Impressive and Obscure:
Three Christian Sources in Eustathius’
Proem to a Commentary on Pindar

Johannes Haubold

USTATHIUS OF THESSALONICA has received much at-
tention over the past decades. Critics have studied both
his scholarly output and his interventions in the religious
and political life of his time and in so doing have gained a
better understanding of how the different strands of his work
intertwine.! An important part of this effort has been to identify
the sources on which Eustathius drew in his works of classical

I For Eustathius’ works of classical scholarship see M. van der Valk,
Eustathii archiepiscopr Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad Homer: Ihiadem pertinentes
(Leiden 1971-1987); A. Kambylis, Eustathios von Thessalonike: Prootmion zum
Pindarkommentar (Gottingen 1991), and Eustathios iiber Pindars Epinikiendichtung:
Ein Rapitel der klassischen Philologie in Byzanz (Goéttingen 1991); M. Negri,
Eustazio di Tessalonica. Introduzione al commentario a Pindaro (Brescia 2000); E.
Cullhed, Eustathios of Thessalonike: Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey. Volume I: On
Rhapsodies a—p (Uppsala 2016). For his role in the politics and religion of his
time see P. Wirth, Eustathii Thessalonicensits Opera minora (Berlin 2000); K.
Metzler, Eustathui Thessalonicensis De emendanda vita monachica (Berlin 2006); A.
Stone, Eustathios of Thessaloniki. Secular Orations 1167/ 8 to 1179 (Leiden 2013);
G. Karla and K. Metzler, Eustathios von Thessalonike, Kaiserreden (Stuttgart
2016); E. Bourbouhakis, Not Composed in a Chance Manner: The Epitaphios for
Manuel I Komnenos by Eustathios of Thessalontke (Uppsala 2017). For Eustathius’
philological work on Byzantine literature see P. Cesaretti and S. Ronchey,
LEustathie Thessalonicensis Exegests in canonem wambicum pentecostalem (Berlin 2014).
Eustathius’ letters are published in F. Kolovou, Die Briefe des Eustathios von
Thessalonike (Munich 2006). For an attempt to take into view Eustathius’
oeuvre as a whole see F. Pontani et al. (eds.), Reading Eustathios of Thessalonike
(Berlin 2017).

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 61 (2021) 344367
Article copyright held by the author(s) and made available under the
Creative Commons Attribution License
CC-BY https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



JOHANNES HAUBOLD 345

scholarship.? Great strides have been made in the study of the
ancient sources, but the Christian ones have fared less well,
partly perhaps because the classically-trained scholars who
studied these works were less well equipped to appreciate them
and partly because Eustathius himself seemed less interested in
citing Christian authors in his works of classical scholarship. As
Marchinus van der Valk writes (Commentari 1 cxvi):

Eustathius ... maluit in Commentario antiquos auctores citare

et hac de causa mentionem Byzantinorum evitavit.

Eustathius ... preferred in his commentary [sc. on the lliad] to

cite ancient authors and therefore avoided mentioning Byzan-

tine sources.

The assessment offered by van der Valk holds in general,
though we now know that it was based on an incomplete set of
data:® clearly, Eustathius does prefer to work with classical
authors in his classical commentaries, yet he also includes
Christian sources. The aim of this contribution is to identify
some of these sources and investigate what function they serve.*
I focus on one of Eustathius’ major works of classical scholar-

2 Van der Valk, Commentar, esp. I xlvii—cxix, II xli-Ixxviii, and the appara-
tus _fontium of all volumes, with H. M. Keizer, Indices in Eustathi archiepiscopt
Thessalonicensis Commentarios ad Homeri lliadem pertinentes (Leiden 1995) 479—
641; Kambylis, Fustathios von Thessalonike, apparatus fontium and pp.138* and
75-80; Negri, Eustazio, textual notes and pp.211-212 and 226-259;
Cullhed, Commentary, apparatus fontium. See also A. Stone, “The Library of
Eustathios of Thessaloniki: Literary Sources for Eustathian Panegyric,”
ByzSlav 60 (1999) 351-366; Kolovou, Brigfe, apparatus fontium and pp.25*—75*%
and 156-173; Cesaretti and Ronchey, Exegesis, apparatus fontium and pp.
127%-162* and 436-486.

3 Cf. Chr. Theodoridis, “Verse byzantinischer Dichter im Ilias-Kommen-
tar des Eustathios,” ByzZeit 81 (1988) 249-252.

* For the separate question of how Eustathius treats Christian sources in
his one major commentary on a Christian text see Gesaretti and Ronchey,
Exegesis 128%-129* (Bible) and 138%-162* (church fathers, liturgical texts,
Byzantine poetry).
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ship, his Proem to a Commentary on Pindar, and ask not how it
treats Pindar, or ancient scholarship about him, but how and
why it quotes three Christian sources. My argument is in two
parts. First, I identify the sources in question, a task that has
eluded scholars up to now. Then I ask how Eustathius employs
them, taking into view three contexts for my interpretation: the
immediate passage in which these Christian sources appear;
the Proem to a Commentary on Pindar more broadly; and, finally,
the wider context of Byzantine literary culture. The overall aim
is to understand how Eustathius uses his scholarship to inter-
vene in contemporary debates about literary style and, more
spectfically, why he praises obscurity.
1. The sources

Eustathius wrote at least five major works of classical scholar-
ship: the Proem to a Commentary on Pindar is one of them.”> It seems
he wrote it early in life but may have revised it at a later stage.®
For unknown reasons, the commentary that once formed the
bulk of the work was lost early in the process of transmission.”
The extant proem to the commentary was re-edited and
studied in detail by Kambylis in 1991 and by Negri in 2000.
Since then, it has attracted further interest for its “precious
stylistic observations.”® It is this strand of recent research that
forms the starting point for the present contribution.

> The others are commentaries on Homer’s lliad and Odyssey, on Ari-
stophanes, and on the work of Dionysius Periegetes; see Cesaretti and
Ronchey, Exegesis 18*-26*.

6 Kambylis, Eustathios iber Pindars Epinikiendichtung 67, and Negri, Eustazio
12 (composition before 1160); S. Schonauer, “Zum Eustathios-Codex Basi-
leensis A.IIL.20,” 7OB 50 (2000) 231-241, at 240 (later revision of the Proem).

7 For the commentary see Kambylis, Eustathios iiber Pindars Epinikiendichtung
9-22.

8 Cesaretti and Ronchey, Exegesis 24*; see also A. Neumann-Hartmann,
“Pindar and his Commentator Eustathius of Thessalonica,” in B. Currie et
al. (eds.), The Reception of Greek Lyric Poelry in the Ancient World: Transmission,
Canonization and Paratext (Leiden 2019) 533-552.
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In chapters 11-15 of the Proem Eustathius discusses what
makes Pindar’s style obscure. In this connection, he looks at
Pindar’s habit of dropping negative particles (12.1):

€11 8¢ doaPEg T oVV GALOLG Kol 1O &v oTolff] dmopdoemv

piow TOPOAEITELY (g VOOVLIEVTIV KOIT KOLVOD Kol DTNV €K TV

£peliic exmepvnuévov.

Moreover, Pindar is obscure among other things by leaving out

one negation from a cluster of several, on the ground that it can

be understood from those that follow.

For illustration, he adduces three passages from Pindar.? He
then notes that “later authors” (ot Yotepov) emulated him by
dropping negative particles themselves. Again he cites three
examples (12.2-3):
10010 8¢ 10 oxfuo kol Tolg Votepov {NAmTon, otov: “Eipog
008¢ Thp 0V’ aixiopot,” Hyovv ov &lgog, 0O ThP, OVK olKion -
10100tV Tt kol 10 “Popovuévn yaotp ov povov mpog dpduov,
GAN 008 mpOg Vmvov émitndeio” - 10 yop &viedsc o pdvov ov
npog dpduov émitndeta. €xot 8 av ovtw cvuPifdoot Tig Kol 1O
“én’ 00OEVOC 0LV TAV GMAVTOV 0K #0Ty, £ 8T® oVYL T®V
amavTOV” - dpvioeng Yop Evdetov T TpdTov £xetv d0E0L By KO-
oL VOOLULEVNG GO KOWOD €K THG KEWWEVNG &V T devTépw.
This figure is also emulated by later authors, as in “sword nor
fire nor abuse,” that is, “not sword nor fire nor abuse.” Some-
what similar is also “a heavy stomach is suitable not just for
racing but not even for sleeping,” for here the complete sense is
“suitable not just not for racing.” In this way one might also
consider construing the expression “there is no person at all to
whom this does not apply in every case.” For the first half of the
phrase appears to lack a negation which is understood from the
one in the second.

As Negri notes, these three quotations have, so far, eluded
attribution (fonte ignota).'° Let me consider each of them in turn.

9 Pind. Pyth. 6.48, 10.29-30, 10.41-42.

10 Negri, Eustazio 34 n.2, cf. 68; Kambylis, Prooimion zum Pindarkommentar
12 and Eustathios iiber Pindars Epinikiendichtung 49 n.145.
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348 EUSTATHIUS PROEM TO A COMMENTARY ON PINDAR

A hymn in praise of Saint Tatiana

Eustathius’ first passage from later authors comes from a
hymn (sticheron prosomoion) in praise of Saint Tatiana which
forms part of the Orthodox liturgy for 12 January. Here is the
passage again:

Elpog 000 THp 01O’ aikiouol

(not) sword nor fire nor abuse
The corresponding passage in the hymn 1s:!!

Elpog 000¢ nip ovk aixiopol, OAiyelg o Apog ob mavtolog,

£180¢ KoAdoEmG, 6o TOV TPOG TOV Khprov, AuPvvev Eporto.

(Not) sword nor fire, not abuse, (not) torments, not hunger, not

every form of punishment diminished your (sc. Tatiana’s) love of
the Lord!

There 1s a small discrepancy between the hymn and the line
quoted in the Proem (contrast o008’ aikiopotl and odk oikiouot),
which does not affect the point under discussion: among the
many formulations of the “sword and fire” theme in Byzantine
literature this one stands out for being nearly identical to the
line that Eustathius quotes.!? It may come as a surprise that
Eustathius detects echoes of Pindar in a relatively obscure piece
of Byzantine liturgical poetry. However, he quotes several such
texts in his Exegesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem,' and there

I Mnvaio 100 6Aov éviavtod (Rome 1888-1901) 11T 215.10-12.

12 Relatively close are also Mnvaio I 352.33-34 (00 &ipog ov ndp ov
Srwynog 00d¢ pdotiyes, thg edoefolg mepl Bedv yvaung &xdpioav vupdg) and
[Romanos] Cant. 79.5.6-7, On St Ignatius (Elpog te Kol TOP KO TEPIOCTACELS
dewag / ovdev Myoduon). Note, however, that neither of these passages
features the ellipsis of negative particle that Eustathius’ argument requires.
For an early example of such ellipsis in the corpus of Byzantine poetry see
Romanos Cant. 7.17.3 ([étpov ydap drovpyficot, GAL’ 00d¢ Twdvvny, odk Av-
Spéav viv BodAopon).

13 Cesaretti and Ronchey, Exegesis 477, with reference to Exegesis in cano-
nem 63.10—11 (Exdnhov 8¢ 10 pnBev €& étépag pehwdiog; cf. Mnvaio 1 102.7
and II 430.10-12) and several other examples. I owe this reference to
Nikolas Churik.
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seems no reason, in principle, why he could not also do so in
the Proem to a Commentary on Pindar."*

A homuly of Basil of Caesarea

The second phrase that Eustathius quotes to illustrate the
practice of later authors reads:

Bapovuévn yaotp 0O poévov Tpog dpduov, GAL’ 00dE Tpodg Vrvov

énrtndelio.

A heavy stomach is suitable not just (not) for racing but not even

for sleeping.
Kambylis suggests that the phrase echoes the day-to-day
speech of Byzantine monks, on the ground that Eustathius
quotes it also in his De emendanda vita monachica (p.243.6-8 Tafel
= ch.120.15-16 Metzler).!> However, Metzler has shown that
the quotation in De emendanda vita monachica 1s in fact taken from
Basil of Caesarea’s second homily on fasting,'® and this is
where the present passage must also originate (PG 31.192A):

oV d¢ €Eemideg ceawtov katamiélelg @ kOpw* T060DTOV T

yooTplpopyle kol o GAoyo mopedadvels. Bopovpévn yootp

oVy, Omag mpog dpdpov, dAL’ 00dE mpog Vrvov émrtndeio- S1011,

xotaOMPouévn 1@ mAROel, 008E Mpepelv cvyywpelton, AN

avayrkdletor ToAAdg moteloBot oG TepLoTPoPds €9 Exdtepa.

But you deliberately weigh yourself down with surfeit: that is

how far you surpass even dumb beasts with your gluttony. “A

heavy stomach is suitable not just (not) for racing but not even

for sleeping.” For being afflicted by plenitude it does not even

allow you to be still but forces you to toss and turn from one side

to the other.

14 An interest in the language of Byzantine hymnography seems apt in
the Proem to a Commentary on Pindar, given its close relationship with Eu-
stathius’ one major work on this type of literature, the Exegesis in canonem
tambicum pentecostalem; for echoes between the two works see Cesaretti and
Ronchey, Exegesis 179%—181%*.

15> Kambylis, Prooimion zum Pindarkommentar 12.

16 Metzler, De emendanda vita monachica 132. Metzler points out that Basil
recycled the passage in one of his sermons; see PG 32.1328B.
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350 EUSTATHIUS’ PROEM TO A COMMENTARY ON PINDAR

Basil has been castigating his readers for not persevering with
what he considers to be the Christian equivalent of athletic
training.!” To illustrate the dangers of such slackness, he offers
what reads like a piece of proverbial wisdom. FEustathius
slightly modifies the original, substituting ov pdvov for ovy Srwc.
He may be quoting from memory, but there can be little doubt
about his source.

Gregory of Nazianzus’ funeral oration for Basil of Caesarea
The third passage quoted by Eustathius is from Gregory of
Nazianzus:
¢n’ o0devOg 0DV TAV Gmdviav oVk £oTty, £’ Gt ovyl TV
ATAVTOV.

There 1s no person at all to whom this does not apply without
fail.

The Greek of the passage is difficult to the point of having been
declared corrupt.'® There is, however, every reason to consider
it sound. It comes from Gregory of Nazianzus’ funeral oration
for the same Basil of Caesarea who provided the previous quo-
tation. Gregory opens the speech by reflecting on the scale of
Basil’s achievement and the enormity of his own task. He then
goes on to say that he must accept the duty of praising him (Or.
43.1.14-24 Bernardi, modified):'?
ovK 01da 8 €lg & Tt Gv dAlo xpnoaiuny Tolg Adyolg, un vOv
XPNOGUEVOG, T O TL TOT™ OV HOAAOV T £HOVTE YopLoaiuny 1 Tolg
dpethg érnoavétong fi tolg Adyolg obTolg, 1| TOV Gvdpo todTOV
Bovpdoag. uot te yop Eoton 10010 YpEog ikovdg dpmoiopuévoy,
ypéog & elnep GALo TU T01¢ dyoBoic 16 te GAAo. Kol Tepl TOV
Adyov 6 Adyoc. éxetvorg 0 dpor pév H8ovh yévorto kol dpo mopdi-

17 PG 31.185B—C: #\oov pév yop muodver tov dOAntiv- vnoteion 8¢ tov
doknmyv tii¢ evoePetog kpatover (“oil fattens the athlete but fasting streng-
thens the practitioner of piety”).

18 Kambylis, Prooimion zum Pindarkommentar 82* and 12.

19 Bernardi brackets én’ 008evOg ... oyl 1@V Gmdvtwv but this seems
unnecessary. Byzantine readers certainly considered the sentence genuine.
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KANo1g €lg dpetv 6 Adyoc. @V Yap Tovg Emaivoug 0ida, ToOToY
CopdC Kol TOC EmSOGEIC: ¢n’ 0VSEVOG 0DV TAV GIAVT®OV, OVK
£0Tv €0° 0T OVYL TOV AIAVTOV.
I do not know for what I would be reserving my eloquence if I
did not use it now, nor what greater benefit I could reap either
for myself or for the adherents of virtue or indeed for eloquence
itself than by expressing my admiration for this man. For me,
this will be a properly sanctified obligation, for a speech, if any-
thing, is an obligation to those who have eloquence among their
gifts. And for those who admire virtue it will bring pleasure and
at the same time act as a summons to virtue. For if I know some-
one’s praise, I also have a clear understanding of their growth.
There i1s no person at all to whom this does not apply in every
case.
Gregory’s speech in honor of Basil is a classic example of
Christian oratory.?? Kennedy (237) calls it “probably the great-
est piece of Greek rhetoric since the death of Demosthenes,”
and Cameron (144) “a near-perfect panegyric.” Byzantine
authors shared the enthusiasm of modern readers: from the
ninth century onward Gregory in general, and Oratwon 43 in
particular, set the bar for rhetorical excellence.?! The scholar
known as Basilius Minimus (BaciAeiog 0 éldyuotog, 10t cent.),
an early commentator on the works of Gregory, writes of it:??

20 G. A. Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Princeton 1983)
228-237; Av. Gameron, Christianity and the Rhetoric of Empire: The Development
of Christian Discourse (Berkeley 1991) 143—144; A. Sterk, “On Basil, Moses,
and the Model Bishop: The Cappadocian Legacy of Leadership,” Church
History 67 (1998) 227-253, at 244-249; S. Elm, “A Programmatic Life:
Gregory of Nazianzus’ Orations 42 and 43 and the Constantinopolitan
Elites,” Arethusa 33 (2000) 411-427, at 421-425; F. W. Norris, “Your
Honor, My Reputation: St. Gregory of Nazianzus’s Funeral Oration on St.
Basil the Great,” in T. Hégg et al. (eds.), Greek Biography and Panegyric in Late
Antiquity (Berkeley 2000) 140—-159.

21 S. Papaioannou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantium
(CGambridge 2013) 4041 and 56-63.

22 The quotation is taken from R. Cantarella, “Basilio Minimo. II. Scolii
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00T0¢ 0 AdYog mEoOUG TOAC TEXVIKOG OmapOAEInTMC EYKEKOA-
Aomioton pebfdédoig. dBper23 yap év mpooluiolg evbéme, Sooug
dpetoig nANnBey, T € énepPorfic meptfolfi, tf €€ aitiog kotd-
okevfi, T} T€ Hokpok®Aig, 6mep OlKEIOV QoL TPooLUimy, Kol T
SmMAOCIOOUD TAV T€ KOA®V KOL TOV OVOUET®V.

This speech is throughout adorned with every rhetorical tech-
nique. For note already in the proem with how many points of
excellence it abounds: amplification with parenthetic material,
causal constructions, extended clauses (which they say is a char-
acteristic of proems), and the doubling of clauses and words.

Basilius singles out Oration 43 as an exemplary speech and
within it draws particular attention to the proem.?* He later
devotes a lengthy discussion to the phrase én’ 008evog odv oV
andvtwv..., which is part of the proem, praising its beauty and
paving the way for its reuse in other works of scholarship.?>
Gaélle Rioual has recently traced the process whereby Greg-
ory’s work entered Byzantine rhetorical theory and educa-
tion.? In this connection, she discusses the habit of mining his
speeches for model passages that could rival the pagan sources
cited by Hermogenes and other classical authorities. One such
passage was &1’ 003evog oVV TRV dmdvTov. . .27

inediti con introduzione e note,” Byz<leit 26 (1926) 1-34, at 21. For Basil see
G. Rioual, Lire Grégoire de Nazianze & Uépoque byzantine. Edition critique, traduction
et analyse des Commentaires de Basile le Minime aux Discours 4 et 5 de Grégovre de
Nazianze (diss. Univ. Laval/Québec and Univ. Fribourg 2017) 9-33.

23 Cantarella prints ¢0pel but an imperative is plainly required.

24+ The terms of his assessment are lifted from Hermogenes; see especially
Inv. 1.5.15-31.

25 Cantarella, Byz<Zet 26 (1926) 22.

26 Rioual, Lire Grégoire de Nazianze 35—61.

27 It found its way even into edifying texts like the Life of St Nicholas Studites
(PG 105.873C), but it was surely the specialized grammatical literature that
was at the back of Eustathius’ mind. Two representative examples: John
Sikeliotes (fl. ca. 1000), who stuffed his commentary on Hermogenes’ On
Types of Style with passages from Gregory of Nazianzus (cf. T. M. Conley,
“Demosthenes Dethroned: Gregory Nazianzus in Sikeliotes’ Scholia on
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2. The sigmificance of Eustathius’ sources

Identifying the sources Eustathius quotes in ch. 12 of his
Proem represents some progress in relation to previous scholar-
ship, but the more rewarding question is what these sources
reveal in terms of Eustathius’ broader concerns. In what fol-
lows, I consider them in context—in the passage where we find
them; in Eustathius’ discussion of Pindar’s style; and, finally, in
their relationship to Byzantine debates about literary style and
Eustathius’ own stylistic practice.

Detailed observations on Pindar’s obscurity

Eustathius introduces his three Christian sources when
discussing Pindar’s deliberately obscure style. The ancient lyric
poet, according to Eustathius, wants to be obscure (10.2 xoi
oYt ugv év dAhoic O IMivdapog doapide £0éAher ypdoewv, 11.1 7
aocagpelo, v énitndeg toAlny émovpeton) and achieves this aim by
employing a number of different techniques, which Eustathius
treats in the following order. First, he devotes a section (10) of
his Proem to word order and pars pro toto constructions (ten lines
of Greek in Negri’s edition); a second section (11) focuses on
the ellipsis of negative particles, with the addition of a few
thoughts on ellipsis of prepositions (seventeen lines); a final, and
much briefer, section (12—15) offers assorted other observations
(just over six full lines). From this breakdown it is already clear

Hermogenes’ Ilept i8eqv,” ICGS 27/28 [2002/2003] 145-152; P. Roilos,
“Ancient Greek Rhetorical Theory and Byzantine Discursive Politics: John
Sikeliotes on Hermogenes,” in T. Shawcross et al. [eds.], Reading in the
Byzantine Empire and Beyond [Cambridge 2018] 159-184), quotes én’ 008evog
00V 1@V Gmdviov... no fewer than four times to illustrate a range of stylistic
features, including the so-called “round figure,” otpoyyddov oyfipo (VI
138.22-24 Walz, where £¢’ 6t should be read, and 313.2-5); the apophatic
statement (219.30-220.2); and the use of two negatives to make a positive
statement (344.14-19). Later in the eleventh century Michael Psellos de-
votes an entire work to the interpretation of én’ 008evog oV 1@V dndviwy. ..
and the preceding sentence in Gregory’s speech (Theol 1 98 Gautier). 1
return to it at 364 below.
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that Eustathius structures his discussion of obscure language in
Pindar specifically around his treatment of negative particles.

Several considerations confirm this initial impression. Section
1, on unusual word order and pars pro toto, introduces the
language that Eustathius will use to frame his discussion of later
emulation in section 2 ({nAdw, ot Yotepov). Lycophron, we learn,
emulated Pindaric pars pro toto, but Eustathius cites no specific
examples: the commentary, we are told, will provide further
details.?® Section 3 rounds off the discussion with several quick-
fire comments that add little more than an elaborate et cetera.
Again Eustathius refers us to the commentary: there is more to
say, but no urgency to say it right now, in the Proem. We might
describe the process as one of zooming in (section 1) until the
issue that most interests Eustathius comes into focus (section 2)
—after which we quickly zoom back out again (section 3).

The same technique can be observed within the chapter on
particle ellipsis itself. Eustathius devotes just under seven lines,
in Negri’s edition, to introducing the theme of particle ellipsis
and illustrating it with examples from Pindar. He then adds just
over seven lines with examples from later authors; and two and
a half lines to discuss the ellipsis of prepositions. This per-
functory concluding section (12.4), abruptly introduced by ITw-
dapicov ¢ kot, serves no apparent purpose other than returning
us to Pindar. The opening section introduces Pindar’s habit of
dropping the first negative particle from a cluster of several (év
ot01Bfj dnogaocewv), and of inviting us to supply it on the basis of
those that follow (éx tdv épe&iig éxmepovnuévav). The three il-
lustrations from Pindar (&8wkov otite brépontov VPprv dpénwv,??
Pyth. 6.48; vowoi & obte nelog av ebpoig / &g YrepPopéoug 686v,30

28 See Kambylis, Eustathios iiber Pindars Epinikiendichtung 47—48; Neumann-
Hartmann, in The Reception of Greek Lyric Poetry 537. Eustathius instead cites
six examples of Pindar inverting the expected order of words.

29 Snell/Maehler: §ducov o%0’ vrépondov {PBav Spénwv.

30 Snell/Maehler: ... idv <kev> elpoig / é¢ “YnepPopéovg owpootoy 686v.
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Pyth. 10.29-30; vocor obte yfpog odAdpevov kékpator / yeved,d!
Pyth. 10.41-42) represent the phenomenon equally well and
Eustathius makes it clear that they are interchangeable: ofov...,
kol méAw..., kol étépmbi 8¢é. He then notes that later authors
emulated this technique (todto 8¢ 10 oxfjue kol tolg Votepov
¢{nAwtar) and again offers three passages to illustrate the point.
However, these passages do not work equally well, and Eusta-
thius acknowledges as much in the way he frames them: ofov...;
T0100TOV Tt Kol 10...; €xot & av oVtw cvuPifdcatl Tig kol 10...
Note the progressively more detailed, and more guarded,
nature of Eustathius’ comments. He moves from more to less
plausible examples of Pindaric ellipsis, and from one mode of
analysis, where the point is simply to exemplify an established
phenomenon (oiov), to another, which explores new connec-
tions between phenomena that may or may not be related (€xot
8’ v ... ovuPiPdoon tig).

The way FEustathius arranges his quotations from later
authors may seem puzzling at first, but it makes sense if we
accept that he builds deliberately and systematically toward the
third quotation, from Gregory of Nazianzus. Unlike Pindar,
but like Eustathius himself, Gregory is Christian and writes
prose rather than poetry. The hymn to Tatiana, whose poetic
style naturally lends itself to comparison with Pindar, bridges
the first of these divides. Its use of negative particles mn a
Christian context matches that of Pindar, and Eustathius indi-
cates as much by framing it in the same way he used earlier to
introduce his first quotation from Pindar (oiov).32 Basil takes us

31 Snell/Maehler: vooot & obte ... kékpoton / 1epd yeved.

32 As a sticheron prosomoion modeled on the popular “Ote éx 100 EbGAov oe
vekpdv, the hymn is bound to a rhythm that discourages o0 in verse-opening
position; contrast o0 &lgog 00 ndp... in Mpveaie 1 352.33, which follows a
different rhythm. Eustathius was keenly aware of the strictures that rhythm
placed on the use of language in Byzantine liturgical poetry. In his com-
mentary on the iambic canon for Pentecost he notes on Ode 4 (95.7-8:
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from poetry to prose. Eustathius is aware of this being a sig-
nificant step, since elsewhere in his work he reflects on the
different stylistic regimes that are appropriate to poetry and
prose and repeatedly warns against the misplaced transfer of
features from one to the other.?3 In fact, Basil in the passage
cited above does not display the harsh up-front ellipsis that
Eustathius notes in Pindar and the hymn: leaving out the
second ov in the phrase ob uévov ov is arguably a different
matter, and indeed Eustathius introduces it differently (totodtdv
T xod. .. )34

From Basil we move on to the funeral oration that Gregory
of Nazianzus composed in his honor. This personal connection
notwithstanding, Eustathius’ final example of particle ellipsis
diverts from the topic under discussion since it does little to
illustrate Pindaric practice. Eustathius himself is aware of the
fact: “in this way,” he writes, “one might also consider constru-
ing the expression...” (€xo1 & v oVt cvuPidoot Tig kol 10...).
“One might also consider” is not much of a claim and Eu-
stathius remains guarded also after delivering the quotation. As
Negri notes (69), he fails to offer a paraphrase with the missing
particle restored, in contrast with all five preceding examples.
Instead he observes, rather vaguely, that “the first half of the
phrase appears to lack a negation” (&pviocewg yop €vdelov 0
npdtov Exewv 80&ot av xouper). Eustathius is right to be cautious:
on any plausible reading, én’ 008evdg odv 1@V dndviev does not

Cesarettt and Ronchey, Exegesis 112): “In the opening two lines the poet
tightly compacts (otpugvol) his expression since the meter does not allow
him to expand in the interest of clarity (cagnveir).” For further discussion of
poetic otpuevomg see 361 below.

33 See especially Comm. Od. 11 128.15-16 Stallbaum (10 8¢ pdmtew @dvov
Touth nev ypnotpov, kakdiniov 8¢ év Adye neld); also Comm. Il. 1 327.24-26,
III 162.19-21, 761.6-8, IV 431.24-432.2 van der Valk; Comm. Od. 11
132.28-29, 230.42-45, 254.8-10 Stallbaum.

3¢ Cf. Negri, Eustazio 69 n.2.
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fit the pattern of Pindaric ellipsis especially well.3> The question
arises of why he adduces this example at all.

Eustathius on Pindar’s style

Eustathius’ Proem to a Commentary on Pindar can be read as a
sustained defense of the “solemn style” (16 oepvév, ceuvomng) and
the “obscurity” (dodgpewa) that it entails.’¢ Already Dionysius of
Halicarnassus judged Pindar worthy of emulation ({nAwtdc) for
the solemn character (oepvotg) of his writing;®” and already the
Pindar scholia comment extensively on its obscurity.3® How-

35 The difficulties were first noted by F. G. Schneidewin, Eustathii Pro-
oemium Commentariorum Pindaricorum (Gottingen 1837) 6. Schneidewin deletes
ovk but Kambylis, Prooimion zum Pindarkommentar 82%*, 1s right to say that this
solves nothing. Negri, Fustazio 68—70, argues that Eustathius thought of
ovdevdg and ovk as cancelling each other out. If that is correct, it would re-
sult in a positive first half of the sentence and hence explain why Eustathius
thinks a negation (&pvnoig rather than dndeacig, as Negri rightly points out)
may be missing.

36 See Negri, Fustazio 169-173 and 178-188; cf. Kambylis, Fustathios iiber
Pindars Epinikiendichtung 40-57.

37 Dion. Hal. De wmat. 31.2.5 (VI 204.19-205.6 Usener/Radermacher):
{nAwtog 8¢ xad Iivdopog dvopdtav kol vonudtov eiveka, kol peyohonpeneiog
Kol TOVOL Kol TEPovsiog Kataokevfg kol duvaueng, kol mikplog uetd ndoviig:
Kol TuKVOTNTOG Kol GEUVOTNTOG, Kol YVOUOAOYlog Kol €vopyelag, Kol oynuo-
Tiopdv kol fiforotiog kol avéfoewg kol devaoeng (“Pindar too is worthy of
emulation on account of his language and thought, and his grand manner
and forcefulness and the impressiveness of his poetic apparatus and his
power, and for his bitterness tempered with pleasure, and his compactness
and solemnity, and his maxims and vividness, and his novel formations and
character portrayals and amplifications and emotional impact”).

38 Schol. Pind. OL 2.152¢, 8.1b, 10.67b, Nem. 4.112b, Isthm. 1.60, 4.120b.
A standard hermeneutic gambit in the scholia is to “clarify” Pindar’s
obscure formulations (10 8¢ copég obtwg Exet vel sim.): schol. OL 1.9¢, 44a,
2.15d, 3.75a, 7.79d, 98g, 8.33¢, 10.83a, Nem. 6.14b, Isthm. 3.26b, 4.33c,
52¢, 5.2¢; cf. also the pithy 6 8¢ vobg- ... (“This means: ...”) in schol. OL
l.1c and often elsewhere. The habit of glossing Pindar in this way was
traced back to earlier readers and even to Pindar himself: schol. OL 2.15a
(koi 1todt0 £€§ ovtod IMvddpov cognvileton, o¢ xoi Tipods ¢nor), 5.19a
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ever, it is Eustathius in the Proem who works these themes into a
coherent account of Pindaric style.®® The opening section on
music sets the terms for the discussion and acts as a limit case:
Pythagoras may once have brought music “solemnly” from
heaven down to earth (kotayoyeiv éceuvivaro) but since then
the art has all but died of obscurity and neglect (10 ... dtptfeg
Kol €k pokpod ddrocdentov kol cectynuévov v pefddwv, 30ev 1
téyvm kotédu &g oo ko tebvnxuia, 1.5). It is well-nigh impossible
to recover it now (1.4), but the connoisseurs of Pindar (ol ceu-
voloyobvteg, 2.1) can still appreciate the “solemn robe” (rémAov
oepvov) in which he dresses his poetry, and the “solemn cham-
ber” (ceuvn yovoukmvitg) into which he invites his readers. As
these images suggest, Pindaric poetry is successful where music
failed (3.1):
00y0Vo1 dE Spmg Kol &v Tolg T0100ToLg TOAD TO GEUVOV HGOoL TOD
K0T TV 1010V TOING1Y 6Komod mpodg 06ToxIoV KOTATOEN-
Covton, v vméprerton TTivaopog “moAAL” pév, (g ye ovTog GV
einot, “Pélea povedvio D' Ayk®dVOS” eEépmv, 0VOEV OE TL TdV
1600V BeddV el patny Ena@ielc.
Nonetheless, those who take careful aim and hit the mark in this
kind of poetry lay claim to a great deal of solemnity despite these
problems. Their master is Pindar. He carries “many missiles of
the voice under his elbow,” as he himself would say, and, num-
erous as they are, shoots none of them in vain.

Achieving “much solemnity,” noAb 10 ceuvov, is the ultimate
aim of lyric poetry, and Pindar is the best at hitting the mark.
However, with solemnity comes obscurity, which is what killed
ancient music: measures must be taken to keep obscurity within
manageable limits. Pindar shows how this is done: we learn

(cagnviler Tipowog), 10.67b (10 8¢ mpdtepov doapic <capec™> Kol katddnAov
éroinoev), Nem. 4.112b (Sral 8¢ t00td gnot, dwocognoet), 9.95a (capss O
Tiponog romoer), Isthm. 4.120b (Srocapet viv).

39 Kambylis emphasizes the originality of Eustathius’ discussion: Eustathios
iber Pindars Epinikiendichtung 96—104.
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that he embraces the cagfvelo of Atticism, “so as not to create
lifeless texts” (tva un Gyoyo ypaen, 8.2). We have here the same
metaphorical nexus between obscurity and death that Eusta-
thius had introduced at the start of the Proem, when discussing
ancient music. Pindar avoids the level of obscurity that killed
music, yet he remains only a fleeting visitor in the realm of
cagnvelo (Bpoyéo 1o1g tol00T015 Evipeymv TayL uetanedd, 8.2). His
sympathies, Eustathius goes on to emphasize, lie with the
strange dialectic forms that make his poetry idiosyncratic
(droAékTorg ... @idong o0td 01aLwv Tovg Adyoug, 8.2). Pindar does
occasionally “force himself” toward clarity, but only to a
limited extent: &te 8¢ Bowpoctdg yvouoloyely defoet kol dAAng 8¢
elnely T dotelov, 10te ON Prdletol nog eig t& TOAAX MpEU TPOG
cagnvetoy govtdv (10.2). With neg “somehow,” eig 1o moAAd “on
the whole,” and npéua “gently, a little,” Eustathius interposes
no fewer than three qualifications between Biaeton and gowtov:
he barely brings himself to concede that Pindar sometimes
pursues clarity. That is as far as he will go. Eustathius never
discusses the details of Pindaric cagnveio. Instead he takes us
down the path of obscurity, doageio.

Eustathius devotes five chapters of the Proem (11-15) to ex-
plaining how Pindar makes himself obscure. It is precisely in
these chapters that he celebrates him as a stylistic model for
later authors: the language of {filog, “emulation,” occurs only
here in the Proem. Pindaric dodoera, it would seem, offers the
most immediate lesson to the style-conscious reader of the
Proem. In laying out the details, Eustathius suggests how others
might put the lesson into practice. Paradoxically, it is here that
he makes his own most explicit commitment to cogfvewo: be-
fore taking us into the maze of Pindar’s poetry he must “bring
to greater clarity” (elg te cagnvelov mAelova, 9.5) some salient
points. It is time to ask why the clarification is necessary and
what the quotations from Christian texts contribute to Eu-
stathius’ point.
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The lure of obscurity in Maiddle Byzantium

Clarity of expression was a cardinal virtue in ancient rhetoric
and continued to be prized in Middle Byzantium. And yet it
was also a contested issue. George Kustas has traced the history
of debates on cagiveio and its opposite, aoagpewo, from Ari-
stotle’s Rhetoric to the Byzantine commentators and grammar-
ians whose outlook directly influenced Eustathius’ own.* His
discussion is especially valuable for explaining how obscurity
came to be considered a stylistic virtue in Middle Byzantium.
Already Arethas (9%/10% century) defended himself against the
charge of obscurity by citing the precedent of Gregory of
Nazianzus and his convoluted style.*! A generation or so later,
John Geometres (later 10% century) declared that obscurity
could be stylistically effective.*? His younger contemporary
John Sikeliotes (fl. ca. 1000) showed in detail how obscure
phrasing (el 8¢ ... kol doapdg epacHf) contributes to the “im-
pressiveness” (dewodtng) of a piece of writing.*3 By the time Eu-
stathius came to write about it, obscurity had become, in the
words of Kustas, “a touchstone of rhetoric” in its own right.**
The drawbacks of not making oneself understood were, never-
theless, still visible to all: Pindar, for one, had created a poetic
labyrinth that was, in Eustathius’ own words, “impenetrable to
the majority of people” (tolg noAlolg &diddevtov, 9.3). To ex-
plain why his style was worth emulating despite this, Eustathius
introduced another concept that not only featured prominently

40 G. L. Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric (Thessaloniki 1973) 63—100;
see also I. Sluiter, “Obscurity,” in A. Grafton et al. (eds.), Canonical Texts and
Scholarly Practices: A Global Comparative Approach (Cambridge 2016) 34-51.

1 Serpta Minora 17 (1 186-188 Westerink).

2 Doxopatres in Walz II 226.8-10, quoting John Geometres; cf. Kustas,
Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric 91.

3 John Sikeliotes in Walz VI 457.32-458.6.
+ Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric 93.
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in contemporary debates about style but was also important to
him personally: otpvevétng (“compactness, intricacy”).

Pindar, Eustathius explains in the Proem, can please us by
making his poetry comprehensible (oig xoi cvvetd Aokel, 9.4)
but at other times astonishes and perplexes us “by intricately
compacting his language in manifold ways” (oig xoi v @pdow
kot ToAvtponioy otpuevol £tépwbi, 9.4). The verb that I have
translated “intricately compacting” is otpvevée—a buzzword of
Byzantine stylistic theory and crucial for understanding Eusta-
thius’ own rhetorical practice, as Emmanuel Bourbouhakis has
shown.®> Here is the heading of Eustathius® Epitaphios for the
emperor Manuel Komnenos as given in the only extant manu-
script (Bourbouhakis 2):

700 0hT0D TO Ypoupev el ToV Goldiov &v rylolg Pacidedot kbpv

MovounA tov Kopvnvév. Srep 8t 00 tuydviog uebddevtar, 6

nemondevuévog drokpvel. mOAA@Y Yop BAAOG YpoydvTov,

£0TpLEVOON TPOG dLapopiy 6 TapAV EMTEPLOG.

A speech written by the same author about the lord Manuel

Komnenos, who 1s celebrated among the holy kings. The edu-

cated will discern that it was composed with care. For while

many have written differently, the present oration stands out for
being intricately compacted.

We do not know whether Eustathius himself added this
heading and, if so, what exactly he meant by éotpvevaddn npog
Srapopdv.¥6 However, it seems clear that he conceived the
speech in praise of his favorite emperor as a demonstration of
his own favorite style. Eustathius explains the nature of that
style when praising the rhetorical prowess of one of his con-
temporaries, Michael Hagiotheodorites. Among other strengths
that Hagiotheodorites possesses, Eustathius admiringly men-
tions (Or. 145.54-56 Wirth):

* Bourbouhakis, Not Composed in a Chance Manner 83*—~103*. The following

discussion of otpuevotng is indebted to him.
46 Discussion in Bourbouhakis, Not Composed in a Chance Manner 91-93.
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10 T €v Tpogopl SrodeéEeme oepvov kol 00 povov, GAAO Kol
TUKVOV KOU GUVEGTPOLLUEVOV LEV OlOV €iC GOy GTPLGVOV,
KOAOV 8¢ BAA®G Kol NpTLREVOY NOOVAG HEAMTL.
the solemnity of your utterance, and not only that but also its
compactness and the fact that it is wrapped up as though into a
tightly fitting belt (eig ooiypo otpuevév), as well as being other-
wise beautiful and sweetened with the honey of pleasure.
“Solemnity” (10 oeuvov) provides the context in which Haglo-
theodorites’ otpugvig style becomes effective. Eustathius de-
scribes that style as “compact” (mvkvog) and “wrapped up”
(ouveotpoupévog) as if into a tightly fitting “belt” (celyua), an
image which recalls the “belted” (oc@iyktdg) dress of Pindaric
poetry in Proem 2.1. Indeed, Eustathius sees not only Pindar but
also Homer as a model for otpvevétne. Consider the following
passage from his /liad commentary (I 155.23-26 van der Valk):
ropogpdoag 88 ovtd, £l PovAetan, petoydyn (sc. Tig) €k Thg
TOMTIKNG 6TPLEVOTNTOG €iC TOLDTNV TIVOL COQAVELOY: OT TEPT-
£0Te UEV AvTov T PBovAfj mepieote 8¢ kol TR koTdr TOAEMOV
de€rom.
One could paraphrase the expression and transpose it from its
poetic intricacy (otpvgvotng) into a statement that has clarity
(cagnvela) along the following lines: “you who surpass everyone
in counsel and also surpass them with your prowess in war.”

Eustathius contrasts what he calls “poetic otpvevotng” with
the clarity, cogfvea, that results from paraphrasing poetry into
prose.*” This gives an important role to poetry as a model of
the otpuevig style but also raises the question whether that style
was appropriate in prose. Crucially, those who thought it was
could point to the precedent of the church fathers, chief among
them Gregory of Nazianzus. I have already mentioned that
Arethas invokes him as a model for his own allegedly obscure
writing. Here is what he has to say about Gregory’s style (Seripta
Minora 17,1 187.1-12 Westerink):

47 Further passages and discussion in van der Valk, Commentari 11 1xi.
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A Tovg Betovg mpoPalodvton TorTépog OHOATY TopEXOUéVoug
v oipov 10D Adyov kol TGV €VOTPOGITOV. €1 UEV THV TPOG
BeAtioow tdv 0@V dpopdoav, Aéyovot pév 1L kdymd déyoupo,
émel Kol adTOC 0100, TOLOVTOL XPNOGUEVOC. KoiTol Kév ToVTOIG
¢otiv 18elv v Belov Tpnydplov cdAntyyo 1@ mepvevonuéve
Kol dvoeQikt® TOV Adywv keAdomlopevov, og &v 1€ ToAlolg
nenoinkev GAAoOLG, 0Oy fikioto 8¢ kdv @ eig to fykaivio Ok
dootov donv kol 101g vobeotépolg dneyvoouévny Ty dodeetov
EYKOTOOTELPOG, Tf] CLVIOULY Te KOl YopydtNTL Toylotag OTL
UEALGTO TG AmodOGELG TOLOVUEVOS KO TO COQEG TV EVVOLDV
énnAvyalouevoe.
But they (sc. Arethas’ detractors) will put forward the divine
fathers who, they say, trace a smooth path in their writing and
one that is accessible to all. If they mean the path that leads to
moral improvement they have a point and I accept it, since I
know all about it from my own experience with such material.
But even there, one can see Gregory, the divine trumpet, em-
bellish his argument with complicated thoughts and difficult
writing as he often does elsewhere, not least in his moral speech
for the feast of dedication, sowing into his discourse a very large
and, to the dull, unacceptable amount of obscurity (Godeeia),
creating extremely rapid clauses and covering up the point of his
thinking (10 cagéc) by virtue of his concision and drive.
The church fathers, it is alleged, “trace a smooth path in their
writing and one that is accessible to all.” If true, that would set
a damaging precedent for self-confessed obscurantists like
Arethas, but the detractors turn out to be mistaken: Arethas
shows that Gregory too chose to be obscure. He concludes
(I 188.3-5):
ovkovv &ddxipov 08¢ 1oig Beloig matpdot 10 100 Adyov cuve-
GTPOUUEVOV TE KOL GTPLYVOV KOl TPOC CEUVOTNTO, OLOUPOLLEVOY.
To the divine fathers too was not at all unacceptable a tightly
wrapped (ouveotpappévov) and intricate (otpuevdv) style of
speech, and one that is elevated to a certain level of solemnity
(npdg oepvotnTo Sronpdpevov).
Note the conjunction of familiar glosses: 10 cvveotpoppévov,
otpLpvov (a variant of otpuevov), Tpog oepvotnta dwopdpevov: all
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these are positive qualities that church fathers like Gregory
achieve by affecting an obscure style (v docagelav éykatoonet-
pog). We encounter a similar cluster of features in Michael
Psellos’ discussion of the very passage from Gregory’s Or. 43
that Eustathius quotes in the Proem to a Commentary on Pindar
(Theol. 1 98.109-116 Gautier):*8

£€0TL 8¢ M £vvolo oTOTEANG UEV Tfj OUVOLEL KoL T) PNTOPIKD
NAe xod 10 SAov cuvesTpoppévn kol Aptoteidelog, EAAelmovca.
3¢ 1oic AéEeat, kol 81 010 cvykeyvoBon dokodooa, uaAlov 8¢
ovykekdeBon kol fuitopog @oivesBat. & 8¢ torodtor voepd
poAAov kortd erlocdeoug eiot ko dyav ITAotovieo did Thy Tdv
VONUATOV GUVOLpEStY, BOTEP COUOTIKY Kol OloOTOTR €V O1C
ToAAN N dvantuEig: 810 kol [MAGtev év peév 1@ Fopyig nhatig
¢ott kol SreEwdevpévog, év O¢ 1@ apuevidn oTpLEvOg dryov Kol
GUVESTPOUIEVOG TPOG EQVTOV.

The thought (sc. in én’ 003evog 0OV 1@V dndvtov...) is perfect in
its power and rhetorical drive and altogether wrapped up in the
manner of Aristides, though it is phrased elliptically and there-
fore seemingly confused or rather mutilated or cut in half. This
kind of thing is highly intellectual, in the vein of the philoso-
phers, and very Platonic in the way it condenses the thoughts,
just as more fully unfolded thought is more concrete and expan-
sive. Therefore, Plato is broad and accessible in the Gorgias but
in the Parmenides extremely tight (otpuvevog dyav) and wrapped
up in himself.

Psellos was fascinated with the style of Gregory of Nazianzus.
As well as writing a major discourse about it for his friend
Pothos,* he returned to it on several other occasions, includ-
ing, and at length, in 7%eol. I 98 Gautier quoted above. In that
discussion, Psellos sees én’ o0devdog obv 1@V OmAvToOV... as
representative of Gregory’s style, a style he characterizes as

8 The passage is discussed and paraphrased in P. Gautier (ed.), Muchaelis
Pselli Theologica 1 (Leipzig 1989) 381.

49 Papaioannou, Michael Psellos 63-87; for Psellos’ special interest in Or. 43
see Papaioannou 339 s.v. “Gregory of Nazianzos.”
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“wrapped up” (cuvveotpopuévn), “elliptic” (éAAetmovoo tolg
Aé€eor), and “extremely tight” (otpuevog Gyov). Although he
associates these qualities with the more philosophical registers
of Plato (the Parmenides, not the Gorgias) he also calls them
“Aristidean” (Apwoteiderog), thus granting them broader
applicability. Such a style, he submits, is perfect in its own way,
despite giving the impression of being confused, overly com-
pressed, and even mutilated (cvyxexdoBor doxodow, uoAiov d¢
ovykekdpBo kol Muitopog eaivesBor). It will be apparent that
this reading of our passage from Gregory echoes in condensed
form Arethas’ more general assessment of that author’s style;
and that it foreshadows what Eustathius will have to say about
Pindar—and, as I hope to have demonstrated, Gregory. In-
deed, the echoes in the Proem are striking. Did Eustathius read
Psellos and take from him the idea of quoting én’ 0ddevdg odv
10v andvtov...? We cannot ultimately know who or what in-
spired him. What we can say is that, in his Proem to a Commentary
on Pindar, and especially in 11-15 on Pindaric dcagpeio, he
joined a conversation about style in which én’ 008evog odv TV
andvtov... had taken on special significance.

Conclusion

Pindar’s penchant for idiosyncrasy (10 idwov), which Eu-
stathius concedes is a defining feature of his art, put him in
danger of going the way of ancient music, which perished of its
own obscurity. Whether Pindar could survive as a viable model
of style depended not on abstract claims about the beauty of his
poetry, or on assurances that he never wrote “soulless things,”
dyuyo (Proem 8.2), but on whether style-conscious Komnenian
readers could be won over to his use of language. At issue, in
other words, was not Pindar himself but Pindar as a model for
the otpuevog style that Eustathius himself promoted in his
speeches and other writings.>® Eustathius worked hard to make

50 If Eustathius revised the Proem late in life (n.6 above) this may suggest a
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the case: Pindar was admittedly obscure, but his obscurity had
positive value and lent itself to successful emulation. At the cen-
ter of this argument, wrapped in layers of scholarly apparatus,
FEustathius planted a quotation from Gregory of Nazianzus. It
1s only one line, and Gregory is only one author, but this one
line by this one author had iconic significance in twelfth-cen-
tury Byzantium: if Gregory could be seen to emulate Pindar,
even just as a passing thought, then Eustathius’ case for the
style that Pindar represented was effectively made.

To be persuasive, Gregory’s appearance in the discussion
had to be carefully managed. Eustathius quotes just one famous
passage from one of his most famous speeches—to illustrate his
use of particle ellipsis, an acknowledged feature of Pindar’s
style. Psellos had called én’ 008evog odv 1@V dndvtav... “elliptic”
not because a particle was missing but because we lack an ex-
planation of what exactly is meant by andvtov (7heol. 1.98.107—
108). Compared with this rather attractive reading offered by
Psellos, Eustathius’ suggestion of particle ellipsis may seem far-
fetched, but it fits the technical mold of the Proem and slots
naturally into long-standing debates about this phrase: already
Basilius Minimus and John Sikeliotes had commented on its
treatment of multiple negatives, though with different results.>!
Framed in this way, Eustathius could make his genealogy of
aocagpeor seem reassuringly familiar. And in order to reinforce
that impression, he introduced Gregory in the company of a
Byzantine hymnographer and Basil of Caesarea. Less central to
debates about prose style than their famously eloquent col-
league, they helped lead the reader down a path of associations

growing interest, on the part of the aging scholar, in an impressive and
obscure style; cf. his Exegesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem, another work
written in old age and conceived, it would seem, as a counterpart to the
commentary on Pindar.

51 Basilius Minimus in Cantarella, ByzZeit 26 (1926) 22; John Sikeliotes in
Walz VI 344.14-19.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 61 (2021) 344—367



JOHANNES HAUBOLD 367

at the end of which awaited Gregory himself—but which
originated with Pindar, and therefore justified the study of this
ancient, obscure, and impressive poet.>?
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52 T would like to thank Emmanuel Bourbouhakis, Nikolas Churik, Bar-
bara Graziosi, and the referees for GRBS for their help with this article. Any
remaining errors and infelicities are my responsibility alone.
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