaspheming.

But the main point to note here is precisely the assumption that there
are offenses in the eyes of God which, whether or not they are castigated
manifestly by afflictions such as paralysis, can only be forgiven by God
or his agent or alter ego, irrespective of whether they constitute mis-
deeds or felonies according to the law. The crucial distinction between
temporal and religious offenses lies in where punishment and forgive-
ness reside. As opposed to crimes, sins are in a domain of their own, and
although crimes and sins may overlap, in the sense that a given action
might offend both against the law and God’s dispensation, the two as-
pects remain separate and independent. Our question thus becomes: did
the classical Greeks and Romans recognize a comparable bifurcation in
their understanding of offenses against the gods?

Zeus’s complaint at the beginning of the Odyssey would seem not
to testify to such a split vision. Aegisthus committed murder, and the
victim’s son exacted vengeance in turn by slaying him. He deserved this
retribution, and Zeus approves of it. But he does not suggest that he or
any other god personally instigated Orestes’ revenge, although Homer’s
audience may have known that Apollo ordered it, as Aeschylus repre-
sents the story in his Oresteia. Aegisthus did wrong, and Orestes exacts
the penalty: there is no special sphere that can be identified as that of sin
and divine compensation, not to mention forgiveness. In the Oresteia,
it is true, Orestes’ own act of murder requires pardon, but this is only
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because he has killed not just Aegisthus, who was his uncle, but also
his own mother, Clytemnestra. We may see here a distinction between
human law and divine strictures, since the Furies pursue Orestes not for
murder per se but for his violation of a blood bond. In a sense, Orestes’
act may be regarded as sin as opposed to crime (it is not a matter of pol-
lution, since Apollo purifies Orestes before his trial), but Aeschylus rep-
resents the issue as a conflict between two divine codes, one archaic, the
other new. The Furies pursue in person offenders against a certain type
of rule, namely the slaughter of blood kin, and their vengeance takes
the form of inflicting a disability, in this case madness, that is perhaps
analogous to the paralysis with which the man in the Gospel narrative is
afflicted. In the end, Orestes will be acquitted by an Athenian jury (al-
though it is a close call), and the Furies will be domesticated and accept
the new order of judicial law, and with this, any tension between divine
and human codes evanesces.

There is one drama, however, that famously insists on a distinction
between obedience to human and divine law, articulated most clearly in
the words that Antigone, in Sophocles’ tragedy named for her, address-
es to Creon concerning “the unwritten and secure laws of the gods”
(&ypamto KAo@oAti Oedv vopupo, 454-55). The passage is worth quoting
in extenso:

It was not Zeus that published me that edict, and not of that kind are
the laws which Justice who dwells with the gods below established
among men. Nor did I think that your decrees were of such force, that
a mortal could override the unwritten and unfailing statutes given us
by the gods. For their life is not of today or yesterday, but for all time,
and no man knows when they were first put forth. Not for fear of any
man’s pride was I about to owe a penalty to the gods for breaking
these.... For me to meet this doom is a grief of no account. But if I had
endured that my mother’s son should in death lie an unburied corpse,
that would have grieved me.... And if my present actions are foolish
[udpa] in your sight, it may be that it is a fool who accuses me of
folly” (450-60, 465-70, trans. Jebb, slightly modified).

To disobey Creon’s edict prohibiting the burial of Antigone’s brother
Polynices might constitute a crime or infraction of the law, given that
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Creon, as king, decides what is lawful. But since Antigone believes
that the decree contradicts the divine injunction that relatives bury their
dead, Antigone regards it as invalid, or at any event less binding than
the unwritten and enduring prescription of the gods. Does the violation
of the divine statutes here constitute a sin, as opposed to disobeying
the king’s decree? We may imagine that, in Antigone’s mind, she might
have been pursued by Furies (hence, perhaps, the reference to “the gods
below,” where the Furies were believed to dwell) or subjected to some
other god-sent chastisement, independent of human justice, had she
failed in her duty to her brother. Such an expectation would be analo-
gous to the back-story of the crippled man in the Gospels, in which his
condition is the penalty he has paid for prior errors in the sight of God,
whatever their status in local law. But the emphasis in the Gospels is not
on the sins themselves but rather on Jesus’ power and authority to for-
give them. And it is just here, I think, that the classical texts stand apart
from the biblical attitude toward sin. For sin in the Bible is not merely
a violation of a divine commandment, it is also a moment in a narrative
in which God or his surrogates can choose to exonerate the offender. In
this regard, the biblical concept of sin is defined not by the wrongful act
or thought alone but by its aftermath as well, in which the offense is, or
can be, cancelled uniquely by the deity.

Typically, forgiveness is earned by indications of regret, repentance,
and the desire to atone for the wrong.* It is worth noting that in the an-
ecdote of the paralytic, nothing is said of his contrition. Perhaps we can
take it for granted that his infirmity showed him the error of his ways and
that he already felt remorse for his prior behavior. The man is brought
to Jesus by friends of his, whose faith or trust (pistis) Jesus perceives,
and it is reasonable to assume that the man himself was also prepared to
entrust himself to Jesus. The word pistis is a controversial term. Teresa
Morgan, in an enormously detailed study of its uses, has demonstrated
that the occurrences in the Bible, and in particular in the New Testament,
retain almost invariably the classical sense of trust, rather than faith in
the sense of a conviction so deeply rooted that it is impervious to contra-

4 See Griswold 2007; Konstan 2010.
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ry arguments and regarded as transcending reason, or belief in a specific
set of propositions, for example, that God exists or that Christ died for
our sins.” Morgan’s thesis clearly pertains to our passage: the friends of
the paralytic are confident that Jesus can cure him, and Jesus responds
positively to this manifestation of their trust in him. It is not a question
of their belief in his divinity or in any particular doctrinal points, of
which they can have little or no knowledge. It may be simply that they
have seen or heard of Jesus’s miraculous accomplishments, and so have
acquired credence in his abilities. As the story is recounted in Matthew,
we cannot go beyond such an assumption.

In the New Testament, pistis is frequently associated with another
term, metanoia, which in classical Greek means something like a change
of mind or second thoughts (like the Latin paenitentia) but comes in
Christian texts to mean “repentance.” Thus, Paul says: “as I testified
to both Jews and Greeks about metanoia toward God and pistis toward
our Lord Jesus” (Acts 20:21; cf. Acts 13:38, Matthew 21:32). We are
familiar with the rendition as “repentance” from traditional translations
of the Bible. According to the Gospels of Mark (1:4) and Luke (3:3),
John the Baptist “did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism
of repentance for the remission of sins.” We may compare Luther’s ver-
sion: “die Taufe der Bulle zur Vergebung Siinden”; the Spanish Nue-
va Version Internacional: “el bautismo de arrepentimiento”; the Italian
Nuova Traduzione Riveduta 2006: “un battesimo di ravvedimento”; and
the Swedish Bibeln eller den Heliga Skrift: “predikade béttringens.” Yet
several more recent translations of these same passages render meta-
noia rather as “conversion” or a “turn to God,” thus hewing closer to
the classical Greek sense. Thus, for example, the Spanish La Palabra
version has “un bautismo como signo de conversion,” the Conferenza
Episcopale Italiana translation reads “un battesimo di conversione,” and
the Gute Nachricht Bibel has “Kehrt um und lasst euch taufen!” (cf.
Nya Levande Bibeln: “han predikade att alla skulle vianda sig till Gud”).
There are good reasons, which I have discussed elsewhere, for prefer-
ring these latter versions, and regarding the sense of “repentance” as a

5 Morgan 2015.
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later development in the Church.® The pairing of a change of heart with
pistis thus suggests that trust in Jesus involves a change of disposition
that looks forward to a better way of life. The pistis of the crippled man’s
friends, then, is associated with a new outlook on their part, and this is
what warrants Jesus’ forgiveness.

It is with this complex scenario of transgression, change of heart,
and forgiveness, it seems to me, that the Judeo-Christian sense of sin
departs from the classical examples of offenses against divine stric-
tures. Seen this way, there emerge some unexpected consequences for
the identification of sinful conduct, as opposed to wrongdoing or even
insubordination to God or the gods. Two tales that purport to account
for the toilsome life of mankind by way of a violation of a divine pro-
hibition may serve to illustrate the issue: Prometheus’ theft of fire from
heaven, which he bestowed upon human beings, and the disobedience
of Adam and Eve when they ate of the forbidden fruit. In his didactic
manual, Works and Days, Hesiod affirms that

the gods keep hidden from men the means of life. Else you would
easily do work enough in a day to supply you for a full year even
without working.... But Zeus in the anger of his heart hid it, because
Prometheus the crafty deceived him; therefore he planned sorrow and
mischief against men. He hid fire; but that the noble son of Iapetus
[i.e., Prometheus] stole again for men from Zeus the counsellor in a
hollow fennel-stalk, so that Zeus who delights in thunder did not see
it (42-52).

In his anger, Zeus created Pandora, the ancestress of all women (it would
seem) and a plague for men. Hesiod explains that, “ere this the tribes of
men lived on earth remote and free from ills and hard toil and heavy
sickness which bring the Fates upon men; for in misery men grow old
quickly” (90-93).7 And he goes on to recount the myth of the ages of
mankind. Why human beings should suffer as a result of Prometheus’
thievery is not entirely clear, but the story manifestly associates the
hardships under which human beings presently labor with an original

¢ See Konstan 2015a; Konstan 2015b.
7 Trans. Evelyn-White 1914.
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misdeed that enraged the chief god and caused him to take vengeance
both on the rebel who sympathized with mankind and on mortals them-
selves. Ought one, then, to characterize Prometheus’ purloining of fire
as a sin? Certainly, he has contravened the will of Zeus, and he, along
with those he sought to benefit, will be punished. There is missing, how-
ever, any suggestion of remorse on Prometheus’ part or the possibility of
forgiveness (Zeus will later relent, but in no version of the story is this
the result of Prometheus’ repentance). An essential element in the sin
paradigm seems to be missing.

The disobedience of Adam and Eve is commonly taken as the par-
adigmatic instance of sin, the original sin which, according to the the-
ology of the later Church Fathers, continues to mark all of Adam and
Eve’s descendants and again, as in the Prometheus myth, is the reason
why human beings must earn their bread by the sweat of their brow.?
And yet, in this story too, there is no talk of remorse in the sense of a
change of character or a turn to a new way of life, nor is the way open to
forgiveness: Adam and Eve have acted in defiance of God’s expressed
will, and must suffer the consequences. It is perhaps no accident that the
word hamartia is not used in connection with their transgression.

By way of contrast, we may consider a text of uncertain date and
authorship that today goes under the name of The Life of Adam and
Eve. Scholars are undecided even as to whether this text is Jewish or
Christian in origin, since the earliest version, at least, contains no ev-
ident references to Christian themes. It has been dated as early as the
first century B.C. (which would exclude a Christian provenance) and as
late as the seventh century A.D., and it survives in Greek, Syriac, Latin,
Slavonic, Armenian, Georgian and, in fragmentary state, Coptic, and
was immensely popular in the Middle Ages, although it is little known
today.” The narrative relates how Eve, after the expulsion from Eden,
gave birth to Cain and Abel, and after the murder of Abel, to Seth. As
the basic tale runs, when Adam fell ill and was on the point of death
(he was 930 years old), he gathered round him his thirty sons and thirty
daughters. Seth offers to fetch him fruit from Paradise, but Adam ex-

8 For a thorough account of inherited punishment, see Gagné 2013.
? See Tromp 2005; de Jonge and Tromp 1997.
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plains that he is under the curse of death, since, at Eve’s instigation, he
ate the forbidden fruit, and so “God became angry at us” (8). Eve then
says: “Adam, my lord, give me half your illness, and let me endure it,
because this has happened to you on account of me, on account of me
you are in such illness and pain” (9). Adam instructs Eve to seek Par-
adise along with Seth, and to beg for God’s pity. Eve exclaims: “Woe,
woe, if I should come to the day of the resurrection, and all who have
sinned will curse me, saying that Eve did not observe the commandment
of God” (10). When Eve and Seth return, Eve recites, at Adam’s behest,
the story of the fall, and God’s terrible judgment. On the point of expir-
ing, Adam begs Eve to pray to God, upon which she falls to the ground
and cries out:

I have sinned [fjpaptov], God, I have sinned, Father of all, I have
sinned against you, I have sinned against your chosen angels, I have
sinned against the Cherubim, I have sinned against your unshakable
throne, I have sinned, Lord, I have sinned greatly, I have sinned be-
fore you, and all sin in creation has arisen through me (32).

An angel approaches her and declares, “Arise, Eve, from your repent-
ance [petavowa]” (32). He tells her that Adam has died, and reveals to
her a vision of a chariot descending to Adam, and the angels begging the
Lord to relent (33), since Adam is made in His image. God finally takes
pity on his creation (37), and raises Adam to the third heaven, where he
is to remain until the Day of Judgment, when God will resurrect Adam
and all mankind. Eve begs the Lord to bury her next to Adam, even
though she is unworthy and sinful (apoaptwAidv, 42), and her wish is
granted.

In addressing God, Eve acknowledges her error and is filled with
remorse. She was, as she says, deceived by the serpent, but this is not to
excuse her disobedience but rather to show that she now realizes that she
was wrong and has repented. It is because Adam and Eve recognize and
confess their guilt that God finally submits to the prayers of the angels
and pardons them. The full sin-script, as I have outlined it, is present
here. Adam and Eve violate a divine commandment; they then recognize
their fault, confess it, and experience a change of heart, or metanoia;
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and finally, their earnest remorse earns them God’s forgiveness, as God
himself renounces his earlier severity in expelling the couple from Eden.

It may seem arbitrary, not to say perverse, to stipulate the precon-
ditions for sin in so narrow or complex a way as to exclude from the
category what we have come to think of as the primal and archetypal
instance, Adam and Eve’s tasting of the fruit of the tree of knowledge
in violation of God’s explicit prohibition. This is not only the paradigm
case of sin, we might suppose, but also the act that has, according to
later Church doctrine, contaminated every one of the descendants of
Adam and Eve — which is to say, all of mankind — to live in a state of
sin, irrespective of any crime we may have committed: we are guilty in
our blood, inheritors of that original sin. Is not the sin of Adam and Eve
the sin par excellence, irrespective of remorse and forgiveness, such as
they are elaborated in that odd document, The Life of Adam and Eve?
What is more, such a designation is entirely in conformity with English
usage, which, as we have seen, applies the term to any “act regarded as
a serious or regrettable fault, offense, or omission.” Why seek further
refinements in the definition?

We may be content to allow that there is no substantial difference
between the biblical sense of sin and the classical concept of wrong-
doing, and that Prometheus is as guilty or sinful as Adam. But I would
suggest that the very fact that the Church Fathers could find in the Bible
justification for the idea of original sin, which is foreign to the Jewish
exegetical tradition and not evident in Jesus’ own words in the Gospels,
invites us to consider a richer notion of sin along the lines that I have
been indicating — a notion that has roots, indeed, in the post-exilic books
of the Hebrew Bible and that enables us to identify what is new and sig-
nificant about the Judeo-Christian conception of sin.!

The idea that a concept like sin may involve a sequence of events
and sentiments, or what is sometimes called a script, has precedents in
the analysis of emotions and other moral and psychological phenomena.
Robert Kaster has shown that the Latin invidia, commonly translated

19 The conflation of Jesus’ body with the destruction and rebuilding of the temple was
the bridge between the Babylonian exile and the Christian conception of guilt and
redemption; see Fredriksen 2012, 10, 13.
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as “envy,” can signify being distressed at another person’s good for-
tune, without consideration of whether it is deserved, but can also take
account of desert, as when one resents the fact that other people have
more than they are entitled to.!" Kaster calls these versions of invidia
“scripts” or “narrative processes”; you have to know the story to be sure
which kind of invidia is at stake. Sin, | am arguing, also has its scripts: it
may mean a fault or a crime, it may signify more particularly an offense
against the gods or some rule stipulated by the gods, but it becomes the
classical Christian concept only when it includes the possibility of re-
morse, conversion, and redemption. The idea of innate sinfulness, which
is beyond human powers to erase, requires the further notion of divine
grace, which is prefigured in the Bible, for example in the very story of
the paralyzed man examined at the beginning of this article.

Classical Greek narratives of offenses against the gods envisage
punishment: at the end of Sophocles’ Antigone, for example, Creon’s
son and wife commit suicide, and there are many other such stories of
divine vengeance. But these stories do not include the theme of remorse
as a condition for divine forgiveness. In the Odyssey, Poseidon perse-
cutes Odysseus for having blinded his son, the Cyclops, yet there is no
indication in the poem that Odysseus ever expresses regret for his action
or that Poseidon has pardoned him. One may appease an offended deity
with sacrifices and other signs of due respect and reverence, but there is
no mention in these cases of a change of heart or repentance, like that
associated with the Greek word metanoia and the Latin paenitentia. One
may ask the gods for pity, but pity, for the Greeks, presupposes that you
have done nothing wrong, and so there is no sin to be forgiven. It is only
when we ask God for forgiveness for an admitted wrong that He alone
can forgive, that we see the complete script for sin as opposed to a mere
fault or failing. It is this sequence that marks the emergence, I submit, of
a new paradigm of wrongdoing and launches the Judeo-Christian con-
ception of sin.

1 Kaster 2005, 84-103.
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Theory and Method in John Tzetzes’

Allegories of the 1liad and
Allegories of the Odyssey

Adam Goldwyn

ometime before 1143, the Byzantine grammarian and scholar

John Tzetzes wrote his Exegesis on the Iliad, a commentary on

Homer’s epic which explained the hidden meanings embedded in
the poem.! In it, Tzetzes says that as Homer was getting on in years, he
decided “to leave for future generations a memorial of his excellence”
(Tz.Ex. 42.5-6: pvijud T Tii¢ €00T0oD Apetiic KaTaAmely Toig peténerta).
But, Tzetzes continues, “since he knew how rare wisdom was in life”
(Tz.Ex. 42.6-7: Eidmg 6¢ mg omdviov 1@ Pim mépuke 10 copodv), he chose
to write about the events of the Trojan war “so that his poems might
also become pleasing to everyone” (Tz.Ex. 42.13: ta mepi 1ov Tpwikdv
ovyypayachol TOAEUOV, OG TAGY EMioNG EVIEVKTA YiYVOIVTO TO TOVTOV
momuata’”). Tzetzes thus sets out a rationale for Homer’s composition
of his epics, what Eric Cullhed calls “the usefulness — the biopheleia
— of Homer [that] lies at the heart of the case made for him” by Byzan-
tine Homerists and allegorists such as Tzetzes, his contemporary Eus-
tathios of Thessalonike and predecessor Michael Psellos. In this vein,
“Tzetzes presents Homer as a teacher of useful arts (technai biophe-
leis) such as ‘grammar, poetry, rhetoric, metallurgy, mechanics, magic,

! The dating is discussed on p. 19 of Papathomopoulos’ introduction to the edition and
has had no serious challenge in the scholarship, as for instance most recently, Cesaretti
2017, 174, n. 48.

2 All translations of the Exegesis are my own based on the edition of M. Papathomo-
poulos, Eépynoig lwavvoo I pouuatikod tod T(étlov eig v Ounpov Thidada, Athens,
2007.

141



etc.”” Homer, however, was also wise enough to recognize that most
young men have no interest in philosophy or any other deeper truths;
how, then, could he impart his wisdom to people more concerned with
exciting tales of heroism and war? For Homer, so Tzetzes believed, the
answer lay in allegory. Thus, referring to the /liad and Odyssey, Tzetzes
suggests that Homer “made their subject-matter altogether twofold: at
the same time legendary — as an enchanting attraction to young men
and as a pastime — and also mathematical and natural and philosoph-
ical as bait for more divine souls” (Tz.Ex. 43.5-9: dumAflv 016A0v TNV
TAGAV oOTAV VIOBESY TOMOAUEVOG, TV HEV LVbmOT Kal olovel Tva
OeAKTPLOV EQPOAKTV TMV VEOV Kol QUYOYDYNUA, TV 0& LaBNUATIKNY TE
Kol QUOIKTV Kol PIAOGOQOV Kol oilovel déleap TV Be0TEPOV YoxdV).
Perhaps Tzetzes already had just such a divine soul in mind in the person
of Bertha von Sulzbach, a Bavarian princess who had arrived in Con-
stantinople to marry the future Manuel I Komnenos in 1142, just a year
before Tzetzes wrote the Exegesis.

The work that Bertha — soon to be the Empress Eirene — commis-
sioned him to write for her, the Allegories of the Iliad, likely published in
the years between the Exegesis and her marriage in 1146, was mutually
beneficial.* She received a work containing essential knowledge about
a foundational text of her adopted home; he received a wealthy imperial
patron who required both basic plot-level knowledge of the poems and
a system for interpreting them — an ideal reader both financially and

3 Cullhed 2014, 53.

4 All the Greek and translation are from Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, based on the edi-
tion of Jean Frangois Boissonade, Allegoriae Iliadis (1851). For the dating of the work,
see Rhoby 2010, 160, which suggests that the text itself was written before her mar-
riage, and the introduction (at least) written after, since it refers to her as empress.
The transition from Eirene to Kotertzes as patron also complicates attempts to offer a
precise date. For Tzetzes’ role as a popularizer of Homer and general surveys of his
career, see Kaldellis 2007, 301-7; Kaldellis 2009; 26-9, Brisson and Tihanyi 2004, 117.
For Tzetzes’ Homeric works in the context of his larger scholarly project and in the
Byzantine scholarly tradition, see Budelmann 2002, 141-70. For the empress as patron
and her sometimes testy relationship with Tzetzes, see Hill 1999, 171-3. For Tzetzes’
poetics in the fifteen syllable “political verse,” see M. Jeffreys 1974, 148-61 and, for
the suggestion of orality, 173.
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intellectually. Rather than simply retelling the legendary subject matter,
the Allegories of the Iliad intersperses basic introductory material (plot
summary) with more sophisticated modes of reading (allegorical inter-
pretation). It has been suggested by Anthony Kaldellis that both levels
of understanding were essential for the new empress: “Bertha wanted
or needed to know who all these heroes, gods, and goddesses were who
were constantly being mentioned in all the orations she had to endure for
so many long hours.” Tzetzes’ allegorical method allowed her to enter
into and participate in the culture of learned allusion that characterized
the Komnenian court, with its elevated rhetoric and frequent — and fre-
quently obscure — literary references. What follows, then, is a parallel
reading of both the theoretical exposition of allegory he provides in the
Exegesis with the application of that theory in the Allegories of the 11-
iad and the Allegories of the Odyssey in order to demonstrate how he
rendered the Homeric texts ideologically and aesthetically pleasing to a
contemporary elite Byzantine audience generally and to the empress in
particular. More broadly, such an examination will reveal much about
Tzetzes’ own idiosyncratic reading and writing practices, thus illumi-
nating one example drawn from the Byzantine scholarly tradition of the
much longer and multiform tradition of Homeric reception.

Tzetzes’ Levels of Allegorical Analysis

As a more theoretical work describing the different levels and types of
allegorical analysis, the Exegesis, then, offered a way to understand the
relationship between the surface narrative of the /liad and the deeper
meaning embedded in it; it offers the interpretive key that can unlock
the allegorical meaning hidden within the deceptively straightforward
tale of heroes at war.® Tzetzes suggests that Homer wove three kinds
of allegory into the text, which he identifies as rhetorical (pntopikn),

5 Kaldellis 2009, 27.
¢ For a translation of Tzetzes’ discourse on the Egyptian origins of allegory in the only
surviving fragment of his Chronicle, see Brisson 2004, 117.
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natural (pvowcn), and mathematical (uabnuaticn).” The rhetorical is the
kind of stylistic flourish which renders the drier aspects of history into
the more exciting ones of myth. Tzetzes does not explicitly define this
kind of allegory, rather, he illustrates it by means of examples, showing
for example, how the flying horse Pegasus is in fact an allegory for a
sailing ship (for which, see below). Noting that “it is not probable that
such things ever existed” (Tz.Ex. 43.16: oV yap €ikog Tolodto yevécHan
not€), Homer nevertheless uses them to make “especially the young
people more willing to read because of the appeal of the myth” (Tz.Ex.
44.5-6: TpobupoTEPOVG TAVTMOC TOVG VEOLS TOLDV €iC AVAYVOOLY 10 TO
oD pobov Beiktnprov). Natural allegory allows the Trojan War to be
read as revealing the laws and operations of the physical environment,
such as climatology, geology, hydrology and cosmogony. The mathe-
matical refers to the Byzantine school system’s focus on astrology and
astronomy (and is not to be confused with the more common modern
meaning of arithmetic, etc.). These three, then, form the core of Tzetzes’
allegorical method for understanding the mythological events described
in the Trojan War.

But this is not the entirety of his method, for he also devotes a sec-
tion of the Exegesis to specific ways to interpret the gods, noting that,
regarding Homer, “the word ‘god’ is perceived in five ways by him”
(Tz. Ex. 45.9-10: To 8¢ 0g0g Svopo mevtay®dg TovT® EKAauPaveTar).
First, “Homer calls the gods elements” (Tz.Ex. 46.12: 6gob¢ ‘Ounpog
10 otoyyeln KaAel), that is, climatological and environmental phenom-
ena (which ties in with the natural allegory above): wind, rain, waves.
Second, the gods can be understood as “psychic powers and passions,
like knowledge, prudence, anger, desire, and the rest” (Tz.Ex. 46.13-
15: TG yuykde enot duvapelg kol T médn, olov yvdotv, epdvnoLy,

" Tz.Ex.43.12-13. The subject has been treated at length in Cesaretti 1991, 125-204
disccuses Tzetzes’ allegorical readings of Homer; this remains the definitive and most
comprehensive treatment of the subject. See also Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, xii;
Kazhdan and Epstein 1985, 134; and Roilos 2005, 125 for a different summary of
Tzetzes’ categories. Kazhdan and Epstein call “the elemental” and Roilos “physical”
what I call “natural” and “pragmatic” what I call “rhetorical.” For the ancient roots of
Tzetzes’ system, see Hunger 1954; for the broad contours of allegorical reading in the
Komnenian period, see Roilos 2005, 113-224, and, for Tzetzes in particular, 124-6.
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Bopodv, émbouiav, kol ta €tepa); third, as “kings and queens” (Tz.Ex.
47.15-16: tovg Paciielg kal tag Paciiidag); and fourth as “wise men”
(Tz.Ex. 48.4: 100g copovg), both of which tie this way of reading to
the rhetorical allegory. Finally, the gods are “what is destined” (Tz.Ex.
50.11: eipapuévov), often understood as being signified by astrological
signs, which ties it in with mathematical allegory. The theoretical model
for allegory which Tzetzes outlines in the Exegesis would become the
template for his allegorical interpretation of Homer in the Allegories of
the 1liad and Allegories of the Odyssey.

From Theory to Practice: The Judgment of Paris as
Programmatic Allegory

The Allegories of the lliad, a book by book retelling of the Homeric
source which alternates between plot summary and allegorical analysis,
offered Tzetzes the chance to put the theoretical model of allegorical
analysis he had delineated in the Exegesis to work in narrative form. His
discussion of the Homeric epic itself is preceded by a long prolegomon
which comprises over a thousand of the work’s approximately six thou-
sand lines. In it, Tzetzes offers a programmatic allegorical reading of the
wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the ensuing Judgment of Paris.

Each of the goddesses makes her suggestion as to why the Trojan
prince should judge them most beautiful, with Hera offering him “sov-
ereignty over east and west” (Tz.A4/[1l. pro.159: &pyew [...] dvcewg kal
g €m), Athena offering “to make all of Greece his slave” (Tz.A4IL1l.
pro.161: ‘EAAGSe micav Eleye dovAny avt@® motfjoat) and Aphrodite
offering him Helen (Tz.4/l.1l. pro.163). This, however, is merely the
superficial level of mythology; later Tzetzes reveals the true allegorical
nature of what is being offered: “Athena, who is wisdom, Hera, who
is bravery, | and lust, by which I mean Aphrodite” (Tz.Pro. 243-4: v
AbBnvav, v ppdvnoty, v “Hpav, tv dvdpeiav, | kol mv émbouioy 6€,
onui, v Aepoditnv). This is the first allegorical moment in the text,
and fits easily within Tzetzes’ description in the Exegesis of the gods
as “psychic powers.” This allegory, however, was not of Tztezes’ own
invention; rather, it is drawn, as he says, from John of Antioch (Tz.A4/l.
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1l. pro.246), a reference to either the sixth-century chronicler John Mala-
las (who was from Antioch) or the seventh-century chronicler John of
Antioch, both of whom provide this same allegorical reading.® Tztezes,
however, then announces: “But Tzetzes subtly allegorizes everything.
So pay attention!” (Tz.AILIl. pro.250: 6 TCétlng & ~ Gmavta, AemtdC
arrnyopel. Koi mpocoyeq).

Over the next 80 or so lines, Tzetzes offers his first original allego-
ry, describing the wedding of Peleus and Thetis as a natural allegory.
With Peleus representing the earth and Thetis representing the sea, their
wedding was when “the earth and the sea were articulated,” (Tz.A4/l.1l.
pro.265: taic dtupBpdceot Ti¢ Yig kai thi¢ Borldoong). The gods, who in
the mythological surface reading are the wedding guests, are allegorized
as natural and climatological phenomena and physical elements, just as
he described in the Exegesis. No longer the psychic powers of bravery,
wisdom and desire, Hera becomes the finer state of the ether (Tz.A/L 1L
pro.271), Athena the low-lying and moist air (Tz.4/[1l. pro.270), and
Aphrodite “the harmonious mixture of all the bonded elements” (Tz.A4/L
11, pro.280: 1 edkpacio Tod TaVIOS GVVIEGHOL TAV oTolXEimV). Having
identified each of the goddesses as elements, Tzetzes then reveals the
truth of the passage by re-narrating the scene according to allegory. As
the earth had only just come into being,

terrible distress and confusion arose among the elements,

as that natural philosopher Empedokles also says.

For sometimes the completely moist air would prevail,

the gloomy, low-lying, muddy one,

which we have said was Athena; while other times, the fiery air,
which we have said was Hera, the mother of Hephaistos,
overwhelmed everything and caused it to burn;

sometimes the mild air began to shine for a moment.

Lo dewvn) kai ovyyLo1 YEyove TdV oToLYElY,

¢ kol 6 oo enov Epmedokit|g ékeivog:

8 For the debate about whether this is Malalas or John of Antioch, see also Goldwyn and
Kokkini 2015, xv and Goldwyn 2015. For the literary background of the Judgment of
Paris in Byzantine literature, see E. Jeffreys 1978, especially 126-31 for Tzetzes.

146



TOTE P&V Yap O kaBvypog anp VIEpEViKa,

0 Lopepdg, 0 Tpooyelog, 6 cuvteBolmpévog,

ov ABnvay eipnkeipey, 81 08 6 TLPMOONG
VIEPVIKADV TO COUTAVTO Kol LEAAWDV KATAPAEYELY,
Svmep xoi “Hpav ginapev untépa tod ‘Heaictov-
mote 8¢ gbKpaTog Anp VEAapTE Ppoyd Tt
(Tz.AllL1l pro.291-98)

The golden apple, then, is no longer the prize for the most beautiful
goddess, but, according to the natural allegory, it

was established as the prize of the most powerful element.
For if the low-lying air prevailed completely,

darkness would again shroud this shining world,

and if the fiery thinner air prevailed,

all-consuming fire would overwhelm the whole world.
But because the mixture of Aphrodite prevailed,

she took the prize of victory, and now still holds it,

this world, the golden apple, the beautiful,

blended and harmonious through the governance of God.

EmafAov T0D KPATNOOVTOG DTEKELTO GTOLXEIOV.

Eiyap 0 mpooyelog anp éviknoe telémg,

GKOTOG AV TODTOV TOV AOUTPOV TAAY KATECYKE KOGLLOV-
€l 8¢ hemTopEPEGTEPOG EKPATIGE TVPDOING,

mOp v TOV KOOV EmavTa KOTEGKE KOTAPAEYOV.

‘Enei 8 vmepeviknoe oVykpaci Appoditg,

gnaBlov vikng Eoymke, Kol vOv €Tt Katéyet

TOV KOGpoV T0DTOV T0 ¥PVooDV TO pijov, TO Mpaiov,
cvykekpapévov gbpvBpov Beod Ti] KvPepvnoet.
(Tz.All1l pro.301-9)

Thus, Tzetzes offers this section as an allegory functioning on three in-
terpretive levels: first, as a mythological story about the wedding of Pe-
leus and Thetis; second, drawing from the earlier sources, as an allegory
in which the gods are transformed into psychic powers; and, third and
most elaborate, an allegory most probably of Tzetzes’ own invention,
a natural allegory in which the wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the
Judgment of Paris describe the creation of the earth and the regulation
of its climate.
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The only type of allegory not yet used by Tzetzes is the rhetorical,
which recasts history in the language of myth. The first instance of rhe-
torical allegory appears in line 437 of the prolegomena, where Tzetzes
discusses the

nonsense [that] has been said about Achilles,

that, being fearful of war, he dressed up as a woman

and concealed himself among the girls at the loom,

but when Odysseus tossed swords along with the spindles
he revealed himself, by preferring the sword.

Anep 6¢ Te@ALAPTVTOL TEPL TOD AYIAEMG,

MG PofnOeic TOV TOAELOV EPOPEL YUVALKETDL

Koi oLV TapBEVOLG I6TOVPYDY KPLRTOUEVOG VI PXE,
100 'Odvecémg Elgn 6¢ plyavtog Guv ATPAKTOLS,
Katddniog &yéveto 10 Elpog TpoTUnoag.

(Tz.AllLIl pro. 437-41)

Tzetzes then goes on to offer “a wise allegorical explanation” (Tz.AILIl.
pro.442: tva, copnv daAinyopiav). Thetis, receiving the famous proph-
ecy that her son could go to war and live a glorious short life or stay at
home and have a long inglorious one, opts for the latter, and “held him
back with her fervent maternal love, | which the myths call women’s
clothing” (Tz.All1l. pro.454-5: xotelye uNTPIKG Kol Somwdp no0w: |
0 yovaikeiav &vovoty avopooav oi pbbot). By means of this allegory,
Tzetzes suggests, Homer transforms a relatively dull event from the past
— a mother not wanting her son to go to war — into an exciting tale by
imbuing it with more interesting rhetoric. As in the examples given in
the Exegesis, Tzetzes asserts that the superficial narrative is deceptive
— Achilles would never dress like a woman to avoid war — but that Hom-
er casts the event in this manner to make, as he said in the Exegesis,
“young people more willing to read because of the appeal of the myth.”

Tzetzes then indulges in some of the conventional rhetoric of
self-promotion which was common to Byzantine writers working on
commission, asserting that even if one had read all the preceding ac-
counts of the Trojan War by
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Homer and Stesichoros,

Euripides, Lykophron, Kollouthos and Lesches,

and Diktys’ well-written lliad,

Triphiodoros and Quintus, even a hundred books, not

even then would you have learned the story in greater detail.

‘Opnpovg, Znoiydpovgs,

Edpunidag, Avkogppovag, KoAlovBovg ¢ kot Aéoyog,
Kai AlkTov cuyypaydpevov Koh®dg thv Tadda,
Tprproddpovg, Koiviov, kv Exatov Piiia,

0VK GV AenTOpEPESTEPOV 0VTMG EENKPPOC®.
(Tz.AILIL pro.480-84)

He then addresses his imperial patron directly, saying:

If, up to now, your divine and benevolent Majesty is not content
with this very small section we have written,

and wishes additionally a translation of Homer’s verses,

as many have previously told me on your Majesty’s behalf,

like Herakles, I will complete this labor as well.

Ei uéypt 8" odmep ypayaupey TUHHOTOC GUIKPOTETOD
70 Bglov kol AdvOponov ovk dpkeadi) cov Kpdrog,
Beloel 8¢ petdppacty kai otiyev T@v Ounpov,
kaBa TPoeimdv ol tiveg, dg €k 100 cod tod Kpdrovg,
¢ Hpakhiic, Tov debrov kai ToUTOV EKTEAEC®.
(Tz.AllL1l pro.500-4)

This suggests that the first five hundred lines of the poem served as a
preview or sample text for the empress; should she like what she sees,
she would then, as Tzetzes suggests, commission him to complete the
project. The first five-hundred lines, then, were the grammarian’s chance
to impress his imperial patron and win her approval for the remaining —
and presumably much more lucrative — 5,500.

He does this through a variety of means; indeed, the prolix versifi-
cation, elaborate metaphors, erudite references to obscure history and
authors, insistent self-promotion and endless flattery of the empress that
are the essential elements of his style are on full display in the tour de
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force opening 30 lines.® But these are the surface manifestations of
what Tzetzes is selling; his real product, as with his repeated claim
that one can learn more from him than reading one hundred books,"
is his unsurpassed knowledge of the true meaning of Homer. Thus,
the opening allegorical passages offer Tzetzes the chance to display
the full scope and depth of his skills. It is in this context, too, that his
appropriation of what must have been a familiar and relatively simple
allegory about the Judgment of Paris and his elaboration of that into
something much more detailed and multifaceted must be understood.
This interpretive conflict between the multiple narrative layers and
Tzetzes’ role as the interpreter is best summed up in a line from his
own work: “I have thus given the mythical account of the text; | learn
here the truth and the allegory” (Tz.4/[.1.1.177-78: Todta pév €inov
UKD Mg KEIVTAL TG KEWEV®: | TO & aANnBEc viv pnavBave kal tnv
aAAnyopiav).

Tzetzes’ efforts must have paid off, since the empress (or someone
in the imperial circle on her behalf) did indeed commission Tzetzes to
allegorize the remainder of the //iad. For reasons unknown, the empress’
patronage stopped when Tzetzes had completed the prolegomena and
the first 15 books of his Allegories. Books 16 to the end were financed
by Konstantinos Kotertzes, an otherwise unknown figure about whose
identity there has been only speculation.!! The tone of the work also
shifts markedly with the new patron. Though the reasons for such a shift
are unknown, it may be due to the relative positions of the patrons: as
a non-Greek, the empress’s knowledge of the Homeric corpus and of
medieval Greek would have been much more limited, thus the need for
a commensurately simpler exegetical style; Kotertzes, by contrast, most
likely a native speaker of Greek and, like all educated Byzantines, a stu-

® This same strategy is also employed by Tzetzes in his Allegories of the Odyssey, in
which the first sentence is — at 46 lines — among the longest, most syntactically com-
plex, and thematically and metaphorically dense sentences in the work. The text for the
Allegories of the Odyssey can be found in Hunger 1955 and Hunger 1956; an English
translation is forthcoming as Goldwyn and Kokkini 2018.

10See Tz.AILII pro.483 and Tz.AllIl. pro.494.

' Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, ix.
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dent of Homer since his youth, may well have been better prepared for
more complex allegorical analysis.

In what follows, each of the different types of allegorical interpre-
tation (rhetorical, natural, mathematical) will be analyzed separately,
thus offering a substantive overview of Tzetzes’ allegorical method in
practice.

Rhetorical Allegory

Entertainment is, according to Tzetzes, a crucial aspect of Homer’s
method. Indeed, as Tzetzes argued in the Exegesis, Homer’s reason for
choosing the Trojan War as his subject matter was not because he had
an interest in the heroes who fought there or the deeds they performed,
but because it was entertaining. As such, it would keep an indifferent
audience interested in the philosophical lessons Homer wanted to teach.
To understand how Homer uses rhetorical allegory, therefore, allows
the reader to access these lessons by seeing through those aspects of the
narrative which are purely for entertainment.

Bellerophon and the Chimaira

In the Exegesis, the example Tzetzes gives of rhetorical allegory is the
combat between Bellerophon riding his winged horse Pegasus into bat-
tle against the monstrous Chimaira. Though mentioned only briefly in
the Exegesis, Tzetzes offers two allegorical interpretations of this scene
in the Allegories of the 1liad: first in Book 6 and again in Book 16. In
the first instance, he describes Bellerophon as “that most prudent man,
the slayer of the Chimaira, | the three-headed monster, with winged Pe-
gasus” (Tz.AILIl 6.51-2: &vip 6 cOPPOVESTATOC, O XiUalpav EOvENCG,
| Onpiov 10 Tpképarov, 1@ nrepmt® IInydow) and then allegorizes it
rhetorically as follows: Bellerophon is

12 Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, ix.
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the man who put to flight three sets of foreigners with his ship,
the Solymoi, the Amazons, and third those sitting in ambush;
the Solymoi were brave men like lions,

the army of the Amazons, the daughters of Ares,

was like a chimera, like a goat climbing a steep mountain,

and those lying in wait to ambush him were like a serpent.

0 Tpomwodpevog EBvn TpAd T@ TAOI,

YoAvpovg, Apalovag te, ToUG THG EvESpag Tpitovg:
YoA0poVG HEV, B AéovTag, OVTag Yevvaiovg Gvopag,
o¢ yipoupoy, O oy 8¢ kpnuvoPatodoay maAy,
1OV Apalovev 1ov otpatov Apeog Buyatépavy,

MG dpdrova TNV EVESPaY TAV EAAOYDOVI®V TOVT®.
(Tz.AllL1l 6.53-58)

Thus, his winged horse Pegasus is allegorized as a ship, while the Chi-
maira becomes the three tribes he is said to have subdued, with each of
the animals comprising it — the lion body, goat head, and serpent tail —
standing in for the primary characteristics of the tribe: the lion is brave,
the goat can climb mountains and the serpent is sneaky (thus they lie in
ambush).

In Book 16, Tzetzes further expands the allegory, first allegorizing it
as he finds it in his stated source, Palaiphatos,'® in which Chimaira, the
daughter of Amisodaros, is a female brigand who lives “up in the high
and steep places of Lykia” (Tz.AILIl. 16.58: év DynAoic Avkiog te Kol
mapaxprpvolg tonolg) and with her two brothers turned that place into
a robber’s den. Tzetzes then says that “we we will untangle this passage
in another way” (Tz.A/l1l. 16.62: fueic 6 obt® ool Abouev €viedbey
10 ywpiov) positing that “Chimaira was a steep place in Lykia, | steep,
very bushy, hospitable to criminals, | which Amisodaros made a robbers’
nest” (Tz.AlLIl 16.63-65: 1) Xipapa kpnpveddng Tic v tomog &v Avkia,
| kpnuvaddng, Aoypwdéotatog, @ilog Tolg Kakovpyodot, | TV fviep
Apomdapog Anotnpilov énoiet). Their ability to climb this mountainous
topography suggests the goat aspect of the Chimaira, while the descrip-
tion of them as “lion-like men” (Tz.4/[.1l. 16.68: Aeovimdelg dvopag) for

13 For the relevant background, see Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, 538, n.61.
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their strength in combat and their practice of “stealthily killing” (Tz.4/l.
11. 16.67: xteivovtag AMaOpa) represent the leonine and serpentine aspects,
respectively. In the first instance, Chimaira was a person who lived in the
steep places; in the second, Chimaira is the steep places themselves.

Tribes

Since rhetorical analysis deals so specifically with finding historical ex-
planations for myth, it is not surprising that Tzetzes often addresses the
treatment of the mythological peoples of the past in historicizing terms,
as in the case of the Amazons and the Solymoi. In this class of rhetorical
allegory can also be found the Sintians, sometimes referred to also as
the Lemnians, since they lived on the island of Lemnos. For instance, he
allegorizes Hephaistos’ fall from Olympos to Lemnos and his nursing
back to health by the Sintians rhetorically by rendering the mythological
narrative into historical terms. The god of fire and the forge becomes
a bolt of lightning which struck the earth and “from which the men of
old discovered fire | on Lemnos, which represents the whole world,
where the masses live” (Tz.AILIl. 1.332-33: ¢ v 10 Tdp dpevpnran
101G mPHTEPOV AVOPAOTOLC | £V ANUVE®, KOGI® GOUTOVTL 0D HEVOLGLY O
OyAov). Lemnos, then, becomes allegorized as the inhabited world as a
whole, while its inhabitants, the Sintians, become the first inventors:

For having invented every craft from fire,

they brought harm to all life and all men;

for before the crafts there was no war, no slave, no master,
but everyone lived in freedom and harmony.

[...]

they were the first to invent the making of arms for war.

TOVG EVPETAG TOVG TPATOVG.

Ebpovteg mhioay téxvny yap €k ToD mopdg EKEIvol
mavta Tov Pilov EPAayay kol Tavtag Tovg avBpdmovg:
PO YOp TEYVAV 00 TOAEUOGC, 0V SODAOG, OV HEOTOTNG,
AL EhevBépag dmavteg Elmv €v opovoig.

[...]

TPMTOVG TPOG TOV TWOAELOV EDPOVTOG OTAoVPYiay.
(Tz.All.1l. 1.334-38, 340)
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Tzetzes uses Hephaistos’ fall to explain the origins of fire, metallur-
gy and the crafting of technology for war. The Lemnians as armorers
recurs again in Book 18, when Thetis tells Achilles that he cannot go
to war without armor. In the /liad, Thetis comes up from the sea to tell
Achilles that she will go to Olympos to get him new armor and weap-
ons, since Hektor had taken his old ones from Patroklos. Tzetzes alle-
gorizes Thetis as “water and the sea” (Tz.4/L1l. 18.208: Oypod xai Thg
Ouldoong); thus Achilles cannot go to war “until they bring him armor
from across the sea” (Tz.4/L.1l. 18.212: o1’ Gv avtd xopicoow dmia
du BaAdoong), a historical explanation rather than a mythical one. Thet-
is’ trip to Hephaistos on Olympos is thus explained: Achilles “sent some
men to Lemnian armorers, | or to another island, or to another land, |
from which they brought him back such weapons” (Tz.4/l.1l. 18.215-
17: twvag dnéotarkey €ig OmAOVPYONG Anuviovg | 1 Tpog £Tépav vijoov
8¢, eite kai ydpav EANY, | € fc kol dmekdcay olo T dmAo ToVT®).
Again, Tzetzes asserts, Homer uses the more exciting mythical story of
gods and divine armor to teach his readers something about the econo-
my and populations of ancient peoples.

Supernatural Animals

Another frequent use of rhetorical allegory by Tzetzes is his treatment of
mythical animals. As a rational historical explanation was found for the
Chimaira, so too does Tzetzes find rational explanations for other crea-
tures. Athena, for instance, in Book 19 of the /liad, comes to Achilles
in the form of a falcon, and using her divine powers, eases his hunger
pains. Tzetzes allegorizes this as follows:

When a shrill cry is uttered by a harpy (this is a bird

that snatches chicks from birds’ nests,

and meat from the butcher and those who have any),

so, when it cries aloud, it moves them to battle,

like a bird of good omen and of fortune that gives good counsel;
and Achilles forgot about his lack of food and hunger

as he set forth eagerly to war and battle,

which Homer here calls ambrosia and nectar.
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Apnn 0L Borcaca (Gpveov & EoTi TODTO,
apmalov ta vedTTIa OpVIBmV KOTOKimV,

Kol €K POKEAANG KpEa 08 KOl €K TAV KATEYOVTOV),
abtn Aowmov fonoaco ToVTOVS KIVEL TPOG LAyMV,
MG 0lvog TV 681V Kal TG evé&vpfodrov:
kot Aythel 8¢ yivetor AN Apod kod meivng
TPOoBOL®G AVOPUNGOVTL TPOC TOAEUOV KO LLiynV,
0 apPpociav “Ounpog kai véxtap GptL Ayet.
(Tz.All.1l. 19.112-19)

Thus it is no longer the divine powers of Athena disguised as a bird, a
mythical explanation for Achilles’ lack of hunger, but rather a rational
one: Achilles sees a bird of good omen and simply forgets about his
hunger. Tzetzes then offers a similar kind of rhetorical allegory, turning
the divine foods of ambrosia and nectar into the other things for which
Achilles is metaphorically hungry: war and battle.

In the next lines, Tzetzes allegorizes another supernatural animal,
Achilles’ horse Xanthos:

‘What were the words of Xanthos, Achilles’ horse,
which predicted his death?

A pitiful lamentation; he tells everything to men
of good sense, and they foretell what will happen;
and from the sign of the horse’s mournful voice
<Achilles> foresaw that it predicted death for him.
Because the voice happens to be a gust of air,

they said that Hera makes <the horse> speak.

Tig M eovn T0d EdvOov 8¢, T0d Ayhéwg inmov,

fimep mpogpavtevoaTo Kol Odvatov Ekeive;

"EAgevog 0A0QUPOG: TOTG O€ PPovoDGL TAvVTa

AOAET, Kal Tpoonuaivovst T pEAAOvVTA YevésOat:

KAK 10D onpeiov Tiig ewvilg Tod inmov ti|g Opnvddovg
Odvatov £UovTedcaTo EKEIV® TPOUNVOELY.

"Enel v toyyavet 8¢ tig A& Tod aépog,

£pacav ¢ pwvnevta tobtov Totel 1 "Hpa.

(Tz.AllL1l. 19.127-34)

In the {liad, the horse was given the power of human speech by Hera,
and he laments Achilles’ impending death in human words. In his alle-
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gory, Tzetzes explains this divine moment in rational terms, suggesting
that Achilles inferred the message that he would die not from the horse’s
actual words, but simply from the sound of the horse’s neighing. Hera,
moreover, is no longer the goddess giving speech, but the wind, since
the voice travels through moving air.

Tzetzes treats supernatural animals the same way in the Allegories
of the Odyssey. In the opening lines of Book 1, he asks:

What are the oxen of the sun? Plough oxen,

those working the earth and feeding people

and providing the living with the light of the sun to see

and not to die from hunger and descend to Hades.

How did the sun deprive them from their homecoming,

listen most briefly now; you may learn what is necessary, expansively.
It was unholy for people of old to eat a plough ox.

Boeg ‘HAlov tiveg 6¢; ot dportiipeg fosg,

¢ €pyalopevol TV Yiv Kol Tp€povteg avOpdTovg

Kol PAéme Tapeyouevol {mvtag To eMdg MAiov

Koi pn Bavelv €k Thig Ayod kol kateAbeiv ig Adov.
¢ 8¢ 0 "HAlog adtoig dpeideto TOV vOGTOV,

dicovcov Bpayutdtong viv: padoig §°, o yp1|, MAatémg.
101 Tpilv avOpdmolg doeféc, Ecbicy fodv Epydnyv.
(Tz.All.Od. 1.13-19)"

In the Odyssey, the oxen of the sun were the property of the sun god
Helios, and thus forbidden for human consumption by divine command.
Tzetzes offers a different explanation, suggesting that the proscription
against eating them stems from a much more mundane reason. The oxen
of the sun, he says, are plough oxen, and Homer only calls them the
oxen of the sun because, by helping humans grow and cultivate food,
they keep humans in the sun, that is, not in dark Hades dead from star-
vation. Thus, people did not refrain from eating them because of some
divine injunction, but for the entirely rational reason that to do so would

14 English translation from Goldwyn and Kokkini 2018 (forthcoming), based on the
Hunger 1954 edition of the poem.
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satisfy their short term need for food but would also increase the risk of
starvation in the future.

Supernatural Fire and the Pyrogenic Mirror

Tzetzes summarizes the beginning of Book 5 of the //iad as follows:

to Diomedes daring and perseverance
were given by Athena, glorifying the man;
from his helmet and his shield

a flameless fire burned like the Dog Star.

Tote 1@ Alopndet 8¢ TOApOY Kol Kaptepiov

N Abnva topéoynke do&doaca TOv dvdpa-
€k mepkeparaiog 6€ TovToL Kol Tiig domidog
TOp APAEYEG AvEKIEV OO0V TG KUVAGTPOV.
(Tz.All1l. 5.1-4)

Tzetzes then gives a rhetorical allegory for this passage:
Diomedes, wanting then to be recognized by everyone,
constructed a mirror with his shield and helmet crest
which used the sun’s rays to emit illusory fire.

‘O Aopndng BéAmv 8¢ 10Te Yvmobijvar mdot,
KATOMTPOV KOTEGKEVAGEY AOTIOL Kol TA AOQ®
TVPOG EKTEUTOV SOKTGLV AKTIoL Talg NAiov.
(Tz.All1l. 5.6-8)

In the /liad, the fire is given by Athena as a marker of Diomedes’ di-
vinely inspired prowess. Tzetzes, however, finds an entirely rational
reason: Diomedes’ armor is covered in mirrors. This interpretation al-
lows for a brief excursus on this historicity of mirror-fires in ancient
warfare: Tzetzes lists a variety of engineers and military strategists who
used the mirror technique, including Anthemios of Tralleis (6th century
CE), who “wrote on mathematical formulas governing the use of burn-
ing-mirrors and on arranging mirrors to point in the same direction,”"?
Archimedes, who used mirrors to burn Marcellus’ ships during the Ro-

15 Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, 533, n. 14-9.
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man invasion of Syracuse from 214-212 BCE.!¢ Tzetzes then suggests
that strategists

ordered such mirrors to be made for crests and shields,
and, if possible, for breastplates and swords as well,
so that the enemy would be awestruck in every way.

ol DT HEV TO KATOTTPa AOQO1G Kol Taig domioty,
&l duvatdv, kal Odpa&t kai ordbaig dpo TovTOV,
Omwc mavtoing EknAnig €in toic Evavtiolg.
(Tz.AllL1l 5.20-22)

As with previous examples of rhetorical allegory, Tzetzes interprets
Homer as offering a more exciting mythological explanation for a rather
more mundane piece of historical information about the development of
military technology. However, Tzetzes also seems to suggest some utili-
ty in this particular allegory: if the reader understands Homer’s method,
then something can be learned about how to defend a city or frighten
one’s enemies through the use of mirrors, though why this would be
relevant for the Empress is left unsaid.

The mirror allegory appears again as the explanation for divine fire
at 18.228. At Iliad 18.202, Achilles, unable to enter the battle without
armor, is nevertheless ordered by Iris to go stand at the trench to scare
the Trojans. Athena drapes the aegis over him and a fire gleamed forth
from him. So the myth says, but Tzetzes offers a different interpretation:

He prudently covered his head and his shoulders with an artful cowl,
mirror-bright,

with prudence, emitting fire through the reflections of the sun,
which overgarment he calls the aegis given by Athena,

and, unwillingly standing above the ditch, and shouting loudly,

he put the Trojans to flight and took back Patroklos.

Koi kaAvebeic 11} ke@oAf] cuvdpa kol toig dpotg
OKEMAGULA TL YOV TOV, KOTOTTPLKOV, PPOVICEL,
TOp T0ig AVTAVUKAAGEGL TPOGTEUTOV TOD A0V,

16 Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, 532, n. 11.
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Omep émévovoiv pnowv aiyidog Vi’ ABvNg

Kol KoV TPOg TO TAQPEVILN OTAG, Kal fonoag Héya
Tpdog pev tpémet Tpog euynv, I[adtpokiov 6& AapPaver.
(Tz.AllL1l. 18.228-32)

As in the previous examples, the pyrogenic mirror allows Tzetzes to
explain divine manifestations in the //iad as lessons drawn from history
but narrated in a more exciting fashion.

Natural Allegory

The programmatic allegory of the Judgment of Paris lays out one of
Tzetzes’ most detailed natural allegorical interpretations of Homer. In
interpreting the wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the various gods in
natural terms, Tzetzes offers a cosmological reading of this famous
scene. But Tzetzes’ natural allegories are as often concerned with the
operations of the physical world on a smaller scale and more in line with
the conventional affiliations of the gods.

The Gods as Ecological Forces

At 1.35, for instance, the opening scene of the /liad in which Agam-
emnon rebuffs the Trojan priest Chryses’ request for the return of his
daughter, Tzetzes writes that “Chryses prayed to Apollo against the
Greeks, | that is, he prayed for the sun to become very intense” (Tz.
All1l 1.36-137: nb&ato 1@ Andriwvi 6 Xpdong kad EAAMvev | fiyouv
Emnv&ato 6podpov tov fiAov yevéohar). Tzetzes transforms the literal
manifestation of the god in the //iad into an allegorical one based on his
association with the natural world. In the //iad, Homer describes Apollo
as shooting his arrows at the Greeks from afar; Tzetzes, however, con-
tinues the allegory, offering rationalized natural reasons for the ensuing
deaths caused by Apollo’s arrows:

And it became very intense, following much rain
upon the army; the crowded concentration of tents
raised up foul smelling vapors of feces and corpses,
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polluting and corrupting all the air,

while he, moreover, assisting with his magical skills,
unleashed a terrible plague, killing people and cattle.
And he first started by killing the animals, since they are
bent down toward the earth, where the plague originates,
since they have a much keener sense of smell than men;
shortly thereafter it started killing men also.

‘O 8¢ 6(Q0dpOG YEVOLEVOS LETA TOAAOVG TOVG OUPPOVG
€lg oTPATEL A, TOATANOEG TOKVOUN CKNVOUATOV,
ATHOVG SVOMOEIG AVILLDV Kol KOTP®V Kol TTOUATOV,
Havag SueKPUTMCUG TE COUTAVTO, TOV AEPQ,

Kol GLUVEPYODVTOG Kol odTOD TG HaYIKOAG TOAG TEYVALS,
AOoVG Enyarye devovg, PBeipmv avBpmdTOVG, KTV,
Kai mp@tov pév annp&oto ta kv dwoebeipety,

OC KEKLPOTA TPOC THY YRV, NS 6 Aodg EKTPEXEL,

Kol G €DOGEPUVTOTEPA KATA TOAD AVOPOT®V:

HETA HIKPOV O~ AT p&aTo KTEWVEV Kol TOVG AvOpOTOLG.
(Tz.AllL1l 1.38-47)

Here, Tzetzes offers an epidemiological analysis of the plague: as in
Homer, it first hits the animals, though Tzetzes’ explanation suggests that
this is for explicable and rational (if scientifically unsupportable) rea-
sons: their noses are closest to the ground, where the air is most corrupt.

Apollo allegorized as the sun is also to be found in other places

throughout the work, as for instance when the Trojans break through the

Greek defensive works:

Apollo then demolished the Greek trench,
and made it passable for all the Trojans;
since the trench had been excavated and was loosened by

the rain, the sun made it crumble like a small dry loaf of bread,

made porous by water and swiftly crushed.

T t@v EAMvov tdepov 8¢ cuyyéag O AmOAAmV
dwParny énoinoe ndotl Tpool td toTE

TV T6QPoV 06OV OPLKTHV Kai poveodsicay Suppoig
6 §Mog kotéoeioey, ola Enpdv dptickov,
aparmOEvTa @ VYpd Kol cuvTpIEvta TaxEL.
(Tz.AllL1l. 15.138-42)
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In this passage, an action attributed to the god, specifically the destruc-
tion of the trench built by the Greeks, is instead attributed to nature: the
god as the allegory of the sun. Tzetzes summarizes this allegorical motif
in /liad 16, when Patroklos’ attempts to reach Troy are frustrated by the
god:

<Homer> said, Apollo the Far-Striker
(who according to others strikes from afar and shoots his arrows,
but is, in our view, the sun acting from afar).

£Kdepyog ATOA®V

(6 k0B’ etépoug mOppwbev eipymv e Kol ToEedwv,
Katd 6 fdg 0 Aog moppmBev dpdV Ta EPya).
(Tz.AILIlL 16.283-85)

As the ancient Greeks often associated Apollo with the sun, a connec-
tion which allows Tzetzes to interpret divine interaction in the /liad as
the operations of the physical world, so too are the other gods associ-
ated with natural phenomena: Poseidon with the sea, Hera as the wind,
Zeus as the sky. In Book 8, for instance, Tzetzes uses natural allegory to
describe the gods: “Hera’s speech and Poseidon’s sighing | signify the
movement of the winds and the roar of the sea” (Tz.4/L1l. 8.84-85: 'H
Aad g “Hpag 8¢ kai otovog [loceddvog | mvevpdtov kivnpo oniol
kol poknpo 0addoonc). This kind of natural allegory appears through-
out the Allegories.

In Book 12 of the /liad, the poet takes the audience beyond the scope
of the Trojan War itself in a prolepsis about the destruction of the Greek
wall. The poet attributes the destruction of the wall in the /liad to the
anger of Poseidon and Apollo, who built it but find its permanence an
affront to their own immortality and who are offended that they did not
receive appropriate sacrifices from those who benefited from it. As a
result, they cause the rivers to flood over the wall. Homer thus offers a
divine explanation for the natural process of erosion; Tzetzes, however,
does the reverse, interpreting the divine in natural terms: Poseidon and
Apollo become “water and time, which is completed through the move-
ment of the sun” (Tz.A4/[.1l. 12.8-9: 10 Howp, Kol O ¥poOvog | doTIg €K TH|g
Kivfoewg mAnpodtal tod fAiov). Thus, the walls are destroyed by the
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slow erosion of water over time, Poseidon and Apollo. Tzetzes elabo-
rates on this further a few lines later:

Time opened up all these rivers

and sent them flowing against the wall for nine days,

while the sky, Zeus, was raining along with them,

and Poseidon was striking the walls with his trident; that is,
when the sea with great tempests

assailed it, the wall was destroyed.

TOVTOVG TOVG TTAVTOS TOTOUOVG AVOGTOUDGAS YPOVOG
EVWONUEPMG EMEpTE PEOVTAG TPOG TO TETYOG,
ouppotiviog dpo OV avToig Kai 0VpovoD, AlOg O,
kai [Tocegddvog TATTOVTOG TAL TElYN TH| TPLOiv”
fiyouv kai Tpikvpiong 8¢ peydioug thg Baldoong
TOMOCOAUEVNG TPOGPOAGS, TO TETXOG NQavicOn.
(Tz.AllL1l 12.18-23)

The gods here are not the anthropomorphized deities of the //iad, who,
as part of their divine powers have control over certain natural forces,
but are themselves the personified versions of the natural phenomena
with which they are associated: sun, water, sky.

Natural Allegory for Divine Intervention in the Lives of Mortals

A second way in which the gods are allegorized as natural phenomena is
when explaining their direct interventions in the lives of mortals. When,
for instance, in book 5 of the Iliad, Diomedes breaks Aineias’ hip with a
boulder, the latter’s mother Aphrodite comes and whisks him away. Tz-
tezes, however, finds a natural explanation for this divine intervention:

but his mother Aphrodite saved him

with the help of the place on Ida where he was born.
For he fled, using as cover the trees,

which Homer calls Aphrodite’s arms

and the folds of her gleaming robe which saved Aineias.

1 8¢ yevéBog avtov Ecmaev Appoditn
Kai Tomog O tfig Idng 8¢ ovmep oToC Eombpn
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£€pevye Yap, Tolg SEVOPESLY MG OKEMT| KEYPNUEVOG,
Gmep enoiv 0 ‘Ounpog xeipog tig Appoditng,

Kol TEMAOV TTOYLO PAEVOD GOGAVTOG TOV Aiveiav.
Xepog 8¢ tpdoty voncov sivar thic Appoditng,
(Tz.All1l. 5.57-62)

Aphrodite is not literally Aineias’ mother, as in Homer; rather, she is his
birthplace, a kind of mother: he is able to use his greater familiarity with
the local environment to escape Diomedes. Her robes, moreover, which
literally shelter him in the /liad, are here allegorized as a different kind
of (natural) camouflage: the dense forest.

Similarly, at the opening of Book 14, Agamemnon orders the Greeks
to go home, but as they are on their way to the ships, Poseidon comes
to Agamemnon in disguise and reassures him of the Greeks’ eventual
victory and then yells a loud encouragement to the Greeks. Since in
Tzetzes the gods do not exist in anthropomorphic form and thus cannot
directly intervene in human affairs, Tzetzes has to find a way to account
for their appearance in the text, and here again he turns to natural alle-
gory, writing:

Poseidon and Hera signify the following:

the sea was tossed by adverse winds,

and did not allow the Greeks to flee to their homelands,

but urged everyone to be more steadfast in battle;

when Agamemnon saw that actually happening

(this, according to Homer, is Poseidon’s grasping of his hand),
he was thinking how Achilles might be rejoicing.

'O TTooeddv xai “Hpa 5& 165¢ dnrodow etvor:

1N BdAacoo KekivTo TvEdHOGY EvavTiols,

7POg T0G ToTpidag "EAANvac eevyewy &’ o mapeydpet,
TAPDTPLVE TOVG TAVTOG O Hiyesbot oTeppoTéPMS:

0 TPOKTIKAS YIVOLEVOV 100V O Ayouépvmv

(6 kpdtnoig kab Ounpov xepog £k Iocelddvog),

€v tovTo1g Ehoyileto g Aythedg Gv yoipot.
(Tz.All1l. 14.8-14)

Poseidon’s loud voice thus becomes the roaring of the sea, a logical and
creative interpretation correlating Poseidon’s voice with a stormy sea,
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and his encouraging the Greeks to stay becomes the adverse tidal condi-
tions that force them to stay.

The same method applies even when describing the lack of divine
intervention: at the opening of Book 8, Zeus asserts his strength over all
the other gods, saying that if there was a golden chain with him pulling
on one end and all the other gods, he would still be stronger than all of
them combined. This powerful assertion of his superiority renders the
other gods speechless. Tzetzes summarizes this episode, and then notes:

These words contain this wise allegory.

After those all-night thunders of which we spoke,

the sky was a little hazy during the day,

neither clear nor rainy but, as I said, a little <hazy>;

this he calls the total silence of the gods,

which he also says was the prohibition of help to either side.

Toadta totadTnVv Erovct coeny GAANYopiov.

Merta Bpovtdg, ¢ gimopey, Ekeivag Tag mavviyoug,
NHEPOC TV 6 0VPAVOC HESME TEOOLMIEVOC,

) kaBapoc, und Evopppoc, GAL’, Bdomep elmov, Pécnc:
Omep Kol Gkpav clonny Bedv katovoudalet,

Omep Kol KOIUG enow apeoiv tig fondeiog.
(Tz.AlLIl 8.12-17)

Because of Zeus’ association with lightning and the other gods’ associa-
tions with various parts of the air, Tzetzes turns this scene into a natural
allegory rationalizing the gods as the calm after a storm.

Mathematical Allegory

Tzetzes himself, as many other authors of the period, aspired to be a
court astrologer and dream reader,!” so it is no surprise that, due to his
expertise in the subject and the court’s interest, allegories which cast the
gods as astrological and astronomical phenomena would play such an
important part. This form of analysis uses the references to the gods in

17 For which, see Mavroudi (2006), 77-79.
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the lliad as referring to their eponymous planets. Thus, for instance, in
Book 3 Hector chastises Paris for refusing to engage in single combat
with Menelaos. Tzetzes’ Hector says that Paris is no warrior, and that
is his other skills will not save him: “Music will not help you against
death, | nor beauty, nor your hair, the gifts of Aphrodite” (Tz.4/L1l. 3.25-
26: Ovk OPeACEL GOl OVOEV 1) HoVGIKT] Bavovel, | 00 KAAAOG, 0VOE
Tpiywoig, ddpa thg Appoditng). Tzetzes then suggests that this refer-
ence to Aphrodite can either be interpreted as “desire” (Tz.A4/L1l. 3.27:
émbopiag), Aphrodite’s defining psychological characteristic or “the
star,” (Tz.AIl.1l. 3.27: 100 dotépog), by which Tzetzes means the planet
Venus. Tzetzes then elaborates on this astrological interpretation:

For all those born under Venus

(when it is not out of its proper sect, it offers

more and better assistance to those positions in which it is fitting),
beautiful and desirable women and men,

if they bear the mark of Venus on the first,

rather on the twenty-eighth degree of Cancer,

the men mingle with goddesses, that is, with queens

or women equal to the gods, as Ptolemy writes,

and the women mingle with gods, or men equal to gods.

O1 yevvn0évteg mavteg yap dotépt Appoditng,

Kol paAlov Tig aipécemg GvTL un mapapé,
dpxeiton pdAlov kol koAdg olomep dppuolel Tomog.

Qpoiot kai ELEPAGTOL YOVAIKES TE Kl AVOPEC,

av &v Tfj mpmtn, LéAlov 3¢ T €lkooTii OYdM
poipa Kapkivov pépmctv avtnyv v Appoditmy,
Beaic ol avdpeg piyvovral, Tovtéott Pacilicooig

1} io00é015 yovan&iv, g ITroAiepaiog ypaper:
yovaikeg Tdiwv 8¢ Beois, eite kal icoboig.
(Tz.All1l. 3.28-36)

Because Aphrodite represents desire, those born under the star-sign of
Venus are imbued with the kind of sexual desirability which the goddess
herself represents.

The death of Sarpedon is another moment in which Tzetzes uses this
kind of allegory. After narrating the Lycian commander’s death, Tzetzes
says:
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But I must indeed say who in all this is Zeus,

the father of Sarpedon, who strove to save him,

and who is Hera, who longed for his death,

and how and from where the sky rained blood,

just as <it rains> grain, ash, snakes and so much else.

AMAG ye M pnTéov pot Tig Zevg T VOV DTTApPYEL,

10D Zapmndovog 6 Totp, 6 onevdwv TodToV oMLELY,
Kol Tig N Vv avaipeoty “Hpa moboboa tovtov,

Kol TAG Kol OOV 0Vpavog Exel fpoydg aipdT®V,
donep kol oltev, Kol TEPPAV, dQeV, GALOY TOCOV.
(Tz.AllL1l 16.116-20)

Since Zeus cannot literally be Sarpedon’s father, as he is in the /liad,
Tzetzes must find another way for explaining such a scene, and thus
turns to an astrological reading of their relationship:

Here Homer the all wise, the sea of words,

describes the birth horoscope of Sarpedon

and says this: that he had the star of Zeus, that is,

he was born under the star positions where rulers were born;
hence he says that his father was the star.

Nov ‘Ounpog 6 Taveoeog, 1 Bdlacca TdV AdYwV,
vevéBMov Bepdtiov Ypaeet Tod Zapmndovog

Kol Aéyel To0TO ToD AL0g EYev PEV TOV AOTEPQL,
8v 01 TOMOIC TEPVKAGLY 01 ApyMNYol YevvdicOau,
60gv Kol To0TOL Ayel 8¢ TOTEPQ TOV ACTEPO.
(Tz.All1l. 16.122-27)

Tzetzes connects Zeus, as the ruler of the gods, with the birth sign under
which human rulers are born; since Sarpedon ruled the Lycians, Homer
says he is his father. Hera’s role in Sarpedon’s death is also allegorized
astrologically:

Hera is also a star, which, along with the other malevolent stars,
and most importantly Mars, Homer shows defeated Jupiter
during Sarpedon’s birth, and thus he says that Sarpedon

died under the alignment where we have said he died.
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“Hpa 6 dotip €otv 60D, dvep 1@ yeveOMm

oLV 101G AoTEPOV PaVAOVPYOLG, GUV Apel 6¢ LaAAOV
vikav tov Aia deikvooty, 60gv kol Ovijokev Adyet
10ic 0ig TpOmOIC eipkeey Bavelv ToV Zapmmdova.
(Tz.AllL1l. 16.128-31)

Sarpedon’s death is thus attributed to the star sign under which he was
born, with Mars in an ascendant astrological position over Jupiter; the
astrological aspects of his birth thus determine his death.

The horoscope is used again at 22.32 to allegorize the divine inter-
vention found in the Iliad. Tzetzes first quotes directly from /. 22.165,
in which Zeus registers his dismay at Hector’s impending death at the
hands of Achilles, and then moves to an allegorical explanation:

I mean that the gods are the stars and planets,

from which they say all that is destined happens to people;
for Homer is astrologizing in this passage,

and tells you the horoscope of the battle that took place then,
that Saturn and Mars, the most evil of the planets,

were looking down upon each other in quartile aspect.

®e0Vg dpti pot vonoeov, dotpa Kol To0G AeTEPOS
8¢ oV avOpmmolg yivesOai pact Ta eipappéva:
aotporoyel yap ‘Ounpog viv toute @ yopio,
Kol Aéyet kai Ospdriov Tiig pdymg oot Tiig ToTE,
611 0 Kpovog Apng te, ol kaKioTol AoTépmv,

€K TETPAYDOVOL GYNUATOS GAAAOVE KOBEDPOV.
(Tz.AllL1l. 22.37-42)

Thus it is not as anthropomorphic deities looking down from on high
and intervening in human affairs that the gods hold sway in the Trojan
War of Tzetzes’ imagination. Rather, it is as the stars and planets, under-
stood according to their astrological readings; Tzetzes concludes: “For
since the horoscope was harmful, | it signified that Hektor would die by
deceitful means” (Tz.A/l.1l. 22.54-55: "Enel yap 10 Oegpdtiov EmPropeg
VTR PYE, | Kol 06A01C veonuavey “Extopa tebvnicévan).
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Tzetzes and the Philosophy of Allegory

It has been suggested by Anthony Kaldellis that “allegory was for [ Tzet-
zes] not part of a consistent philosophical approach,”'® but a careful
reading of the theoretical approach for allegorical interpretation Tzetzes
described in the Exegesis and the application of that approach in the
Allegories demonstrate that his approach, that is, the hermeneutics of
Homeric allegorical interpretation, remained relatively stable through-
out his career. Kaldellis is right, however, in that Tzetzes was neither
consistent nor philosophical.

For his lack of consistency, one need only look at the example of
rhetorical allegory of the Chimaira; Tzetzes offers two readings, but of-
fers no explanation why this particular instance can be interpreted in
two different ways, nor which reading should taking priority over the
other. In several other places throughout the work, however, Tzetzes
makes explicit choices for which kind of allegory to use: at 20.151, for
instance, after a reference to the gods, Tzetzes writes:

So henceforth understand the gods as elements.
Do not understand them at all in a historical sense,
nor spiritually, nor in an astronomical manner as stars.

Obto Be0V¢ ool EIKDS £vOGOE GU POt VOEL.
Ipoaypatik®dg 0& undapdc, Undé ye youxikds pot,
uNnd 4G TPOVOUIKMTOTO TOVTOVG AGTEPUS VOEL:
(Tz.AlL1l 20.152-54)

Elsewhere Tzetzes suggests that there is only one proper allegorical
reading in even stronger terms: asserting that a reference to Hermes
should be understood as natural allegory, he says that “psychological
understanding of these is the utmost ignorance” (Tz.4IL.1l. 20.275: vogiv
8¢ TadTa Youykds éoydtov dyvooiag). Except through the blunt force of
assertion, Tzetzes offers no consistent rationale for which passages to
allegorize and which to elide, nor which passages can be allegorized in
multiple equally accurate ways and which must be interpreted according
to only one method.

18 Kaldellis 2009, 27.
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Perhaps of greater significance than the haphazard application of
the allegorical system is its lack of a coherent philosophical or moral
outlook. For all his interest in Homer as a philosopher, for all his in-
terest in Homer’s biopheleia, Tzetzes seems to have no philosophy of
his own and never articulates how Homer can improve one’s life; for
Tzetzes, the usefulness of Homer is axiomatic and therefore remains the
central, if unexamined, principle of the work. Tzetzes is concerned with
making sure his audience understands the ways in which one character
or description in the epic (i.e. Zeus) can be translated into scientific,
historical, or rhetorical terms (i.e. Destiny). Homer may have “[been] at
the height of knowledge beyond what was humanly possible” (Tz.AlL
11 pro.77: 6opog & dKpwc yevopevog vEp avBpdnov pvow), but Tzet-
zes never elaborates on how this knowledge may benefit his audience
beyond achieving some truer understanding of the epics themselves. He
advocates no moral or ethical positions, and offers no explicitly ideolog-
ical readings of Homeric epic. Thus, though Tzetzes’ allegorical theory
and method can be categorically described, as (if to a lesser degree)
can the social, economic and cultural circumstances in which he was
working, of his personal philosophy, of his private motivation, of what
benefits allegorical interpretations of Homer could offer — if indeed
there were any beyond remuneration and imperial favor — one can only
speculate.
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BOOK REVIEWS

Claudia Rapp, Brother-Making in Late Antiquity and Byzantium. Monks,
Laymen, and Christian Ritual, Onassis Series in Hellenic Culture. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 2016.

The Greek prayers of ‘adelphopoiesis’ found in Byzantine manuscripts
from the eighth to the sixteenth century are the focus of Claudia Rapp’s
long-awaited book. These texts were first brought to the attention of
scholars and a wider public in the book by Yale history professor John
Boswell, Same-Sex Unions in Premodern Europe, published in 1994,
barely six months before his premature death by AIDS. Boswell had
presented these prayers as evidence confirming his views regarding
Christian tolerance with respect to same-sex relations in Late Antiquity
and the Middle Ages, since they marked a positive recognition and a de-
gree of sanctioning by the Church of lasting emotional ties and life-long
commitment between men. From the outset, Rapp takes a distance from
Boswell’s thesis, stating as a fact (‘concluding’ as early as pp. 2-3) that
‘the adelphopoiesis ritual in Byzantium was not created with the pur-
pose of sanctioning and sanctifying homosexual relationships’. Rather,
as a self-declared positivist, Rapp’s interests lie in the social function of
the ritual, its practical dynamics, and the role it played in literary sourc-
es, from narrative hagiography to legal texts.

It is perhaps appropriate to leave aside any sensationalism in dis-
covering texts that sound much less daring in a world where same-sex
marriages are for the most part officially recognized. Indeed, Boswell’s
digging in the past in order to support the present scenario is considered
irrelevant by some, and misguided by others. But the questions of how,
precisely, these texts functioned; what status they did have, or were seen
as having; and, if not same-sex ‘marriage’, what, exactly, these texts
were used for, what was the nature of the bond that they celebrated and
sanctioned; all these questions remain for the most part unanswered by
the end of this book. The many texts adduced here as proofs of the con-
tinued importance of ‘adelphopoiesis’ in Byzantium stretch the meaning
of this practice well beyond the witness of the prayers, and muddy the
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waters concerning both the definition and the distinctiveness (if any) of
such practice in Byzantine history.

One problem that I see with the approach to this topic is the belief,
common to many Byzantine historians, that Greek sources manifest a
perfect continuity from antiquity to the present. This assumption causes
the abandonment of any serious chronological development in favour
of a flattened account that displays this thematic sameness. For exam-
ple, Rapp concludes her third chapter on monastic antecedents to ‘adel-
phopoiesis’ by noting the abiding constant of the pairing of two monks
throughout the centuries. Indeed, this chapter begins with desert monas-
ticism and ends with its ‘Byzantine continuation’ in eleventh-century
Kiev. Finally, Rapp declares that the tradition of paired monks ‘contin-
ues in Orthodox monasticism to the present day’ (p. 178). The meth-
odological grounds for discovering such unbroken sameness are ques-
tionable. When historians after Boswell express doubt that any practice,
even that of sexuality, can be recognized from antiquity as ‘same’ or
even ‘similar’ to our conception of human identity and relations, what
is the point of presenting Byzantine practices as never changing? The
resulting chronological mix is confusing, and the absence of a historical
perspective renders the evidence more anecdotal than analytic.

The one serious historiographical challenge (beside Boswell’s) to
the interpretation of the adelphopoiesis ritual is that of its assimilation
with Western blood-brotherhood and oath taking. Answering to Sideris’
emphasis on the latter, Rapp quickly dismisses his hypothesis on the ba-
sis that the prayers are only spoken by the priest, whereas the context of
oath taking would demand active participation on the part of the vowing
couple; she adds that a context of reconciliation is unlikely because, in
hagiographical accounts, one party is often a monk or holy man entering
this bond (p. 29). Neither objection is very strong. Rapp emphasizes that
the prayers leave much room for interpretation of what the actual ser-
vice could be shaped as, not just because of the absence of performance
rubrics, partly filled in by reference to reports of current ceremonies, but
also because of a degree of impromptu performance, which could well
have included the actors’ response. Moreover, a context of sanctity does
not preclude the existence of strife. Later in the book, Rapp returns to
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considering oath taking as a possible explanatory paradigm, especial-
ly considering the legal implications of the pact. It is only in the pe-
nultimate chapter that the reader discovers that, from the legal point of
view, the adelphopoiesis prayers were explicitly rejected as having any
binding value; and even from the ecclesiastical viewpoint, they were
increasingly banned not only between lay and monastics (from around
the ninth-tenth century), but also between lay people (who could, by the
way, seal this type of relation even when they were of the opposite sex).
Essential information — for example, that the eleventh-century legal col-
lection, the Peira, is the earliest legal text to mention adelphopoiesis
— is tucked away in a rather puzzling section of questions and answers
(pp- 231-242), a kind of catechism on adelphopoiesis based on the legal
sources. Here we discover too, rather late in the day (p. 245), that ‘the
only consanguinity relations by arrangement that are recognized by the
law are those that arise from godparenthood and filial adoption, because
they imitate nature in bringing forth sons, while it is not possible to cre-
ate a brother for oneself’. Such perspectives appear in marked contrast
with the expectations of a ‘ritual brotherhood [that] follows the model
of biological relations’ as declared at p. 9. The figural use of a ‘brother’
type relationship, implying by its very definition the absence of sexual
manifestations, in all its various acceptations (as in monasteries, lay fra-
ternities, commercial guilds or close friendships) remains insufficiently
explored and understood in a treatment that abandons rational classifi-
cations in favour of a blind surrender to the ‘sources’.

The legal section entitled ‘Prescriptions and Restrictions in Byz-
antium’ (chapter 5) brings to the fore the issue of consanguinity and
acquired social bonds, bringing home the point that the sexual consum-
mation of a bond such as adelphopoiesis is not a matter of preference or
prurience, but plainly an aspect considered incompatible with the con-
tours of this kind of pact. Perhaps because in a lay environment such
boundaries and distinctions could not be clearly drawn, both ecclesias-
tical and legal authorities turned sour on this point and confined adel-
phopoiesis to a limbo of devotional practice filled with good intentions,
but without official status. This evidence might in fact lend support to
Rapp’s other central thesis, namely, the monastic origins of the practice
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from the pairing of monks in a desert setting. Emphasis on sexual re-
nunciation within deep emotional and life-long commitments to another
person, usually of the same gender, is both an expected and a troubled
aspect of the monastic setting, as Rapp shows with many apposite sto-
ries from the desert fathers. In any case, the issue of sexual relationships
is upmost in the public arena as marking different types of social bonds.
Homosociability might well have allowed a greater degree of closeness
and physical contact than a puritan perspective could tolerate; but geni-
tal satisfaction is a rather precise and concrete category, which does not
pertain the private sphere alone.

One strand that seemed to make sense to the author throughout
the various aspects of the adelphopoiesis is economics. In the case of
monks, Rapp describes ‘the contractual nature of paired relationships’
as ‘sharing a spiritual capital’. Describing ‘vicarious penance’ as a key
aspect in such negotiations, the spiritually more advanced party is said
to have ‘laid up a bank account of good deeds which was large enough
to share with others’ (p. 148). Rapp points out that one of the grounds for
the rejection of the practice between monks and laymen was ‘the danger
of alienation of a monk’s personal property to an outside heir that would
otherwise pass into the ownership of the monastery’ (p. 198). Such con-
cerns reveal material interests on fifteenth-century Athos that have little
to do with spiritual companionship, let alone monastic renunciation. It
makes good sense that ‘adelphopoiesis appears as one of several social
setups that would facilitate profitable economic interaction [...] what,
in modern fund-raising jargon might be called “cultivating the donor
base™’ (ibid.). In dealing with the story of Basil I and the widow Danelis
as a ‘case study’ for chapter 4, the ‘potential for political and economic
alliance’ that fraternity ties offered comes to the fore. Here Basil comes
across as a ruthless social climber, using his association with the pre-
vious emperor via questionable homoeroticism and being in turn em-
broiled in useful networks thanks to the prediction of imperial power,
both sides jarring with the monastic precedents that were presented ear-
lier as constituting the essence of this bond. In fact, the inclusion of this
text is questionable for many reasons: the declared absence of a refer-
ence to ‘adelphopoiesis’ as such, the fact that one version even omits the
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oblique mention of a bond of ‘brotherhood’ (see n. 70 at p. 205), as well
as the literary paradigmatic quality of the ‘rich widow’ character, despite
which Rapp wants to claim that the text can ‘provide a contemporary
view of how an adelphopoiesis relation could be enacted’ (p. 203). Here
too we feel worlds apart from the initial prayers with which this study
began.

Continuing with the language of economics, Rapp describes the
maidservant who arranged an illicit relationship as a ‘broker [...] who
had acted on behalf of her “brother by arrangement™” (p. 245-6). There
is perhaps a sense in which adelphopoietos could be seen as designat-
ing someone actively engaged in negotiating a pact of brotherhood, a
match-maker or go-between, whether led by emotional or practical (read
economic) motivations. This sense may be prevalent in Tzetzes’ accu-
sations to women acting ‘like adelphopoietoi’ (p. 227) as well as in the
role of Niketas as the ‘ally and seeker of brotherhood-pacts (symmachou
kai adelphopoietou)’ to John, resulting in his appointment to the patri-
archate of Alexandria (p. 184). Changing degrees of consanguinity, this
type of relationship would be called nepotism in the West. This way
of favouring someone’s career was clearly an accepted and widespread
practice, and indeed it enabled the ‘crossing of boundaries’ in a way that
was not exclusive to, nor particularly blessed by, the Byzantines.

It is disconcerting that a book on Byzantine texts does not contain
one word in Greek characters. This is surely due to an editorial policy
that expects to market the product to a wider audience. However, I can-
not see how transliterations make the approach to a foreign language
easier; they are certainly patronizing. What they do certainly do, is make
any substantial quotations of texts in the original impossible, so that
philological points can only be made concerning single words, which
appears entirely inadequate to any reader wanting to form an independ-
ent opinion of the primary material presented. Since the subject matter
is ultimately very specialized, and hardly matches the universal aspira-
tions of a Boswell-turned-Byzantinist (and explicitly so), it is probably
safe to conclude that it will not attain the same degree of popularity.

In shunning away from the Boswell thesis but providing no close-
text analysis of either the liturgical, or the literary, or the legal sources
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she presents, Rapp risks not satisfying any particular audience. If the
Orthodox may be relieved at knowing they do not provide the precedent
for same-sex marriages (a charge that Robert Taft SJ had already ab-
solved them of with characteristic tact'), they might not equally rejoice
at the breezy admittance that they had nothing against using brotherhood
bonds as a cover for pre-marital or otherwise illicit sex, as rather surpris-
ingly appears in the conclusion to this book. In comparison, Boswell’s
attempts at defending Christianity of the rather horrible charges of big-
otry and intolerance were candid and well meaning. Not all that glitters
in Byzantium is gold.?

Barbara Crostini
Department of Linguistics and Philology
Uppsala University

! As reported by Mark D. Jordan, ‘“Both as a Christian and as a Historian”: On Boswell’s
Ministry’, in Mathew Kuefler, ed., The Boswell Thesis. Essays on Christianity, Social
Tolerance, and Homosexuality (Chicago, 2006), 88-107, at p. 94.

2 The copy-editing of the book is uneven, perhaps because of its layered genesis over
an extended period of time. For example, at p. 90, ‘the Pachomius’s foundation’; at p.
187, the sentence ‘Antony found consolation for his loss with the arrival of George at
the monastery, who was not only a fellow Cypriot...” is ungrammatical. More serious-
ly, the caption to two illustrations of the Madrid Skylitzes reproduced after Tsamakda’s
publication describes them as from an ‘Escurial’ (sic) manuscript. The codex belongs
to the Biblioteca nacional de Espaia in Madrid, and not to the collection in the Real
Monasterio de San Lorenzo de El Escorial.
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Olof Heilo, Eastern Rome and the Rise of Islam, History and Prophecy.
London and New York: Routledge, 2016.

In its general outline, Olof Heilo’s book is a study of the apocalyptic ex-
pectations that found fertile ground in the seventh and eighth centuries,
a transition period from the well-established late antique world of the
late Romans and Sassanids to the new medieval order of the Byzantine
and Abbasid empires. He studies the apocalyptic element in the rise and
expansion of Islam in relationship to Jewish and Christian apocalyp-
tic readings of the period, and claims that individuals as extraordinary
political figures, holy men, and warrior saints came to the fore in this
period of open horizons, to be replaced by the hegemony of the major-
ity that took the form of institutions. Focusing on the tension between
apocalyptic beliefs and imperial ambitions, as well as between adventur-
ous individuals and institutionalized practices in the early Middle Ages,
Heilo attempts, at the same time, to problematize the modern dichotomy
between prophecy and history as two explanatory paradigms for the rise
of Islam. Refusing to take these two fields of perception as mutually
exclusive, he explains how, through the medium of human agency, re-
ligious truths are given meaning in the context of social, cultural, and
economic realities while past, present, and future events are interpreted
continuously in the light of divine messages.

Heilo’s assessment of the rise of Islam in the late antique context
follows a general tendency in the modern scholarship that is in the
process of becoming conventional wisdom. He shows the reader that
a post-Roman world continued to thrive with decentralizing and segre-
gating tendencies apparent in the Islamic, Byzantine, and western Euro-
pean realms; and echoing the works of Andrea Giardina, Peter Brown,
Hugh Kennedy, Peter Sarris, and Glen Warren Bowersock, he treats the
Umayyad period as part of the “extended” late antiquity. Secondly, in
his argument that the Umayyads attempted to create a terrestrial para-
dise by combining the ideals of political and monotheistic universalism,
he follows in the footsteps of Garth Fowden and Almut Hofert.

At the base of Heilo’s exposition lies the apocalyptic anticipations
of the seventh century and the role they played both in the rise of Islam
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in the early seventh century and in the Umayyad consolidation of power
in the later seventh and early eighth centuries. He implies that Islam was
born as an apocalyptic movement into an era of anxieties and expecta-
tions caused by Byzantine-Sassanid confrontation, but Islam’s apoca-
lyptic nature was compromised by the necessity of running a worldly
kingdom under the Umayyads. The Umayyad dynasty, threatened by the
apocalyptic messages of the Kharijites, ibn al-Zubayr, and the followers
of “Ali, was replaced by the reign of the Abbasids, in which apocalyptic
movements abated if not vanished. Heilo’s comparative approach to ex-
amining Jewish, Christian, and Muslim apocalyptic traditions as well as
his study of how these traditions were reinterpreted in the light of new
political developments is exciting, and offers new perspectives on the
study of early Islam. However, there are a few problems in this narra-
tive. Heilo simply assumes that the reader is already conversant with the
strong apocalyptic nature of early Islam at the time of Islam’s prophet
and the first four caliphs (al-Rashidun). Studies of the apocalyptic an-
ticipations in the Quran, as exemplified by the works of David Cook,
Suliman Bashear, and Andew Rippin, are ignored, though their inclu-
sion would consolidate Heilo’s argument. On a related note, although
he promises at the end of the prologue to study the motives of the early
Muslim conquerors, he simply leaves the question unanswered since
he does not engage in the necessary discussion of the first few decades
of Islam. Moreover, while Heilo depicts the Umayyads as builders of a
terrestrial empire a la romaine, he glosses over the apocalyptic elements
in the Umayyad ideology, especially the position of ‘Abd al-Malik as
a “renewer.” Finally, the role that the apocalyptic messages played in
the Abbasid period is not discussed at all. The messianic claims of the
Abbasid house under al-Ma’'miin, as studied by Hayrettin Yiicesoy, and
local and tribal messianic revivals under the Abbasids contradict Heilo’s
neat picture of the declining role of the apocalyptic in the post-Umayyad
world.

As part of his narrative on the rise of the individual in the period of
transition from the late antique period to the Middles Ages, Heilo de-
votes a whole chapter to hermits, monks, and warrior saints in the Byz-
antine world and holy men and djihdad warriors on the Islamic side. He
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contrasts political figures of revolutionary vision in this transitional pe-
riod, such as Byzantine Emperor Leo III (r. 717-741) and Abu Muslim,
the leader of the Abbasid movement, to the later rulers of the Abbasid
period “whose power is reduced to his persona.” However, this chapter
appears to be the weakest part of his book due to chronological discrep-
ancies and vague comparisons. Rather than being a period of centrifu-
gal tendencies, the eighth century witnessed the Byzantine state’s rather
successful attempt to control holy men, monks, and icons. Furthermore,
Heilo does not provide any proof for the heightened importance of war-
rior saints in the seventh and eighth centuries in comparison to previous
and later periods. Also, it is very difficult to find a culture of holy men in
the Umayyad Islamic world that would correspond to Byzantine saints
and monks, and one has to be imaginative to draw parallels between
Christian warrior saints in the Byzantine world and djihdd warriors. The
whole idea of the rise of the individual against the majority appears to
be an application of Peter Brown’s late antique model, which posits the
holy man replacing established institutions such as the temple or curial
class, to the study of Byzantium and Islam in the seventh and eighth
centuries.

One of'the biggest drawbacks of the book is the style of language that
Heilo chooses to convey his ideas. He sacrifices clarity for a convoluted
style of expression characterized by unnecessarily complicated sentenc-
es and strange grammar choices such as “can be able of” (p.4) or “This
begs the question of if” (p.98). These examples push English beyond
its limits. Additionally, there are two minor issues with his translation
of Greek terms. The epithet used in medieval Greek sources for Emper-
or Justinian II, ‘Pwotuntog, means slit-nosed, not noseless. Secondly,
the sentence “é€moince 8¢ Kol EMGTOANV SOYHOTIKNY TPOC AéovTo TOV
Baociéo oidpevog meice avtov Tod payopioar” , which Heilo trans-
lates as “He even wrote a dogmatic letter to the emperor Leo, believing
it would make him “become Magar” (Muslim)” should be modified as
follows: “He also wrote a doctrinal letter to the Emperor Leo thinking
that he would persuade Leo to apostasize to Islam.”

In short, Eastern Rome and the Rise of Islam is a welcome attempt to
study early Islam in the context of late antiquity from the perspective of
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apocalyptic expectations. Not only students of the history of early Islam,
but also scholars working on Byzantine-Islamic relations and non-Mus-
lim communities living under Islamic rule, will benefit from this book.
Moreover, Heilo’s problematization of the supposed dichotomy between
historical evidence and revelation invites modern scholars to focus more
on the commonalities between these two modes of thinking, as well as
reminding us that such a dichotomy was not easily perceptible in the
pre-modern mind.

Koray Durak
Bogazici University, Istanbul
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