Philagathos of Cerami, Procopius of
Gaza, and the Rhetoric of Appropriation

Marcea G. Dulug

practice of authorship that demanded the imitation and

appropriation (uiunoi) of sanctioned literary models. A
fine illustration of this cultural attitude is afforded by the sur-
prising array of rhetorical models employed in the Homilies of
Philagathos of Cerami.! He was an influential preacher in the
Norman Kingdom of Sicily during the reigns of Roger II
(1130-1154) and William I (1154-1166). Setting forth new
textual evidence, the present contribution brings to light
Philagathos’ use of Procopius of Gaza’s Description of the Image

r I \ HE BYZANTINE RHETORICAL CULTURE presupposed a

I Philagathos’ homiletic corpus is only partly critically edited; most
notably, G. Rossi-Taibbi, Filagato da Cerami, Omelie per i vangeli domenicali e le
Seste di tutto Uanno 1 Omelie per le feste fisse (Palermo 1969), edited 35 sermons;
other homilies have been edited by S. Caruso, “Le tre omelie inedite ‘Per la
Domenica delle Palme’ di Filagato da Cerami,” EEBS 41 (1974) 109-132;
G. Zaccagni, “Filagato, hom. XLI. Edizione e traduzione,” in N. Bianchi
(ed.), La tradizione dei testi grect in ltalia meridionale: Filagato da Cerami philosophos e
didaskalos (Bart 2011) 149-163; C. Torre, “Ineditt di Filagato Kerameus
dall’ Ambros. C 100 sup. (Omelie LVI e LVIII Rossi Taibbi),” Bizantinistica
14 (2012) 105-151; N. Bianchi, “Frammento omiletico inedito per la Ver-
gine: Filagato da Cerami, hom. LXXXVI,” BollBadGr 6 (2009) 307-311;
nonetheless, a significant number of homilies are still available only in
Scorsus’ edition (Paris 1644) reprinted in PG 132.135-1078. In this essay
Philagathos’ Homilies are cited according to the order established by Rossi-
Taibbi, followed by paragraph, editor’s name, and page number; for the
homilies available in PG alone, we first indicate the number of the homily
according to Rossi-Taibbi’s numeration (hereafter R'T), then the editor (i.e.
Scorsus), the number of the homily in PG, and the column(s) and section(s).
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("Exgpaotig eikovog) and discusses other possible textual allusions
to Procopius’ Monody 1 (Op. 14 Amato).? I shall start by in-
troducing the Byzantine reception of Procopius’ rhetorical
writings and then offer an overview of Philagathos’ florilegic
technique and use of sources for better contextualizing his ap-
propriations of Procopian material. Next, I briefly describe his
documented interest in the Procopian corpus, and then seek to
present the new evidence on his engagement with Procopius’
oeuvre.

Procopius of Gaza’s (ca. 470—ca. 530) rhetorical corpus, de-
spite its extremely limited manuscript tradition, was admired,
imitated, and excerpted throughout the Byzantine period.?
Citations from Procopius were incorporated in various lexica
and florilegia, as in the Lexicon Seguerianum (7™ cent.), Florilegium
Marcianum (9* cent.), Florilegium Georgideum (end of 10% cent.),
and the Loct communes of Ps.-Maximus Confessor (10%/11t%h
cent.). Photius in the ninth century praised Procopius’ poly-
morphous corpus, which he qualified as “worthy of admiration
and a source of imitation” (&&ov {nhov kol pphoemg xpfipe).* In

2 On Procopius of Gaza see E. Amato (ed.), Rose di Gaza: gli scritti retorico-
sofistict e le Epistole di Procopio di Gaza (Alessandria 2010); see also the
thorough discussion in Procope de Gaza: Discours et fragments, texte établi,
introduit et commenté par E. Amato, avec la collaboration de A. Corcella et
G. Ventrella, traduit par P. Maréchaux (Paris 2014) XI-LXXXV; R. B. ter
Haar Romeny, “Procopius of Gaza and his Library,” in H. Amirav et al.
(eds.), From Rome to Constantinople: Studies in Honour of Averil Cameron (Leuven
2007) 174-190. On the School of Gaza see B. Bitton-Ashkelony et al. (eds.),
Christian Gaza in Late Antiguity (Leiden 2004); E. Amato et al. (eds.), L’Ecole de
Gaza: espace littéraire et identité culturelle dans UAntiquité tardive (Leuven 2017).

3 On the manuscript tradition and transmission see Amato, in Procope de
Gaza 1II-1LXXIIT; A. Corcella, “Tre nuowvi testi di Procopio di Gaza: una dia-
lexis inedita e due monodie gia attribuite a Coricio,” RET 1 (2011/2) 1-14;
“Una ripresa di Procopio di Gaza in Giovanni Eugenico,” RET 4 (2014/5)
55-71; “La nuova didhe€ig di Procopio di Gaza: un commento,” Eikasmds
25 (2014) 199-239; “Escerpti di Procopio e Coricio di Gaza (e nuovi fram-
menti procopiani?) in un manoscritto laurenziano,” RET 5 (2015/6) 293~
306.

+ Bibl. cod. 160, 103a (IT 123 Henry).
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474 PHILAGATHOS OF CERAMI

the eleventh and twelfth centuries Procopius’ works were read
and imitated by Michael Psellos (1018-1078), John Tzetzes
(1110-1180), Nikephoros Basilakes (late 11" cent.), and Anna
Komnene (1083-1153). A significant interest in Procopius’
corpus 1s attested during the cultural renaissance of the Palai-
ologan era (1259-1453), when were produced most of the sur-
viving non-apograph copies of his works (Vat.gr. 1898, Marc.gr.
428, Par.gr. 1038, and Laur.plut. 60. 6).> Moreover, E. Amato
and A. Corcella, who in addition to making momentous con-
tributions to the study of Procopius of Gaza, have offered
indisputable evidence on Philagathos of Cerami’s reliance on
the Procopian corpus. This essay builds on their findings.5
Philagathos, a monk in the monastery of Theotokos Hodege-
tria in Rossano in Calabria, is one of the best-known homilists
of the Byzantine world.” His substantial corpus of homilies (88
altogether), the so-called Italo-Greek homiliary, marks the
codification of the Byzantine exegetic tradition in Southern
Italy. It reflects similar processes of systematization of Ortho-
dox religious knowledge in Southern Italy as illustrated by the
literary activity of Neilos Doxapatres. Neilos composed an
ecclesiological treatise in 1143/4, addressed to Roger II, on the
ecclesiastical hierarchy of the Byzantine church, and wrote,
most probably in the San Salvatore monastery in Messina, a
monumental theological anthology, De oeconomia Der, which for
the larger part amasses quotations from a striking variety of

> Amato, in Procope de Gaza LXX.

6 E. Amato, “Procopio di Gaza modello del’Ekphrasis di Filagato da
Cerami sulla Cappella Palatina di Palermo,” Byzantion 82 (2012) 1-16; A.
Corcella, “Echi del romanzo e di Procopio di Gaza in Filagato Cerameo,”
BZ 103 (2010) 25—-38, and “Riuso e reimpiego dell’antico in Filagato,” in La
tradizione det testi 11-21.

7 For Philagathos and his oeuvre see now M. Dulus, Rhetoric, Exegesis and
Florilegic Structure in Philagathos of Cerami: An Investigation of the Homalies and of the
Allegorical Exegests of Heliodorus® Aethiopika (diss. Central European Univ.,
Budapest, 2018).
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authors.® Similarly, the compositional technique of Phil-
agathos’ homiliary reflects the same Byzantine florilegic habit,
characterized by quotation (most often unacknowledged) of
sanctioned authorities.” Alongside a vast deployment of
Christian writers, among whom prominently feature Gregory
of Nyssa, Maximus the Confessor, Cyril of Alexandria, Greg-
ory the Theologian, Michael Psellos, the Monogenes of Makarios
Magnes, Philagathos was steeped in the Byzantine rhetorical
culture. Manifestly, he typified the Byzantine practice of
authorship that prescribed the imitation of the literary models
advocated in the various handbooks on style (Hermogenes,
Aphthonios, and Dionysios of Halikarnassos among the most
influential). A wide repertoire of rhetorical devices such as
ekphrasis, synkrisis, antithesis, diegests, ethopouia, and threnos are em-
bedded in his Homilies.

What immediately deserves to be highlighted are the adapta-
tions and quotations from the ancient novelists Achilles Tatius
(2nd cent.) and Heliodorus (4™ cent.), Lucian of Samosata (120—
192), Alciphron (274 cent.), and Procopius of Gaza.'® It is

8 On Neilos’ ecclesiological treatise (Tdéis t@v matpropyixdv Opévav) see J.
Morton, “A Byzantine Canon Law Scholar in Norman Sicily: Revisiting
Neilos Doxapatres’s Order of the Patriarchal Thrones,” Speculum 92 (2017) 724~
754; on Neilos’ theological anthology see S. Neirynck, “The De Oeconomia
Dei by Nilus Doxapatres — A Tentative Definition,” in P. van Deun et al.
(eds.), Encyclopedic Trends in Byzantium? (Leuven 2011) 257-2609.

9 On the Byzantine notion of authorship see A. Pizzone (ed.), The Author in
Middle Byzantine Literature: Modes, Functions, and Identities (Berlin 2014); on the
practice of literary imitation see I. Nilsson, “The Same Story but Another:
A Reappraisal of Literary Imitation in Byzantum,” in E. Schiffer et al.
(eds.), Imutatio — aemulatio — variatio (Vienna 2010) 195-208; P. Odorico,
“Cadre d’exposition / cadre de pensée — la culture du recueil,” in Encyclo-
pedic Trends 89—108. On Philagathos’ florilegic technique see Dulus, Rhetoric,
Exegesis and Florilegic Structure 196—244.

10 For Philagathos’ use of rhetorical models see N. Bianchi, “Filagato da
Cerami lettore di Eliodoro (e di Luciano e Alcifrone),” in Romanzi grect
ritrovaty: tradizione e riscoperta dalla tarda antichita al Cinguecento (Bari 2011) 29—
46; Corcella, B 103 (2010) 25-38, and “Note a Filipo il Filosofo (Filagato
da Cerami), Commentatio in Charicleam,” MEG 9 (2009) 45-52; G. Zaccagni,
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476 PHILAGATHOS OF CERAMI

suggestive that the authors cherished by Philagathos were
prominent literary models recommended in near-contem-
porary handbooks on style like the anonymous On the Four Parts
of the Perfect Speech (Ilepl t@v tecodpwv pepdv 100 tedeiov Adyov)
recently ascribed to the thirteenth century.!!

The evidence hitherto uncovered for Philagathos’ use of
Procopius concerns the lost Monody for Antioch, Monody 1, The
Ekphrasis of the Water-Clock, The Ethopoua of Phoemix, and the
Epistles. Thus, unacknowledged citations from the Monody for
Antioch have been uncovered in Philagathos” homily For the Holy
Innocents (Hom. 24 R'T).12 Snippets from Monody 1 surface in the
homilies On the Widow’s Son (Hom. 6 RT) and On the Book of
Generation of Jesus Christ and about Thamar (Hom. 22 R'T).13 Cita-
tions ad verbum from the Ekphrasis of the Water-Clock ("Exgpaocig
wpoloyiov) have been revealed in Philagathos’ celebrated ek-

“La népepyog dpnynots in Filagato da Cerami: una particolare tecnica nar-
rativa,” RSBN 35 (1998) 47-65; Dulus, Rhetoric, Exegesis and Florilegic Structure
93-195.

11'W. Horandner, “Pseudo-Gregorios Korinthios Uber die vier Teile der
perfekten Rede,” MEG 12 (2012) 87-131, here 105: dvdyvobr Asvkinany,
Xapixietow, Aovkiovov, Tuvésiov, Alkippovog émiotolds, “Read Leucippe,
Charicleia, Lucian, Synesios, letters of Alciphron.” In the same treatise Pro-
copius 1s listed among the models for the panegyric genre; Ps.-Greg.
Corinth. I1, 1. teco. uep. 74—77: "Ev 101¢ mowvnyvpixoic keicBm 6ol npd névimv
elg Gpyérumov O uéyag Tpnydplog 6 Beoldyog, 6 Nvoong, 6 Bacilerog, év oig
OAlyorg Torodtorg Eyponyev, 6 MavaBnvaixdg Adyog 100 Aproteidov, 6 Oeuictiog,
0 Tpoxoniog T'dlng, 6 Xopixiog, 6 YeAdog o pdMota, kol &1 T1g To100t0G £V T8
10lg Tohonolg kol vewtéporg | ko’ fudg. For the references to Procopius in
this rhetorical treatise see A. Corcella, “Una testimonianza sulle tpoloAiod
di Procopio e Coricio di Gaza nel Iept Aoyoypagpiag,” S&T 8 (2010) 247—
264.

12 Corcella, BS 103 (2010) 31-35.

13 Corcella, RET 1 (2011/2) 3—4, and BZ 103 (2010) 33-37; e.g. Hom.
22.6 (RT 143): OVt | Odpop dronesoboo ynpely SITAR kol Og dveipolg Tolg
yopoig neddooca, kol 00dE Tondog edpolpnoaca, eig TOv Tpitov Toldo InAou =
Proc. Op. 14.7 (Or. 4: 462.21 Amato): o év dvelpo 1@ youo neddoaco. In this
essay the Procopian citations are from Amato, Procope de Gaza, and include
paragraph, page number(s), and line(s).
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phrasis of the Cappella Palatina (Hom. 27 RT).!* In addition, as
Amato convincingly argued, the incipit of Philagathos’ ekphrasis
imitates the cipit of Procopius’ Ethopoua of Phoenix (‘HOomotia
®oivikog).!> He further pointed out that in addition to verbatim
quotations there are other passages in Philagathos’ Homilies that
bespeak the imprint of Procopius’ works.!6

The parallels identified reveal that Philagathos relied on Pro-
copius’ Epstles for describing the emotions experienced in his
pastoral endeavor. This type of source use reproduces a rhe-
torical pattern of self-representation that required the imitation
of established stylistic models for speaking about oneself or for
describing one’s relationship with the audience. In fact, Phil-
agathos often relied on the literary tradition for describing the
affectionate relation with his audience.!”

14 Amato, Byzantion 82 (2012) 5-8. Hom. 27.2 (R'T 175): To 8¢ tfig &ppntov
tehetig yoplov popudpov Bdpal tolg iepebol mepikheier v ydpov |...]
KoAvpo 8¢ 10D10 tdv, 1 T1g mponetg kol Gviepog elowm tdv adVtmv vrepPiivon
euhoveikein = Proc. Op. 8.4 (206.12—14 Amato): 0 popudpev nTuyls TV Kid-
VoV T LEco GUVE[xeL, 0EEmV] oKOAOTWV 0TOTG EURErNYOTMV 61N POV, KOAVLL
10910 1@V €l T1¢ Tpometng kol DrepPHvon eiloveiker.

15 Hom. 27.1 (RT 174): ZvvAdouai cot, méMg, kol coi, Bele 1dv dvoktdpwv
vaé = Proc. Op. 7.1 (200.4 Amato): Zvvidopon pév tolg “EAAnowv. On this
textual parallel Amato, Byzantion 82 (2012) 14, aptly commented: “La coin-
cidenza ¢ davvero fin troppo sospetta per escludere che Filagato, quasi
strizzando 1’occhio al suo publico, non abbia inteso effettivamente imitare il
non citato oratore cristiano di Gaza, tanto piu se si considera che nel mano-
scritto, da cul sono tramandati gl scritti ‘profani’ di Procopio (e, dunque,
presumibilmente anche nell’antigrafo di partenza), I'Etopea di Fenice precede
la Descrizione dell’orologio, modello, abbiamo visto, per la descrizione della re-
cinzione del presbiterio della Cappella palermitana.”

16 Byzantion 82 (2012) 12—-14.

17 See for instance Hom. 9.1 (RT 61), an appropriation from Heliodorus’
Aethiopica hitherto unnoticed in the scholarship: Ernéxet pov v yA@dttov 1
vdoog 100 cipotog, Abet 8¢ todtny 6 tdBog Tod Thic ExkAnciog nAnpduatoc. Ot
névor oryav dvoyrdlovot, 10 @iktpov Aodelv dvoreiBer pe, kol pot mapnyopio
g vdoov 1 Tpog vudg opAio koBictotor. Towodtov 1 dkpongvie dydmm: Tdv
pév Ewbev npoomntdviwv Vrepepovel, Tpog 8¢ 10 erloduevov dgopdoo H80-
vetor, ““The disease of my body restrains my tongue, but the desire for the
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478 PHILAGATHOS OF CERAMI

These findings have established that Philagathos’ appropria-
tions are based on first-hand knowledge of Procopius’ writings.
At the same time, it has become manifest that the manuscript
circulating in twelfth-century Southern Italy transmitted a
larger collection of Procopius’ writings, including his now lost
Monody for Antioch written about the devastating earthquake of
526.18

A hitherto unnoticed use of Procopius’ oeuvre occurs in
Philagathos” homily “The lamp of the body is the eye” (on Mt
6:22-23). It 1s applied in a rare description of an interaction
with the audience. The homilist portrays a deacon who is
sleeping during his exposition of the Gospel:!?

AMN Op®d tOv PéAtictov €xelvov diakovov Vve Popoduevov:
£0° TKoVaC YOp OPaC EMTNPNGAC E100V MG KATOXOV TEPLKPOdOL-
vouevov,20 xal 10 BAEuua yodvov, Kol 10 COUC OTNELYUETMY
£m1deduevov, kol Ty Yyouxnv domep dpirtopévny, koi {dviog €t
100 _oouatog Bdtepov 8¢ mijyvv @ Ymve Avduevov koi udig
dporg daxtvAolg The Topelde ényovovto. AAG Ti TaoyELS,?!

perfection of the Church unloosens it. The pain forces me to keep silence,
the love persuades me to speak, and the speech before you is to me a con-
solation for my sickness. Such is the perfect love: on the one hand it over-
looks whatever happens from without, on the other it delights in looking at
the beloved object” = Aeth. 1.2 (ed. Colonna 58-60): O%twg dpa ndog dixpt-
Brig kol #pog dcponevig tdv ptv EEmbev mpoonintdviev dAyevidv te kol Hidéwv
TAVTWV VIEPEPOVEL, TPOg v O 10 ELAOVUIEVOV KOl OpBV KO GLVVEDELY TO QpO-
vnuo korovaykdler, “So it is that genuine affection and wholehearted love
disregard all external pains and pleasures and compel the mind to concen-
trate thought and vision on one object: the beloved” (transl. J. R. Morgan,
in B. P. Reardon [ed.], Collected Ancient Greek Novels [Berkeley 1989] 355).

18- Amato, Byzantion 82 (2012) 8-9, and Procope de Gaza 1.XVIII; Corcella,
RET1(2011/2) 4.

19 Hom. 63 (Scorsus, Hom. 42; PG 132.813D-816A). The text presented
here is based on Matnit.gr. 4554, f. 81v (M); on the manuscript see Gregorio
de Andres, Catdlogo de los cidices griegos de la Real Biblioteca de El Esconal 1
(Madrid 1965) 15-20; G. Rossi-Taibbi, Sulla tradizione manoscritta dell’omiliario
di Filagato di Cerami (Palermo 1965) 51-58.

20 repikpadouvopevov supplevi ex M | kpadouvopevov Scorsus.

21 AAAG Tl mdoyeig M | AALG yap kol Tl tdoyelg Scorsus.
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® 0010¢, dkaipe VuoToyud Popuviuevog; Ti 8¢ contov aioyd-
VELG &V TQ Kopd THg Gkpodoens Vrve dovAoywyovuevog; El 8¢
T0d0GTPOPOV22 povadald dpyovuévny €dpog, N kooompido2t
HoyAdoov?® doelyeiog ddovoay PHUOTE, OypLTVOV GV ETNPELG
kol Syv kol dkony. Nov 8¢ tdv Beiomv épunvevopévav eovdv 1
g axndicg oot poAvPdig émtPopiver To PAépapa.

But I see that honourable deacon oppressed by sleep; as I kept
an eye on him for a long time, I saw him quivering just as
though suffering from catalepsy, /s eye foggy, his body lacking
support, his soul as if flying away, though hus body is still alive; with
the other forearm slackened by sleep and only just lightly touching the
cheek with the end of his fingers. But, you there, what’s the matter with
you for being weighed down by untimely slumber? Why do you
shame yourself being enslaved to sleep at the time of instruction?
For if you had seen a frenzied woman dancing or a lewd harlot
chanting words of wantonness, you would have kept yourself
awake, both your sight and your sense of hearing. But now when
the divine words are explained, the leaden weight of your torpor
presses hard upon your eyelids.

Bitter irony and humour permeate the description of the
deacon.?6 What is perhaps most fascinating about Philagathos’
account 1s his appropriation of Procopius’ Description of the Image
placed i the City of Gaza ("Exgpaoig eikovog év tfj méder tdv To-

22 E{ 8¢ nodootpdpov M | Ei 8¢ kot modootpdgov Scorsus.

23 pevado M.

24 Cf. Philagath. Hom. 35.7 (RT 241): “YroyowvaBelg odv tolg Adyorg Tiig
xooowpidog 6 dethatog; 22.3 (RT 142): Padf 8¢ kaccwpic Av kol poyAdoo, &v
‘Tepryo.

25 The verb poyAdw is recurrent in Cyril of Alexandria; a congruent
usage occurs in his Commentarius in xiu prophetas minores 1.17.10 (ed. Pusey,
Oxford 1868): kol tobt0 poyAdcav kol Teropvevpuévnv.

26 On irony and humor in Byzantine literature see e.g. F. Bernard,
“Humor in Byzantine Letters of the Tenth to Twelfth Century: Some
Preliminary Remarks,” DOP 69 (2015) 179-196; J. Ljubarskij, “Byzantine
Irony: The Case of Michael Psellos,” in E. Chrysos et al. (eds.), Bu{avrio*
kparog ko kowvwvia (Athens 2003) 349-361; M. Alexiou et al. (eds.), Greek
Laughter and Tears: Antiguity and Afier (Edinburgh 2017).
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Saiov kewévng), a source not so far recognized in the homiletic
corpus. Procopius’ renowned ekphrasis illustrates scenes of the
myth of Phaedra and Hippolytus, as well as scenes from lliad
Book 3.27 Philagathos imitates and tailors to his own ends Pro-
copius’ description of Phaedra:?8
AMLG T toD710 TémovBo; tf) toD {oypdeov téyxvn merAdvnuon kol
Ciiv todtor vevoutko kol AovBévew thy Béov, ot mépuke ypdip-
poto. ovkovv mept thg Paidpog, un mpog éxeivny @Beyymuedo.
70 YOp oxfue TodG ELEYXEL TOV EpmTo. OpQG VYPOV 10 BAEuuo
kol vodv 10 mdBet petéwpov kol oduo otnpryudtmv Emded-
pevov, yuymv donep drodnuodooy kol {dvtog €11 100 GOUOTOC.
dilppog O pev ovth Tpog Edpav LIESTPOTOL, O 08 TPOG TH} KALvT,
0©G £1K0G, DTOKEILEVOG QVEXEL TOV VDTOV KO TEUTEL T® OKIUTOdL.
0pag 8¢ miyvv kol néBer Audpevov kol pdMg dxpo dokTOA® Thg
TOPELOG EXYODOVTOL.

But what is this I experience? I am deceived by the art of the
painter and think all this is alive, and my sight forgets that this is
a painting. Let me speak about Phaedra, not to her. Her form
proves her love. You can see her moist ¢ye, her mind unsettled
by passion, her body lacking support, her soul wandering, though her
body s still alive. A couch laid under her for sitting yet lying close
to the [king’s] bed, as was fitting, sustains her back and leads to
the small bed. Behold the forearm slackened by passion and only just
lightly touching the cheek with the end of the finger.

Philagathos’ appropriation echoes the scene taking place in

27 On Procopius’ ekphrasis see Amato, in Procope de Gaza 159-187. On
Procopius’ appropriation and modulation of the literary tradition see L.
Thénevet, “L’Ekphrasis etkonos de Procope de Gaza: visite guidée d’une
tragédie,” in E. Amato et al. (eds.), L'Ecole de Gaza: espace littéraire et identité
culturelle dans UAntiquité tardwe (Leuven 2017) 225-265. On the late-antique
cultural context see V. Drbal, “L’Ekphrasis Eikonos de Procope de Gaza en
tant que reflet de la société de I’Antiquité tardive,” in V. Vavrinek et al.
(eds.), Ekphrasis: la representation des monuments dans les litteratures byzantine et
byzantino-slaves (Prague 2011) 106-122; R. Talgam, “The Ekphrasis Eikonos of
Procopius of Gaza: The Depiction of Mythological Themes in Palestine and
Arabia during the Fifth and Sixth Centuries,” in Christian Gaza 209-234.

28 Procop. Op. 9.17 (197.26—198.7). A part of this ekphrasis 1s translated by
G. Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Princeton 1983) 173—174.
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the palace.?? At the center of a hypostyle hall, Theseus, king of
Athens, 1s shown lying on his bed, attended by Hypnos leaning
on his bed and three boy servants. Close to the king’s bed sits
his wife, Phaedra, accompanied by an old nursemaid, reading
the thoughts of her mistress and persuading her to write a letter
to Hippolytus expressing her love. Procopius’ account portrays
Phaedra restless and tormented by her forlorn and tragic love
for her stepson. What sparked Philagathos’ adaptation of Pro-
copius ¢kphrasis for portraying the sleeping deacon is the anal-
ogy provided by the painting, which depicts Theseus asleep in
the palace a few lines above. The homilist retrieved this literary
context and combined it with the image of Phaedra’s uncon-
trollable desire and lack of self-restraint. In fact, the association
between untimely sleep and passion reflects a well-established
monastic mindset. Basil the Great in the Great Asketikon reports
the question: “Why does untimely sleep come upon us and how
can we thrust it out?”’3? The Cappadocian explains that un-
timely sleep occurs when oblivion to God’s judgments over-
comes the soul. It appears that the homilist connects the
monastic theme of untimely sleep with wantonness and lack of
self restraint.

The exegetic connection is based on Procopius’ ekphrasis as
the recrimination of the deacon (AAA& Tl mdoyelc, ® ovrog,
axoip® vootoyud Popouvopevog; T1 8¢ contov oloybvels &v T Konpd
Thg dxpodoemg Yrve dovAaywyovuevog;) 1s modelled on a passage
of Procopius’ ekphrasis which speaks of Phaedra’s unbridled
passion (Op. 9.16 [197.13—19]):

Onoevg pév koBedder kol Ty THYNv oikéton Prdlovior. doi-
dpov 8¢ éxeivny ob xatéoye “vAduuog Vmvog.” dvB’ Vmvov 8¢
to0t Ty kapdlav “Epag évéueto. dAAL i mdoyeic, @ yovar;
dvovnTov Tovelg ovk edTLYoDVTOg T0D “Epmtog. midg yop 0N Kol

29 Thénevet, in L'Ecole de Gaza 233-240; Talgam, in Christian Gaza 210—
216.

30 Bas. Reg.brev. 32 (PG 31.1104C).
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TEeloEIC TOV Kol COPPOVETY EMIGTOUEVOV; T GOtV oioyOvelg
avope xoitn tAnoialew £0éhovoa;

Theseus is asleep and the members of his household take ad-

vantage of the opportunity. But sweet sleep holds not Phaedra.

Instead of sleep, Love has taken possession of her heart. What is

happening to you, woman? You suffer in vain from a love which

cannot succeed. How will you persuade him who knows self-

restraint? Why do you shame yourself by longing to approach a for-

bidden bed. (transl. Kennedy)
Philagathos’ rhetorical interrogations are thus inspired by Pro-
copius’ text. Notably, the image of Theseus held by sleep which
triggered Philagathos’ adaptation is an innovation of Pro-
copius. In Euripides’ Hippolytus (281, 660) Theseus is said to be
away on a state visit when the first events unfold.?! It may not
be just a coincidence that the same recrimination is addressed
to Herod in Philagathos’ homily On the Beheading of St. John the
Baptist (Hom. 35 [RT 239-244]): Ti covtov_oioydvels, A€xog
évuPBpilov opdyviov kol émdéuvia Palvev mapavoue; (“Why do you
disgrace yourself by mocking thy brotherly bridal-bed and mount-
ing lawless couches?”). If the reprimand appears too common to
indicate a filiation, the similarity between contexts is striking in
that both refer to illegitimate seduction and may in fact be in-
dicative of a Procopian imprint.

But Procopius’ Description of the Image can in fact be demon-
strated in Hom. 35. This sermon was pronounced at the liturgi-
cal commemoration of the biblical event on 29 August in the
Church of St. John of the Hermits (San Giovanni degli Eremiti)
in Palermo during one of Philagathos’ sojourns in the capital.
Stylistically, it showcases his mastery of incorporating various
rhetorical models. It contains a pictorial ekphrasis of St. John the
Baptist based on passages from Basil of Caesarea’s Homily on the
Martyr Gordius, Gregory of Nyssa’s Fulogy of Saint Basil, and quo-
tations from the Homeric poems (. 16.235 and Od. 9.191).32

31 See on this Thénevet, in L'Ecole de Gaza 237.

32 On Philagathos’ embroidery of sources see Dulus, Rhetoric, Exegesis and
Florilegic Structure 129—133.
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Noteworthy 1s the depiction of the emotions that divided
Herod’s soul, modeled after an episode in Achilles Tatius” Leu-
cippe and Clitophon.3® Similarly, the depiction of Herodias’ arts of
seduction 1s intertwined with a snippet from Lucian’s dialogue
Toxaris.>* However, the most arresting aspect of Philagathos’
sermon 1s the ekphrasis of the glamorous appearance and lasciv-
1ous dance of Herodias’ daughter (whom Josephus identifies as
Salome) (Hom. 35.8 [RT 241-242]):

Ouydtprov Mv 1 ‘Hpwdiddt €k 1@V 100 Pthinmov vouinwy kn-
devudrov texbév, dotelov ugv koi ™y Syiv ovk dwpov, SAlmg
8¢ {topovss kol nponstég Kol GvorioyvuvTov, Kol Mg 60»7]963@ g
ucmSog unTpPog ocnsmokuoc Todtnv xoouncoco. n umxu?ug
unTp (prorspov KOl VOUQUK®G nsptcretkucoc npog roug ev-
wyovpévoug dpynoopévny e€énepyev. ‘H 8¢, o év péow yévorto
TV Sontvpdvaev, Tpog T un aicyvvBivor kopuede dro&dcaco
TV TPOCORMY Tocay oid®,6 domep kopvPaviidoo £Rdkyeve,

33 Philagath. Hom. 35.5 (RT 240-241): ‘Op&v ydp ‘Hpddng poydoing tov
npoeATV 101G EAEyY01g ToVTOV Haotilovia, dvumootédhm te Bdpoet 10 ducddeg
g eovAng mpatewg ékmounebovia, moAloic fuepileto Thv wuynyv, oicyovn,
fpott kol Boud Noydvero 10D KApvkog 0 dElmua, dpyileto leyxduevog, O
£pwg TNy dpynv éni ndéov dvépAeye, kod télog 1| pAndovio vikd 0 Gvdpdmodov,
“For Herod seeing the prophet violently flogging him with rebukes and
parading the filthiness of his foul deeds openly and fearlessly, had his soul torn
apart by many conflicting emotions—shame, love, and anger; he was ashamed before the
herald’s standing, enraged when chastised; for love greatly inflamed the anger and
the lust for pleasure prevails at last over the one who has been taken captive”
= Ach. Tat. 5.24.3: 6 8¢ npoiodoa kol T01¢ Aomoic TdV yeypoupuévay évétuye,
nocay pobodoa ™y dAnBeiav fuenépioto moAloic duo Ty wouyfv, 0idol kol
opyfi ki Epwtt kod {nhoturig. Noydveto Tov Gvdpa, wpyileto tolg ypdupacwy, O
£poc Eudipouve Ty OpyRv, E&fimte oV Epwta 1) {nAoturia, xoi tédog Ekpdnoey O

3% On Philagathos’ Lucianic allusions see also N. Bianchi, “Filagato da
Cerami lettore del De domo ovvero Luciano in Italia meridionale,” in La
tradizione dei testi 47.

35 Gf. Heliod. Aeth. 7.10.4: yOvondv T Egvikov ovk dwpov peév dAlag 8¢ ito-
uov; 1.9.1: énercdryer yovonov dotelov pev AL dpyékakov, Svopo Anpotvémy.

36 Cf. Alciphr. Ep. 1.12.1: déov adoydvesBon kopikde. dréfvoon v oidd
700 Tpocdmov.
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cofoboa v xounv, doéuvag Avyilouévn, dvoteivovso Tnv
OAévny, Tapayvpvodco. to otépva, Bdtepov Totv modolv dvoi-
6TEAAOVOOL, TH TOXELQ TOD CMUOTOG GLOTPOPT] TOLPOYVLLVOVLLEVT),
Kol Téyo TL Kol TOV GmOpPAT®V DIOOEIKYVOVGO, Ovoldel Te
TPOSMN® TOVG TAV Opdviav 6eBuiuovg elg Eovtv Eniotpépov-
60, Kol GYNUOcT TovTodamolc EunAnkta tolodoo TV Beotdy To
epoviuota. *Hy 8¢ (’ipoc 10TE 6 KTNVMING ‘Hpo'JSng Gw(ppovof)cw
ocvﬂpwnmg, og sucog, Kocrowskoccrog, ustpoucoc nup@svov 0 e
dokely v oq/scsw ocppsvwv oYt nocpoccmsnoccocg GVOLGVVTELY.
[pdcBeoig 8¢ 100 kokod, Gt kol fipecev adTd Thig povadoye-
vodeg37 modootpdpov N dpynois. T 8¢ thg unTpodg avThg Epwtt
xoil T péln xdroyog dv, kaitol undév aimodong thg venivdog,
dypt 100 Vv Poacideiov aOTf dtedelv énmyyelloto GvTl mop-
VIKGOV AYIoHGTOV Kol Toddv GTdKTOV 6TPoeiig, kol Opkov Th
énoryyedio énédnie 10 thg dxolaociog dvdpdmodov.

Herodias had a little daughter born from her legitimate mar-
riage with Philip, charming and not unappealing looking, but of un-
common impudence, reckless and shameless, truly the representation
of her viperish mother. The adulterous mother, embellishing her
daughter more gracefully and dressing her up in wedding dress, sent
her out dancing in front of those sumptuously feasting. And she
stepped out among the guests wnstead of being ashamed as a girl should
be, and wiping off all modesty from her countenance danced as if filled
with Corybantic frenzy, wildly moving her hair, twisting herself
indecently, lifting up her elbows, disclosing her breast, raising up
one of her two feet, laying herself bare by the swift bending of
her body, and forthwith revealing something of those parts, which are unfit
to be spoken; with unabashed expression she turned the eyes of the
beholders toward herself, and by gestures of every kind she
stupefied the spectators’ minds. At that moment, Herod truly
seemed more beastlike than human, probably [he was] an object
of derision, since he provided a young girl, a virgin, as it seems,
to behave so shamelessly in the sight of men. Then, there was a
further increase of evil, for the dance of the Maenad-born dan-
cer pleased him. Being possessed by an ardent passion for her
mother and overcome by drunkenness, and although it was
nothing that the newcomer had asked, [Herod] promised her

37 poavadoyevig (“maenad-bred” or “maenad-descended”) is a hapax.
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that he would even divide the kingdom for the sake of her ob-
scene twistings and wild leaping of her feet, and the slave of
licentiousness added to the promise a vow.

This is one of the most extensive accounts of her per-
formance in the Byzantine homiletic literature.’® For this
amplified description of Salome’s performance, Philagathos
amassed a mosaic of vignettes on impudence plucked from
Alciphron’s letters, Heliodorus’ Aethiopica, and Procopius’
Description of the Image For the characterization of Salome’s
performance as exposmg the hidden parts of her body (ko tayo
TL kol T@v aroppitav vrodekvoovco,) recalls Procopius’ descrip-
tion of Phaedra, who “by wearing a transparent tunic reveals
something of those parts, which are unfit to be spoken” (Aent@®
3¢ yrtovioke [oxeddv Tl xod tdv dmopphtwv vrédeiev).?? That
Philagathos relied on Procopius’ text is reinforced by the fact
that the same section about Phaedra’s passion is used in Hom.
63 in portraying the sleeping deacon, as noted above.

Philagathos’ description of Salome’s lecherous dance is sur-
prising given the anxieties aroused by the image of the dancer
in patristic literature and the rhetorical conception of language
as a force that can affect the conscience through the power of
words. For evocative descriptions were thought to have the
same efficacy in stirring the imagination of the audience as the
sight itself. This is, for instance, a recurrent theme in St. John
Chrysostom:*0 the great preacher argued that one should avoid
the mere sight of a prostitute, since such sights creep into the
viewer’s mind and it is impossible not to be affected by them.*!
In the twelfth century, Zonaras, commenting on the council of

38 Closest to Philagathos’ ekphrasis of the dance in terms of vividness is
Basil of Seleucia’s Oratio XVIII in Herodiadem, PG 85.226D-236C. On the
theme of dance in this sermon see R. Webb, “Salome’s Sisters: The Rhe-
toric and Realities of Dance in Late Antiquity and Byzantium,” in L. James
(ed.), Women, Men and Eunuchs: Gender in Byzantium (London 1997) 135—141.

39 Procop. Op. 9.17 (198.12—13).
40 See on this Webb, in Women, Men and Eunuchs 131-134.
4 C. ludos et theat., PG 56.266.
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Trullo (A.D. 691/2), which outlawed public spectacle and
dancing, explained that such sights were bound to arouse
wantonness in the audience.*?

In the case of Philagathos, the assiduous imitation of rhe-
torical models elucidates the purpose of descriptive detail. The
goal is to achieve vividness and emotional evocation. Indeed,
behind Philagathos’ indulgence in conveying erotic details may
stand the stylistic influence of Procopius’ Description of the Image.
Besides the description of Phaedra’s transparent garments and
seductive body, the ekphrasis includes other scenes suffused with
dramatic and erotic appeal that may have affected Philagathos’
description of Salome’s performance. Thus, the image of Sa-
lome as “disclosing her breast” (ropoyvuvodoo to otépva) recalls
the licentious peasant woman nearly exposing her breasts (Pro-
cop. Op. 9.33 [206.7-8]: nopoyvpvot 10 uépog kol 10 posBov v
unéderéev) while she watched the brutal spectacle of the servant
beating the old nursemaid in the second episode of the myth.
Furthermore, the exposed breast of the old nursemaid when
struck down by the servant (Op. 9.25 [202.20—21]: yvpvolg d¢
10lg otépvols EmParodoa v xelpae) provides another possible
analogy for Philagathos’ imagery. Finally, in light of Philaga-
thos’ acquaintance with Procopius’ Monody 1 (Op. 14), the de-
piction of Salome’s movements as “obscene twistings and wild
leaping of her feet” (mopvik@v Avylopudtov kol moddv GTdKTOL
otpoefig) seems to reflect Procopius’ description of the excel-
lence of the youth who “passed beyond wild leapings despite
being very young” (Op. 14.3 [459.23-24]: vedratog vrepPaig
atoktodvTo TNdNuoTa).

It is opportune to note here that the account of the old nurse-
maid’s sufferings in Procopius’ Description of the Image recalls the
extreme gestures of bereavement in Philagathos” homily On the
Widow’s Son. The mother’s desolation at the loss of her beloved
son is vividly rendered as “burning up her entrails, withering

#2S. Taugher, “Having Fun in Byzantium,” in L. James (ed.), 4 Companion
to Byzantium (Oxford 2010) 143.
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her lips, tearing her hair, baring her chest, unveiling her head

. and almost breathing out her life along with him” (Hom. 6.8
[RT 40]: drnvBpoxopévn 1 onAdyyvoe, neppoyuévn o xeiln, ke-
Koppévn Ty KOuMv, YOuvl T OTEPVOL, GTOPOKAALTTOS TNV KEQOL-
Av). In another passage Philagathos writes that upon “smiting
her chest and head with stones she revealed the breasts with
which she had nursed” (6.10 [RT 41]: AiBoig naiovoo xoi
otépva kol kepoAnv, pootovg Lnedeikvo tovg Opéyovtog). This
homiletic context is congruent with Procopius’ description of
the old nursemaid whose nakedness is similarly provoked by
bereavement and self-inflicted pain: “smiting her chest, she
probably wails her own fate” (Op. 9.25 [202.24-25]: niftrovco
8¢ 10 otépva, g €lkdg, TV TOYXMV €avthg omodvpetar). Un-
doubtedly, these displays of grief represent a literary conven-
tion in laments and may point to other rhetorical models. In
the Aethiopica, for instance, Theagenes is described as mourning
his beloved Charikleia by “striking his head and tearing his
hair” (Heliod. Aeth. 2.1.2: moiwv v kepoAnv kol TIAA@V TG
tpixoc). Nonetheless, it is important to stress that Philagathos in
fact retrieved several snippets from Procopius’ Monody 1 in this
sermon (more on this below), which would seem to add to the
suggested imprint of Procopius’ ekphrasis on Hom. 6.

Besides Hom. 63 and 35, Philagathos can be seen to have em-
ployed Procopius’ Description of the Image in the homily For the
Holy Innocents (Hom. 24 R'T). The originality of Philagathos’ ac-
count consists in adding an ekphrasis of a painting featuring the
Massacre of the Innocents to his detailed account of the event,
as an ekphrasis within an ekphrasis. The first ekphrasis, as A. Cor-
cella has pointed out, encloses snippets derived in all likelihood
from Procopius’ lost Monody for Antioch. This section is worth
retrlevmg here to emphasize Philagathos’ reliance on the Pro-
copian corpus and to better contextualize his (possible) use of
Procopius’ Description of the Image as discussed below (Hom. 24.6—
7 |[RT 158-159]):

"EOpfivouv Tortépec, TPOGENITTOV TO1g GTPOTLMTOLS, IKETEVOV, KOl
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ﬁmp nsptsKéymo no1do,*3 n(xrhp 8¢ dvexoAelto yovﬁv “Qpuo
yovi) npog QuYNY, (poprov T01g OUO1G T0 Todiov éndyovoo: GAN’
nv t@v Unnpsrwv 0 Spouog oémspog AAAAOIG B8 GUVSKpOU-
0V10, KOl (pwvou GUUULYETG ocvnystpovro nretlovy ol Grp(xuwrou
dewvdv T Kol SroKovrwSzac, nyplwusvmg SSSOQKOTEQ T01g dupo-
ov.H Qko?wCov untépeg oipoot ns(pnpusvou Kol S(prUGw
OA0PUPOVTO VATIO, EAeelvidg cuykomtoueva. To yop Elen, g
Etuyev, én’ adta @epdueva dOMmg Nxpwtnpiale: kol TO pev
XEWPOV Gmeotépnto, 10 0 T WOde ocvvipiPev €€ Muicelog
amdretor QAL KoTEQYN TNV KEQOANY, TOD COUNTOC TO. KOUPLOL
TOPOoTMUEVOV,* 10 & GAov €téuveto, og O Bvpog £81dov
avtopatilov exdote tov Bdvartov. "Q ndcot moidec, uécov tun-
Bévtec, nuiBvnror pepevikaoct, unde televthv 0€utépav kepdai-
vovtee,®6 dAAG koo Bpoyd doamoavapevol. IMolg mopéBee Th
untpi kol yeAMlovon eovii Ty texkoboay dvekoAelto.4” AALN
otpatidg eEGmva elcdpopav, denpeito 1@ Elpel ™My kepo-
M- eBeyyouévou 8 dipa 10D8e, N kpol kKortepiyOn th kdver 48

43 Proc. fr. incert. sedis 26 Amato = Bekker 169.4-5: Iepiyedpon- aitio-
Tikf). [poxdmiog- “kod unnp reprekéyvto reido.”

# Gr. Nyss. Beat., PG 44.1285: dpBoluol pév brd thv 10dv Brepdpov mept-
ypopny EEmBodvron, Vpoudv 11 kod dpaxoviddeg Tpdg 10 Avmodv drevilovteg.
The allusion to Gregory’s text consisting in just one word is certified by
Philagathos’ extensive reliance on Nyssen’s homily in Hom. 9.13 (RT 65):
‘OpBoluol pév yop Orgp Ty 1@dv Brepdpav meprypoonv ¢Embodvo, Yeouudv Tt
kol dpoxoviddeg dedoprdreg mpdg tov Avmhcavta, “The eyes wrenched out
beyond the limit of the eye-lids, were flashing forth something bloody and
gazing snake-like to the one tormented by this [viz. demonic possession].”

* Proc. Monodia per Antiochia, fr. certae sedis I 2 Amato = Bekker 153.21—
23: Koredyn: yevikii - [poxomiog €k tic Movediag Avtwoxelag: “GAhog kotedyn
¢ keoAfic 10D CMOUOTOG TO KOIPLO. TOPOCTOUEVOG.”

4 Proc. fr. incertae sedis 22 Amato = Bekker 153.24-26: Kepdaivo:
aitrorif. Tpoxdniog: “® méoot pécot EbAwy dAANLotg dvieperdévinv Eyivovto,
unde tedevty 6&utépov kepdouvovree.”

47 Gr. Nyss. Natw., PG 46.1145: ¢AN dxpodrron 10D &Alov 1idn ¢Beyyouévou
kol weAMCopévn T vl v untépo petd Soxpbov dvexorodvrog. Tt ©éln; tig
yévnta T tivog dvtiBorioet povii; T tivog olpwyfi dvtodupnto;

48 ][ 10.455-457; the narrative context in the lliad is Dolon, who al-
though a swift runner was hopelessly hunted down by Diomedes and
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The fathers wailed, they fell down before the soldiers kneeling,
beseeching them; a mother embraced her child and a father called to
his offspring. A woman rushed out fleeing, carrying the child as
a burden upon her shoulders, but the henchmen’s running was
faster. They collided with each other and mingled voices arose.
The soldiers blustered terrible threats, flashing forth like snakes with
savage eyes. The mothers wept bitterly, drenched by blood and
tears; the babes sobbed when pitiably cleft asunder. For the
swords, randomly raining down upon them, inflicted horren-
dous mutilations. One was deprived of hands, while one died
with legs cut in half. Another had his head cut off; having detached the
body’s most important part; another one was entirely cut, since
wrath acting spontaneously brought death to every single one.
Oh, how many children cut in half lay half-dead, not even having the benefit
of a swifler death, but they expired only slowly. A child ran to his
mother, and called her with faltering voice. But a soldier rushing
towards him with the sword immediately severed his head; and
“while he was yet speaking his head was mingled with the dust’ (for the
speech leads me to utter poetic words).

This extensive and bloody narrative of the Massacre 1s in a
sanctioned pattern in Byzantine homiletics for describing this
episode. As Henry Maguire has pointed out, the delight in
cruel detail was absorbed into religious literature from descrip-
tions of war and calamities.* Thus, Philagathos intertwines
snippets from Procopius of Gaza and Gregory of Nyssa,
sparing no gruesome detail that might bring the scene before
the eye. The attribution of these snippets to Procopius’ lost
work 1s based on the indication given in the Lexicon Seguerianum:
¢k Mg Movodlag Avtioxetag. As Corcella has insightfully ar-
gued, the Procopian snippets incorporated by Philagathos are
best explained by direct access to Procopius’ full corpus.®”

Odysseus. By this poetical allusion, Philagathos evokes the hopelessness of
the children’s flight and their inescapable death.

49 H. Maguire, Art and Eloquence in Byzantium (Princeton 1981) 24-27.

%0 Corcella, B 103 (2010) 31-34, here 34: “Filagato ha evidentemente
riadattato nella sua omelia questi brani, con alcune ovvie variazioni. Si
potrebbe, a rigore, supporre che i abbia ripresi da questo o da analogo
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That Philagathos used Procopius’ Description of the Image can
be suggested for the next section of the sermon, which sets
forth a description of a painting of the Massacre of the Innocents,
which Philagathos claimed to have seen with his own eyes:>!

Eidov éyd todt0 10 mdbog xpduact yeypoppévov év mivakt, Kol

npdc oiktov fkviOnv kol ddxpvo. Eyéypomto yop O pév

topavvog éketvog Hpddng £¢° bymAod tvog Bpdvov coPapig
gpelouevog, dpwud Tt kol OnpLddeg Opdv keynvoTL 1M PAEupOTL.

‘0pBov 8¢ othooc év kohed 10 Elgog, v Aoudv &n’ adTd

Sdravénone, my <0&> dei0v mpotelvay EMITATTEWY E€MKEL TOIG

otpoTiotong dvnAede Bepicon v vnmiov v &povpov. Ot 8¢

Onpronpendc émbpdoxrovrec,’? doeddc T detdato koTeue-

Cov 5

I saw this [scene of] suffering painted in colors on a panel, and I
was moved to pity and tears. For that tyrant Herod was depicted
sitting on a high throne haughtily, looking with wide-open eyes,
fierce and savage. While he rested his left hand upon the upraised and
sheathed sword, he stretched forth hus right hand [and] he seemed to

lessico; ma non pare che altri frammenti, procopiani o non procopiani,
presenti nel zepl ovvrdews siano stati utilizzati da Filagato ed € senz’altro
piu naturale pensare che egli avesse accesso al testo stesso di Procopio.”

51 Hom. 24.9-11 (RT 159-160). It remains uncertain whether Philagathos
described a real painting or based his account on the literary tradition; e.g.
a similar emotion prefacing an ekphrasis of a painting of the Sacrifice of Isaac
is expressed by Greg. Nyss. Deit, PG 46.572C: Eidov moAAdx1ig émi ypogfig
eilxdvo, 10D mdBovg, kol ovk ddaxputi v Béov mapfrBov, évopyde Thg Téxvng
D1’ Sywv dyovong v totoplay, “I often saw the representation of this suffer-
ing in painting, and I could not pass by this spectacle without tears, so
vividly the art brought the story before my eyes.”

52 Gf. Cyril. Comm. x11 1 640 Pusey: xateotdhale 8¢ kol eig vodv adhtolg kol
kopdiov, Ty Sid tThaviceng nédny, 8o’ f Sikaing kol dmoddlast, Onprompenic
énBpdorovieg, mavti te Opdoel kol dvoenuiq xpduevor, “He distlled into
their mind and heart an intoxication through error in which they rightly
perish in a frenzy befitting wild animals employing utter audacity and
abuse” (transl. R. Hill, Cynil of Alexandria, Commentary on the Twelve Prophets 11
(Washington 2008] 209).

53 Cf. Cyril. Comm. xii 1 645 Pusey: xotopelilovioag doeddg, “‘chopping it
unmercifully.”
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be ordering the soldiers to cut off without pity the mothers. And
springing like beasts they slaughtered mercilessly the wretched [lads].

Philagathos’ statement of being “moved to pity and tears”
evokes the standard emotional response aroused by the work of
art. This 1s a constituent element in the ekphrasers of paintings
from Late Antiquity onwards.>* Given Philagathos’ practice of
literary mumesis, the imprint of Procopius’ Description of the Image
can be suggested for his description of Herod:

Procop. 0p. 9.13 (196.2-5): Srog 8¢ un AdBn napappvév, 6pBov todto
OTNCOG TO COUN GVEKALVE, Aod CUVELOV T® TNYEL Kol TPOG GoPd-
Aetav T xepl Ty KepaAny £petddpevog.sd

9.10 (194.9-12): 10 8¢ mapdv TPog TO THG NUEPOG UTiKOG AmOoKOUMY Em
KAlvny &tpdmn kol drovomoadel 1o odpo, the peonuPplog 10 mviyog
amonepmopevog Vrve. oo

9.39 (208.3-10): 6pbnv yop othoog tfi Aoff 100 Elgove Enavamaier
™y xelpo. [...] mapeotv Alog odtd tov ‘Odvocia kol 1ov Tudéwg el
BobAel TH xepl WUNGAUEVOS, EK VATOV AYOUEUVOVOS TPOTELVMY TNV
de€iov Mprduo ol otfivon Aéywv undév 11 1dv faciiéng artouevov.5?

Several contexts in Procopius’ text can have inspired Philaga-
thos. First, the description of Herod has a parallel in Procopius’
description of the boy bearing the fan in the main scene of the
painting, which features Theseus asleep surrounded by servants
and his wife Phaedra. Second, Procopius’ similar use of diova-

5t L. James and R. Webb, ““To Understand Ultimate Things and Enter
Secret Places’ Ekphrasis and Art in Byzantium,” Art History 14 (1991) 9-11.

% “In order that he does not fall without being aware, he had placed it
[the fan] upright to serve as support for his body, holding it tightly with his
left arm and resting his head on his hand, out of caution.”

5 “But at present, having grown weary at the height of the day he [The-
seus] has turned to his bed and rests his body, sent off to sleep by the stifling
heat of noon.”

57 “Holding it [his left hand] straight by leaning on the handle of his
sword, he [Agamemnon] lets his hand rest; near him is Ajax who imitates, if
you want, Odysseus and Tydeus’ son by stretching forth to Priam his right
hand over the shoulders of Agamemnon and saying to stay still without even
touching a hair of the king.”
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novo in picturing Theseus who “rests his body” (Swavaradet 1o
o®po) while lying on his bed at noon at the center of a hypo-
style hall: this appears to represent another pertinent context
for Philagathos’ v Aoy €n’ adt® Swvémove. Third, the
homily’s image of Herod “resting his left hand upon the up-
raised and sheathed sword while stretching forth his right
hand” (OpBov 8¢ othoag év xoded 10 Elpog, v Aoy én’ adTd
drovénave, Ty <d&> de&av npotelvav) seems to recall the passage
of Procopius’ Description of the Image featuring Agamemnon
receiving Priam.>® Admittedly, these are tiny allusions for
locating Philagathos’ source of inspiration. Nonetheless, since
corroborated by Philagathos’ extensive use of Procopius’ ek-
phrasis for the deacon sleeping during the liturgy (Hom. 63), the
hypothesis that Philagathos’ description of Herod is based on
Procopius’ Description of the Image seems warranted.

Finally, I suggest that further allusions to Procopius’ corpus
can be found in the homily On the Widow’s Son. The sermon
showcases Philagathos’ propensity for emotional evocation
achieved through a consummate florilegic technique.®® The
same ekphrastic emphasis on conjuring the absent sight in the
sermon on the Massacre of the Holy Innocents by a twofold
account of the slaughter (i.e. Philagathos first described the
Massacre itself and then repeated it in the ekphrasis of the paint-
ing) is found again here in the compositional structure of the
homily. For its first part contains a lengthy citation from Greg-
ory of Nyssa’s On the Making of Man, which incorporates almost
all of Nyssen’s account of Christ raising Lazarus, while in the
second part Philagathos introduces his own description made
up of a mosaic of vignettes, so that he is able to present the

8 The passage refers to Procopius’ description of the panels in the upper
part of the painting, which depict Priam accompanied by Antenor on a
mission to Agamemnon, based on /l. 3.259-263; on the Iliadic allusions in
Procopius’ ekphrasis see Amato, Procope de Gaza 176-177 n.65.

% For a detailed mapping of sources in this sermon see Dulus, Rhetoric,
Exegesis and Florilegic Structure 93—107.
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episode twice over.%Y He wove into his account passages con-
sonant with the theme of his sermon from Gregory’s On the
Making of Man, Sermons on the Beatitudes, and Life of Saint Macrina,
Basil of Caesarea’s Homuly on Psalm 44, Gregory of Nazianzus’
In Praise of the Maccabees (Or. 15), the Life and Muiracles of St.
Nicholas of Myra, Heliodorus® Aethiopica, Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe
and Clitophon, Nilus of Ancyra’s Epustles, and Procopius of Gaza’s
Monody 1 (Op. 14). Without a doubt, Philagathos resorted to
Procopius’ Monody 1 because it dovetailed with the subject of
the sermon. Therein Procopius offered consolation for the
death of a recently espoused young man of aristocratic descent.

To begin with, an unambiguous appropriation is embedded
in the ethopouia of the Widow:

Hom. 6.11-12 (RT 41-42) Proc. Op. 14 (Or. 4) 463.16-18:

¢ Cavtt Td vexpd diedéyetor “Tiva | GAAL plv 10ewv améntng Kol Tpiv
todtny, vié pov, tivee todtnyv | oBfvon Sinaptec, kol yéyovog
ﬁaSiQSLg 000v v pokpdy te kol | €€aigvng apdtepog, 600v Badi-
avsmcr‘tgoggo [...] Opog @ 0@ | Lov Eévnv xol v éunv euhiov
‘t(xggw Tméogou mv Ku?man xod | dpvovpevog, 000 mpooPAémery
téyo pot govion kol AoAodvrog | E0éloc monddpiov, éAnidog éoyor-
dxovoouol, poAlov 8¢ ocuviogh- | Tov Aelyoavov, GAL O Opdv €d-

copod cot, moBodueve, kol 10l¢ 6ol | ppaivov viv dmeotpdonc oixd-
veapolc 00T£01C GOPKEG YNPOLOL | LEVOC. TPOC T 60 16w Thouon
GLVTOKNGOVTOL.” TV TooTod0, Kol TéyYo. Mol Qo-

viion kol AaAodvrog dikobsouat.

She spoke with the deceased as if he | But before looking you flew away,
were living: “What is this, my child, | before rejoicing you disappeared,
what is this long road, with no way back, | and on a sudden you became more
that you walk? [...] On your grave I shall | cruel, walking a strange road and
Jix a hut, and perhaps you would come forth | refusing my love, and you do not
to me and I shall hear you talking, or | wish to behold your little boy, the
rather I shall bury myself with you, | last remnant of hope, but you who
my darling, and the aged flesh will be | rejoiced in seeing him now have
consumed along with your youthful | turned away by lkaving. On your grave
bones.” I shall fix the bridal chamber, and
perhaps you would come forth to me and 1
shall hear you talking.

60 Philagath. Hom. 6.5-6 (38-39 R'T) = Greg. Nys. De opificio hominis, PG
44.217D—220B.
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As suggested by this homiletic passage, the imprint of Pro-
copius’ Monody extends beyond the verbatim citation identified
by Corcella (npog 1@ 6® 109® ... dxovoouor).5! For Philagathos’
formulation (Boadilelg 080v ™V pokpdv Te Kol GVERIGTPOPOV)
appears to be inspired by Procopius’ parallel imagery (68ov Po-
dilov Eevny ... dreotpdeng). Once again, this idea is reinforced
by Philagathos’ certified use of Monody 1.

Furthermore, there are other passages in Philagathos’ ser-
mon which could have been inspired by Procopius’ Monody;
thus the simile of the young man lying dead like an uprooted
tree (Hom. 6.9 [RT 40]):

‘0 8¢ véog #xerto éxtabdelc ént 10D okiumodog VrTi0g, olo TEvKN

T1g LYIKOUOG T KUTAPLEG0G, NV Gvépmy diécelce TpooBoAn kol

avtolg pilong éEAmAmoev, éhesvov Béopa kol Sokpdmv VRo-

Beoic, dptt pev Tov Thg moperdg pddov petoforov eic dypdnTa,

detvig 8¢ kol oVtm 10D kdAAovg To Aetyovar.

The youth lay stretched out on his back upon the bier, like a

towering pine or a cypress tree which the onslaught of winds has

violently shaken and torn out by its roots, a pitiable spectacle
and occasion for tears, even though the rose of his cheek has
become pale, revealing still the remnants of a great beauty.

As has often been remarked, this is an ancient simile for death
which goes back to the Homeric tradition.? While not ex-
cluding other sources, the model for Philagathos’ reworking of
the 1image may have been furnished by Procopius’ text (Op.
14.1 [458.8-16]):

0 8¢ 100 xewévov motnp Eaievng Gmong O mpeoPivtng Kol
£pnuoc, kol Ty dykvpov 100 Blov diéppnée 10 dapdviov, kol
npocsPorodoo BheAlo olkov te movtdg diécelce otpryua Kol
ketton vedoav &g Edapog, Momep T1 dévpov LYMAGY Te Kol uéyo. -
Kol T0DT0 YOp €8dKpuoE uTOVPYSS, @ Ent TOAL’ éudynoe, @0o-
VoL TIVOG TpocPoAf} kartd Yiig 100V EpomAoDUEVOY.

61 Corcella, RET 1 (20112) 3-4, BZ 103 (2010) 33-37.

62 Cf. 1I. 4.482, 16.482-484; on this simile see M. Alexiou, The Ritual
Lament in Greek Tradition? (Lanham 2002) 201-202.
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But the father of the deceased became childless on a sudden in
his old age, and on top of it, forsaken; Divinity tore apart the
anchor of his life and a storm attacked and shook violently the
foundation of the entire house; he lies on the sloping ground like
a great and lofty tree; because he toiled much for him, the
planter wept seeing him spread on the ground by the attack of
envy.
At the textual level the similarities are limited to the verb
diéoeroe, the compounds of anddo (¢EnTAwoev / épantoduevov),
and the pair mpoosPoAn / ntpocParodoa. However, the same Pro-
copian passage offers a closer textual connection with another
passage of Philagathos’ sermon. The ethopouia of the Widow’s
encounter with Jesus contains the metaphor “anchor of my
life,” common to both texts (Hom. 6.9 [RT 40]):

Eire yop {omg Spud Tt dmSodoo kol Brocvpdv: “Q tiig ducout-
plag avBpore, 6pdg otov kédAAog 6 Bdvarog mpd Bpog Eudpave
Kol OTL Gmey T} ¥ Kotokpoyouoa 10 Euov ¢og, Ths Cwiig pov
my dykvpoy.”

Perhaps looking at Him, she might have said something stern
and grim: “O senseless man, behold what beauty untimely death
has withered and that I go to bury my light in the earth, the
anchor of my life.”

Furthermore, Philagathos’ kdAhog 6 Bdvatog mpd dpag éudpove
seems to reflect Procopius’ kaAAog, oiuot, popaiveton in his de-
scription of the moral qualities of the young man (Op. 14.3
[459.18-25]):

KGALOG, OTuot, popoivetol. puéypt 0 Nuav £€ ovplog 1 TOxN, Kol
~ 9 ~ b 4 e 9 b 4 ’ ’
nolg ékelvog €thyyovey Ov ovk €E0Bpioe ypnudtov Teplovoia,
obvte unv €k yévoug MAalovevooto, AL’ ovde 10 KAAAOG
xoB0Bpioev, AN’ aidol pethiyin kol cwepociVY kKekoounuévog,
vemtotog vrepPog dtaxtobvto mndnuata, ovy ey dpduois,

ovy, NdoV{} oknviig, 00OE T} mettely TPosEKELTO.

Beauty, oh, is withering. Chance was favorable to him until he
was our student and he turned out to be a boy whom the abun-
dance of money did not lead into insolence and who did not
pride himself on account of his lineage; neither did beauty heap
insult upon him, but being adorned with gracious reverence and
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temperance, bypassing the wild leapings of youth he was not de-
voted to horse races or to the pleasure of theatre or to gaming.

In addition to supplying a plausible connection to Philagathos’
formulation, this extended quotation is meant to introduce our
final suggestion: that Philagathos’ description of Jesus’ journey
towards the Galilean village of Nain echoes several details from
Procopius’ Monody 1 (Hom. 6.13 [RT 42]):

er e \ 5 ~ ’ °” \ A~ e

Ieto 8¢ 0 Zotp éx tfig Kamepvoovu, dptt tov 100 £KOITOV-
1é4pxov moldo tebepanevkmg év dvoualg 100 Plov yevouevov:
e’ \ ~ ’ e 97 9 ~ \ ’ \ e ’
{et0 8¢ nelfi Padilov, o #0og a1, kol BEdnv v 06dotmopiov
TO10VUEVOG, Guor pev Todebov Muog un évuPpiley 10 ceuvov
¢ katdotaceng dtdxto Badiouatt, duo 8¢ kol Bappdv dg, el
KO TAQ® KOTAKPOWYOLEV TOV VeKPOV, OVOLGTAGEL TOVTOV (DOTEp
tov Aalopov.

But the Saviour hastened from Capernaum, having just cured

the centurion’s boy, who was at the setting of life; He hastened

on foot, as was His habit, making the journey with measured
step, at once teaching us not to disparage the seriousness of the

[soul’s] condition with a disorderly walk, yet at the same time

inspiring confidence that even if the dead were shut in the grave,

He will raise him, as He did Lazarus.

Thus, Philagathos’ un évuBpilew recalls the vBpilew compound
in Procopius (ovx €&0Bpioe and 00de koBOPpioev). Next, the
imagery evoked by dtdkte Badiopott corresponds to Procopius’
atoxtodvto mndnpate. Then, a few lines later (469.3—4), Pro-
copius’ description of the youth’s supreme rhetorical training
by which “he was leading the herd with a lighter walk” (roppet
v ayéAnv kovgotépw Padionatt) dovetails with the imagery and
wording of Philagathos.

To summarize, I have argued that Philagathos’ acquaintance
with Procopius’ corpus is more extensive than hitherto realized.
I have illustrated the adaptation of Procopius’ Description of the
Image in Philagathos’ Hom. 63 and 35 and identified other pos-
sible imitations in Hom. 6 and 24. I have added further evi-
dence on Philagathos’ appropriations from Procopius’ Monody 1
in Hom. 6. Overall, these impromptu retrievals of Procopian
material indicate a profound rumination and assimilation of
this rhetorical model. At the same time, they hint at a process
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of memorization and systematization of knowledge, a feature
often presumed for the practice of literary mimesis. This is
emphasized by Quintilian’s appraisal of imitation, which re-
mained pertinent to generations of rhetoricians from antiquity
through the Byzantine period: “we shall do well to keep a num-
ber of different excellences before our eyes, so that different
qualities from different authors may impress themselves on our
minds, to be adopted for use in the place that becomes them
best.”63 Clearly, Philagathos’ citation and adaptation of Pro-
copian material confirms this recommendation.5*

April, 2020 Research Institute of the
University of Bucharest (ICUB)
1 Dimitrie Brandza St.
Bucharest, 060102, Romania

mircea.dulus@icub.unibuc.ro

63 Quint. Inst. 10.2.1, transl. H. E. Butler.

64 T would like to express my heartfelt gratitude to Istvan Perczel for
having set up and supervised a research grant at the Central European
University (Budapest) for completing this research. I am also grateful to
Liviu Matei, Provost of Central European University, for having endorsed
it. Moreover, I am thankful to the anonymous reviewer for his/her valuable
comments and suggestions.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 (2020) 472—497



