Honouring the Bridegroom like God:
Theodore Prodromos Carm. Hist. 6.46

Christos Simelidis

used by Theodore Prodromos (ca. 1100—1170) in the con-

text of nuptial praise; it 1s suggested that the idea of a
bridegroom honoured like God may be indebted to Sappho,
and that the phrase 8gov dg yepéBovov is not simply taken over
from Gregory of Nazianzos but is almost certainly the result of
a misunderstanding or misreading of his text by Theodore. The
paper considers Theodore’s knowledge of Gregory’s poetry, as
well as his striking comments about the “pillage” of Gregory’s
words of praise by later poets and hymnographers. It is further
argued that Gregory himself is very likely to have been in-
fluenced in this particular case by Euphorion and Homer, and
a striking example 1s adduced of Gregory’s inspired use of al-
lusion, which has never been explored in detail.

At Carm.fust. 6 Theodore Prodromos narrates the triumphal
entry of John II Komnenos into Kastamon, Paphlagonia. John
fought against the Danismendids, a Turkoman dynasty which
had occupied this territory before 1101, and restored Byzantine
rule after the death of Emir Ghazi, eldest son of Danismend, in
1134. At one point Prodromos describes the delight of the
citizens who gather to greet the emperor, using the following
simile (40—49):!

0g & Ste kovp1din dptiyopog eidog dpiotn 40

nootdol vopeldiotstv évéletat, avtap dkolTny

uipvet, 0g ol Aex€mv AvIidoot: ag 08 ceAnvn

XPLGELOIGL TETAOLGL QoelveTal, dupoto & dvopdv

TAVTO TEPLTPONAONY EMLGVPETALL, O1 OF ULV oLiEV

eloopdwvteg GAaotov évi ppeai BauPog Exovot 45

IN THIS PAPER I examine the phrase 0eov og yepéBovov,

I Ed. W. Horandner, Theodoros Prodromos, Historische Gedichte (Wien.
Byzant.Stud. 11 [Vienna 1974]).
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88 HONOURING THE BRIDEGROOM LIKE GOD

kol Bedv d¢ yepéBovaoiv, S¢ ot dva Séuvio Poin-

0¢ G.po. kol cvumoco TOAMg TOTE Aaumpor odvOn

KOLPAVOL AVGOVIOV TOTLdEYIEVT €100V GBpdv,

£pyov dmov 8’ dméAnye, Téxvn 0 AMETOVETO TGO,

And just as when a fairest newly wedded wife sits in the bridal
chamber, waiting for her husband, who will share the bed with
her; and she shines in golden garments like the moon, while all
men’s eyes are drawn towards her from all around; and as they
look on and on at her they experience an unending amazement
in their hearts and they honour like God the man who goes up
to her bed. So then the whole city shone brightly as it was await-
ing the glorious entrance of the Ausonian lord; all work stopped
and all craft ceased.

Prodromos copies words or phrases from Homer, Hesiod,
and other poets; Horandner offers only Apoc 21:2 for this pas-
sage, and a few more examples of borrowings, echoes, or mere
similarities with other texts found in this simile will throw some
light on the way in which this poetry was composed, and serve
as an introduction to my discussion of the phrase Oeov ®g yepé-
Bovoiv:

41 évélopon is a very rare verb, found only twice in classical texts:
Aesch. Pers. 140141 168° évelduevor otéyog dpyoiov and [Arist.] Pr.
5.11 (881b36) éykataxABfivor xoi évélecBor. But in our case it
clearly recalls its third and last use in Greek literature before Theo-
dore: in an amatory epigram Paul Silentiarios (4nth.Pal. 5.268.5)
describes how Love takes up his residence in his heart, dotepeng,
adovnrog évéletar obdE petéotn (with the same metrical sedes of
¢veletan). | dxotng is only found at this sedes of the hexameter in
earlier poetry.

42 cf. Hom. I/. 1.31 2pov Aéyog dvtidmoay.

42-44 cf. Xen. Symp. 1.9 donep Grov eéyyog 1L &v VOKTL GOV, TAVTIOV
TPOGAyeETOl TO. Oppoto, oVT®m kol Tote Tod AvToAbkov 10 KGAAog
néviov eilke tog Syelg mpdg oadtév (cf. Ath. 188A and Epit. [I1.1 p.65
Peppink]).

44 neprtporadny is hapax legomenon in Ap. Rhod. 2.143. | Cf. Hom.
0d. 11.570, 23.46 ol 8¢ ww; at the same metrical sedes at Ap. Rhod.
1.390, 1.509, 3.1296.

45 cf. Hom. 1I. 3.342 (= 4.79; cf. 24.482) 8éuBog &’ &xev elcopdwvrag.
| Hom. Od. 24.423 dhactov évi gpeci névBog Ekerto.
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46 cf. Hes. Op. 328 8¢ 1e xoo1yvitolo £0d dver dépvia Poivy.”
47-48 cf. Hom. Il. 7.415 ndvtec dbunyepéec, motidéyuevor onmdt’ Op’
£\0or.

The beauty of the bride draws the glances of the men and
causes them “unending amazement.” And they honour like
God the man who is going to sleep with her. This last phrase
(46) seems to be mainly parenthetical in the middle of the com-
parison between the shining bride and the shining city, which,
highly adorned, is waiting for the emperor’s triumphal entry.
However, the emperor also is implicitly compared to the bride-
groom (cf. esp. 41-42 dxottnv | pipver ~ 48 korpdvov Avcoviov
notdeypévn etcodov afpav), and thus indirectly to God; indeed
images of Constantinople as a bride and the emperor as a
bridegroom are common in twelfth-century court poetry.> But
apart from its indirect connection with the emperor, the phrase
Bedv g yepéBovow presents particular interest from the point
of view of'its literary and linguistic sources.

Although there has been much discussion about the form
yepéBovowy and its origins (see below, 92-93), scholars have not
paid attention to the fact that Beov &g yepéBovowv explicitly
expresses the idea that a bridegroom is to be honoured like
God, which 1s not necessarily implied in nuptial praises with
the words pdxap or 6ABog. Even if metaphorical, this specific
comparison is perhaps difficult in a Christian context; if]
however, there is intertextuality, the text is not to be taken at
face value, but understood in a different way. Indeed, the idea
expressed here is similar to that conveyed by Sappho fr. 31.1-5
Voigt:

eaiverod pot kfjvog icog Béoroy

gupev’ @vnp, 0tTig EvavTtiog Tot

168dvet kol TAdolov Gdv pmvei-
60,¢ VIOLKOVEL

Kol yeholoog THEPOEV ...

2 Noticed by E. Trapp, “Bemerkungen zu den Prodromea,” OB 36
(1986) 67-71, at 67.

? E.g. “Manganeios Prodromos” Carm. 1.11-20 (ed. E. Miller, “Poémes
historiques de Théodore Prodrome,” RevArch N.S. 25 [1873] 251-255);
Thdr. Prod. Carm.hust. 19.112—121.
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He seems to me equal to the gods, the man who sits opposite
you and listens close to your sweet voice and lovely laughter ...

The context in Sappho is different* and the echo is not a close
verbal imitation. But in both cases the similar expressions could
be seen as praise from the narrator for a girl; the man is treated
as God because he is so fortunate to be near to or sleep with
the woman.® It is true that the celebrated fragment 31 is now
transmitted only by Ps.-Longinus’ treatise On the Sublime (10.2),
which seems to have been a rare text in Byzanttum.® However,
the use of Sapphic verses in various contexts (including nuptial
praises) was fashionable in twelfth-century Byzantium.” It is
also worth mentioning that “Manganeios Prodromos,” the con-
ventional name for the twelfth-century author of some court
poems transmitted under the name of Theodore Prodromos,
wonders how many quotations or allusions to Sappho would be

sufficient for praising Manuel I Komnenos’ achievements
(Carm. 6.191-194):8

noon Movodv €ninvolo, oo pPNTopmV YAOCO,

noon Lareon colnilovoa kol toon KaAiionn

Kol motog Adymv Epopog xai tic ‘Epufic dpxéoet

vuvioot T Topddoa peyodovpynpotd cov |...J;

How much inspiration of the Muses, how much rhetoric, how
many quotations or allusions to Sappho sounding the trumpet
and how great a Kalliope, and what kind of master of words and

4 Only a fragment of the poem survives, but perhaps not much is missing;
for details see G. O. Hutchinson, Greeck Lyric Poetry: A Commentary on Selected
Larger Pieces (Oxford 2001) 168—177.

> For Sappho’s and parallel cases cf. J. C. B. Petropoulos, Eroticism in
Ancient and Medieval Greek Poetry (London 2003) 40; Petropoulos also discusses
types of nuptial makarismos (21-22), but does not mention Thdr. Prod. Carm.
hist. 6.46.

® The treatise depends almost entirely on Parisinus gr. 2036 (s. X), from
which most of the other extant manuscripts (s. XV—XVI) descended. Cf. N.
G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium? (London 1996) 139 and 150.

7 See ODB 111 1840—41 s.v. “Sappho,” with examples and bibliography;
D. A. Christidis, “Zanewd,” Hellenica 36 (1985) 3—11.

8 Ed. S. Bernardinello, Theodori Prodromi, De Manganis (Studi Bizantini e
Neogreci 4 [Padua 1972]) 55.
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what Hermes, will suffice to honour your extraordinary achieve-
ments?

The naming of Sappho in this context is striking, as is the use
of coAnilw with reference to her poetry. But at the same time
the mention may suggest something more than a mere ac-
quaintance with the image of Sappho as the tenth Muse in
Anth.Pal. 9.506 (“Plato”) and 9.66 (Antip. Sid.), or with earlier
references to Sappho in similar contexts.” Indeed, “Manga-
neios Prodromos” begins one of his poem-hymns to Manuel:'°

Oye Lot XxEAVG TOAOLLO, PNTOPLKDY YEIAEDV

anoAafodco oNepov TV TahaldTTé GOV

&8¢ ‘Popoinv Gvoktt vikonold cotipt

Vuvov "Opeémg PNTOPOS TPOPNTOL YOALOYPAOOV.

Come, old lyre of lips skilled in rhetoric, regain your ancient

qualities today and sing a hymn of the rhetor, prophet, and

psalmist Orpheus for the victorious and saviour ruler of the

Romans.

and the first words are a clear reminiscence of Sappho fr.118:!!

arye O xéhv Sto Trol Aéyet
owvaeooo, ¢ ylveot
The naming and use of Sappho by “Manganeios” illustrates
very well a twelfth-century Byzantine fashion. Examples are
Michael Italikos Adyog Baciiikog eig 1oV adtokpdtopo Todvvny

° E.g. Psellos Or.paneg. 1.158-160 (ed. G. T. Dennis, Michaelis Pselli oratio-
nes panegyricae [Stuttgart 1994]) 1fig Mvdapikfic @dfig, thg Zomeikiic Adpog, ThHg
"Opgikfic mebode, thic ‘Ounpixfic KaAlidmne, thic "Avaicpéovioc yAdting, thg
dpyavikfg povong.

10 Carm. 1.1-4. pnropicdv is D. A. Christidis’ correction (Hellenica 36
[1985] 5) for the unmetrical pntépov printed by Miller. For a list of Manga-
neios’ poems and references to the available editions see P. Magdalino, 7he
Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 1145—1180 (Cambridge 1993) 494—500. For a
recent discussion of his poetry see M. Jeffreys, “‘Rhetorical’ Texts,” in E.
Jeftreys (ed.), Rhetoric in Byzantium (Aldershot 2003) 87-100.

"' The echo was first noticed by Christidis, Hellenica 36 (1985) 3-5. The
fragment would have been known to “Manganeios” through Hermog. /d.
2.5 (p-334.9-10 Rabe); “Manganeios” even names Hermogenes: Carm.
2.42-43 (p.415 Miller) thv dnunydpov fioknoo t@v povcobpéntov YAdttav, | 10
uéhog nopelAmoa tig ‘Epuoyévoug Mpag.
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tov Kopvnvov:12 “Gye tolvuv, yxélv 814 por”—Aeyécbo yop
EMIKOLPOG TO THS ZOMPOVE—POVNTIKOTEPX TE YIVOL KOl EDPMVOG
Kol ToAVQwvog kol T PaciAéwg Emaivel kadd; and Anna
Komnene Alex. 15.9.1: ABovAdunv 8¢ kol nacav v td®V Boyo-
wdwv dinynoacBor aipectv: GALG ue koldel kol aidng, Mg o
enow N koA Zoned, 0Tt cvyypoeevg €yoye yovn (cf. Sappho
fr.137).

Regarding the peculiar form yepéBovow in Theodore Pro-
dromos: Horandner printed the form in cruces,'> but Erich
Trapp and, particularly, Athanasios Kambylis later argued per-
suasively that the transmitted form is sound. Kambylis initially
proposed kai Qeov @g ye tiovow.!* Trapp replied! that oéfov-
ouw is palaeographically superior to tiovowv, but, more impor-
tantly, he noticed that Prodromos uses yepéBw once again at
Epigrammata in Vetus et Novum Testamentum 283b3:16 pfuato oed
yepéBovteg Belovg Mote ypnopotg (“honouring your words like

12 P. Gautier, Michel Italikos, Lettres et Discours (Archives de 1’Orient chré-
tien 14 [Paris 1972]) 247.13-16.

B Horandner, Theodoros 222, with comment at 227.

4 A. Kambylis, Prodromea: Textkritische Beitriige zu den hustorischen Gedichten des
Theodoros Prodromos (Wien.Byzant.Stud. 11 Suppl. [Vienna 1984]) 23-24. To
his arguments against Horandner’s conjecture yepopodoiv, one could add
that yepapd is attested elsewhere twice only by grammarians and lexicogra-
phers: Theognost. Can. 878 (Cramer, Anecd. Oxon. 11 145.11-12) aipw, dpd-
yepalpw, yepop®- popuoipm, popuopd, and Eym.Gud. s.v. yepoipw (II 305.10—
11 de Stefani), where a scholiast on Joh. Damasc. Canon.iamb. 3.5 claims to
have met the future yepap®: mopd 10 yépog yepoipw. O péAlwv yepopd
aAroyxoV €éotwv. The future was proposed by Dobree and printed by many
editors in an oath cited at Apollodorus, Against Neaira [Dem. 59] 78, where
the codices transmit yepoipw; but the emendation is not necessary and we
should keep the reading of the manuscripts: see K. A. Kapparis, Apollodoros,
“Against Neaira” [D. 59] (Berlin/New York 1999) 134 and 342. It is odd that
both LSJ and the Diccionario Griego-Espanol s.v. yepoipw cite yepop®d from
Against Neaira without indicating that this is an emendation. At Balbilla’s epi-
gram (Col Memn. 29.1), cited by LSJ, yepopd is in fact a grapheme for the
adjective yepapov: A. and E. Bernand, Les wnscriptions grecques et latines du
Colosse de Memnon (Cairo 1960) 8692, at 89.

15 Trapp, OB 36 (1986) 67.

16 Ed. G. Papagiannis, Theodoros Prodromos, Jambische und hexametrische Teira-
sticha auf die Haupterzihlungen des Alten und des Neuen Testaments (Meletemata
7.1-2 [Wiesbaden 1997]).
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divine oracles”). The meaning here is clearly “honour” or “re-
spect,”!” and this second case leaves no doubt that Theodore
does use an otherwise unattested verb yepéBw. Trapp also cites
an interpolation in the Etymologicum Magnum (s.v. d&yeipéBw):
véuw vepéBo, yépw yepébm, 80ev kol 10 dyelpébw.!8

In his second thoughts on Prodromea,’” Kambylis added a
parallel from Gregory of Nazianzos, Carm. 2.1.1.[991] 280:2°
dyyeAkol te yopol yoakpolg Bedv ol v’ épéBovov. He claimed
that Prodromos in all probability borrowed his phrase directly
from Gregory, who, however, must have originally written
yepéBovow and not y’ épéBovotv, the result of wrong word
division. Kambylis argued that in Gregory’s verse the meaning
we need (which is indeed found in a Byzantine scholion already
recorded in PG) is “honour,” but Gregory uses ¢péBw at 290 of
the same poem with the meaning “irritate™ ol pe kot évvvu-
xlotol kaxolg €péBovorv dveipoig (“they irritate me with bad
dreams in the night”). “Es ist unwahrscheinlich, dafl Gregor v.
Naz. in einem Abstand von nur 10 Versen dasselbe Verb in so
unterschiedlicher Bedeutung verwendet haben sollte. So miis-
sen wir davon ausgehen, daf3 er V. 280 yepéBovov geschrieben
hat; allerdings wissen wir nicht, woher er es hat, der Ursprung
des Wortes bleibt in Dunkel.” Kambylis admits that “das verb
ist offenbar in der Zwischenzeit nirgendwo belegt,” and also
the possibility that “eine kiinftige kritische Edition der Gedichte
des Theologen das Ergebnis vorlegen sollte, daf3 es bei Greg. v.
Naz. v’ ¢péBovot heilen muB3.” The form yepéBow has now en-
tered the Lexicon zur byzantimischen Grazitit (LBG).

At 279-281 of this long autobiographical poem, Gregory
recollects his past spiritual experiences:

7 The verse corresponds to 283a2 ob tobg Adyovg céBovow dg Beod
Adyoug, as pointed out by A. Kambylis, “Retractationes Prodromeae,” 70B
38 (1988) 291-325, at 298-301.

18 Transmitted by Vossianus gr. Q) 20 (= Magna Grammatica), s. XIII, and
printed in the apparatus for dyeipéBw by F. Lasserre and N. Livadaras,
Etymologicum Magnum Genuinum I (Rome 1976) 30.

19 Kambylis, 70B 38 (1988) 298-301.

20 In references to Gregory of Nazianzos’ poems, the number in square
brackets indicates the column in Migne, PG 37.
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g0y ol 1€ Grovoaxoc{ e Qllou Kol v{)m:eg aimvol

awe?mcm e Xopm \VOLMLmQ 0edv of v’ épéBovorv
LoTAUEVOL Yo GG Te Oe® Téunovteg v Vuvorg,

prayers, pleasant groans, and sleepless nights, as well as angelic
choirs who stand and stir up God with their psalms and send
their souls to God in hymns

The use of ¢péBo in this context has puzzled both Byzantine
and modern scholars. As far as the former are concerned, their
activities can be traced in the anonymous Paraphrases of
Gregory’s poems, transmitted by several manuscripts together
with the poems.?! Paraphrase A (in the version of Laurentianus
7.18 [s. XII] fol. 197.11.28-32) reads for 280: ka1 tolg dyyéloig
Spotot yopol tolc yoAumdioig tov Oedv oftiveg yopol €pe-
B{lovowv dieyeipovorv; Paraphrase B (version of Mosquensis 156
Vlad. [s. XII] fol. 16%.11.12—14) offers dyyehixai te yopootaciot
yohpolg Oeov yepaipovoor; while Paraphrase C (version of
Marcianus gr. 82 [s. XIII] fol. 17v.20-21) has kol xopol Gylot
oltivec 1oTdpevor Tov Bedv d10 woludv eic oiktov éyeipovoty.2?
But Gregory’s Carm. 2.1.1 has now been twice edited, by R.-M.
Bénin in 19882 and by A. Tuilier and G. Bady in 2004.%*
Bénin conjectured and printed the unmetrical yepaipovoiv,
adding in his apparatus: “scilicet yepapovow (cf. fut. yepop®d in
Jusjur. ap. Demosth. 59.78) — yepdovow prop. Sicherl ex lect.
yepoaduevo, in Nicandr. Al. 396, sed dubia lectio.” Nevertheless,

21 N. Gertz, Die handschrifiliche Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz 11
(Paderborn 1986) 18, 181-183; Yr. Letherz, Studien zur Gregor von Nazianz:
Mpythologie, Uberlieferung, Scholiasten (Bonn 1958) 169—177. For published para-
phrases see L. Bacci, Gregorio Nazianzeno, Ad Olimpiade (Pisa 1996) 141-152,
and D. M. Searby, “A Paraphrase of Gregory of Nazianz, Carmen de virtute
2.9, 1in an Uppsala Ms.,” OrChrP 69 (2003) 341-353.

22 The Paraphrases’ renderings for y’ épéBovor may also be found as
interlinear glosses in other manuscripts, but the case of Coislinianus 56 (s.
XIV-XV) is worth mentioning here; this codex transmits Paraphrase B as a
second column and Paraphrase A as interlinear glosses, but in this case (fol.
8") apart from épeBilovov dieyeipovotv, we also get Tudov written above y’
¢péBovoy.

23 R.-M. Bénin, Une autobiographie romantique au IV¢ siécle: le poéme II 1.1 de
Grégoire de Nazianze (diss. Paul Valery-Montpellier 11T 1988).

24 Saint Grégoire de Nazianze: (Buvres poétiques 1 (Paris 2004) 20. Cf. my re-
view in AntTard 12 (2004) 445-450.
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Thuilier and Bady rightly kept the reading of almost all manu-
scripts.?> The verb épéBo is more often used in a bad sense, as
Gregory himself uses it at 290 of the same poem (cited above),
but it is also found in a good sense, as at 2 Cor 9:2, koi 10 LUOV
{itog Npébioev tovg mAelovag (“your zeal has stirred most of
them to action”).?6 For the idea of bothering and pressing God
through prayers and demands cf. the parable of the widow and
the judge at Luke 18:1-8 (esp. 0 8¢ 0eog ob un mowon v
gxdiknow Tdv éxAektdv ovTod OV Pooviwv adtd Muépag kol
voktog, kol pokpoBupel én’ avtoig;).?” Paraphrases A and C got
it right.

But still ¢péBo is not the word most expected to be used in
Gregory’s context, and there may indeed be a special reason
for this slightly strained expression. Gregory enjoys drawing
phrases from earlier poetry and using them in his own verses
transformed within a new, Christian, context. The result is
often impressive, when one meets the classical expression used
in a way or having a meaning that would be impossible in a

25 1 copy their apparatus: “y’ é¢péBovowv codd. Mare : yepaiovow Leeor o
¢péBovot B v’ €paiBovory Maac.” Bernardi translates “pressent Dieu avec des
psaumes,” but there is no comment on this phrase. For the use of y’ to avoid
hiatus cf. e.g. Carm. 1.1.2.[408] 83 (ed. Moreschini) fjv, ool y’ ebpevéwv;
1.2.29.[888] 55 (ed. Knecht) ndg 8& o0 y* eldog Exovca, [890] 85 ei 8¢ ob ¢’
GMov; 2.1.11.[1162] 1886 (ed. Tuilier-Bady) | oot y’, &pwote; Anth. Pal.
8.200.3 vekpdv kol 148 v’ o1l cogpiouato.

26 Cf. Lib. Or. 11.145 cvunapoxalodotl kol mpotpénovst kol mpodyovTal
Bappeiv, donep detol veottovg elg mtiow £peBilovieg; Psellos Or. 30.48-50
(ed. Littlewood) obtog (sc. 6 oivog) edopaivel kopdiav, obtog dieyeipet Tpog
soyoprotioy kol mpodg Yuvovg peBiler kol wotdvoliy éumotel kol ddxpvov
gxcalelton 10 Belov €€ikeobpevov; Symeon of Thessalonike "Emictol mpog
Acvprotog (B9).382-383 ("Epya. ©eohoyika p.183 Balfour) og dAAniovg mpog
10 k0 AOV Gel EpebBilete, kol dehpdg 1@ 68ehod Ponbeitw. Also Heb 10:24 koi
KoTavodpev dAANAovg eig Topo&uouov dydnng kol xaAdv Epyov; Xen. Mem.
3.3.13 nopo&hvel mpodg T KoAG Kol EvIipoL.

27 Cf. also Eus. on Ps 82:6-9 (PG 23.996A) donep dieyelpov kol nopo&dvav
tov Be0v O mpophtng év Tff iketnpig T rép 100 Aood @dokel 10 “kotd 6od”
(but cf. Num 15:30 tov Bedv odtog napoEdver and Mal 2:17 ot mapo&ivovieg
TOv Bedv év 1olg Adyorg Ludv). In addition, Eustathius De capta Thessalonica is
worth citing here (p.114.14—15 Kyriakidis): elotpéyovteg yop xoi gig odtovg
£xdoTOVG (SC. ToUg vaiohg) ot BapPapot énoiovv tdvSetva kol ota Bedv épebiletv
elc duvvav.
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classical context.?8 In our case the verb ¢péfw is used in Homer
with particular gods who quarrel, e.g. /. 3.414 (Aphrodite
speaking to Helen) un p’ €pebe oyxerhin; 4.5 adtix’ érneipdrto
Kpovidng £pebilénuev “Hpnv; 5.418-419 "ABnvain te kot “Hpn |
xeptopiolg énéecor Ao Kpovidnv €pébilov. These cases alone
might have inspired the use of €péBw in Gregory’s context, but
it is more likely that his use of €péBw was inspired by some
verses of Euphorion, who in his curse poem 0pa& speaks of his
enemies as people who irritate the gods (Suppl. Hell. 415.11.8—11):

ot pa Beodg épéBwat, mopd pATpoc T dydymv|ot,]

M]redavoie 7 o] kev dymvopémaot Toxfog

otv€avtec Lodvy te Topa<i>goociog te kaudv|tav,]

7 ot Eetvia dopra Atdg T° dAitwot tpaméloc.

those who enrage the gods and conduct themselves contrary to

the laws or those who are insolent towards their weak parents

disregarding the advice of those alive and dead, or those who sin

against the hospitable banquets and the tables of Zeus.

Gregory knew the poetry of Euphorion, and his most inter-
esting echo of Euphorion’s extant verses is worth citing here,??
as it will support my argument for the case cited above and also
illustrate to some extent the feature of Gregory’s poetry I have
already mentioned. In {r.98 Powell, transmitted by John
Tzetzes in his Scholia on Lycophron’s Alexandra 440,3° Eu-
phorion refers to the myth of Mopsus and Amphilochus (cf.
Strab. 14.5.16), who killed each other over control of Mallus,
near the river Pyramus:

[Mopapov Nynevio, moAwy 8 éxkticooto MaAlov,

fig mépt Sfipv #0evto kokoppddec dAAAAOLOL

Mobwyog t° "Apeiloydg te, kol dcprro. dnprvOévteg

28 This feature of Gregory’s poetry is discussed in more detail in the In-
troduction of my D.Phil. thesis “Selected Poems of Gregory of Nazianzus: a
Critical Edition with Introduction and Commentary,” which I am currently
completing at the University of Oxford.

29 The case is cited without discussion by E. Magnelli, Studi su Euforione
(Rome 2002) 115-116; he also cites {r.75 y01lév pot xvdooovtt mop’ "Apyo-
vobiov ainog ~ Greg. Naz. Carm. 2.1.45.[1369] 229 xoi noté pot kvdosovtt
nopioToto Tolog velpog.

30 E. Scheer, Lycophronis Alexandra 11 (Berlin 1908) 162.19-22.
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povvag aAiictoro mdAag EBav *Aidoviiog.?!

(Amphilochus arrived at) the resounding Pyramus and founded
the city of Mallus, over which Mopsus and Amphilochus began
a fight with mutual dislike; after they contended indecisively,
they arrived separately at the gates of inexorable Hades.

In a short prayer, Gregory refers to Christ’s crucifixion and
resurrection (Carm. 1.1.33.[514] 7-9):32

007T1G €ml 6TOPOTo MOPOV TETANKOG EMLoNELY,

ota Bpotdg- Tprdity 6e wOAag Almeg Gidoviiog,

ot Oedc- Bovdtov yop EAvoag decrov AvaoTdc

(you) who endured to face death on the cross as a mortal man;

but on the third day you left the gates of Hades as God; for you
loosed the bond of death with your resurrection

Alreg would be inconceivable to a non-Christian world,33 but at
the same time very satisfactory to Christians, whether they
were able to notice the allusion to Euphorion or not; but the
adoption of a unique expression®* at the same metrical sedes 1s
intended to stress Christ’s triumph over death and only those

31 For the last phrase cf. Tzetzes’ schol. on Lycophron Alex. 440 (162.16—
18 Scheer): oV¢ B&yoavteg ot évoikodvieg mhpyov petadd 1@V TdEOV
xoteckevooav, Stog unde petd 0évotov GAAAA@V KolvevAGHGLY.

32 H. M. Werhahn, “Dubia and Spuria bei Gregor von Nazianz,” in
Studia Patristica 7 (Texte u. Untersuch. 92 [Berlin 1966]) 337347, at 342—
343), has questioned the authenticity of this poem, because it is transmitted
(together with 1.1.31, 34-35) only by Vindobon. Theolgr. 43 (s. XVI). But
scribes sometimes copied out very old exemplars (cf. Tuilier [n.24] cxxxii on
this case) and the poem is actually transmitted also by Vat. Borg.gr. 22 (s. XV)
(unknown to Thuilier); see M. Sicherl, “Zwei Autographen Marsilio Ficinos:
Borg. Gr. 22 und Paris. Gr. 1256,” in G. C. Garfagnini (ed.), Marsilio Ficino e
il ritorno di Platone 1 (Florence 1986) 221-228. The words and the meanings
are Gregorian (see C. Crimi, “Nazianzenica. VIIL,” GIF 47 [1995] 141-
146, at 141-142) and the allusion to Euphorion argues further in favour of
the poem’s authenticity (cf. Magnelli, Studi 115 n.57). In addition, Gregory
seems to have in mind line 3 of the Euphorion fragment when he writes
Carm. 2.1.17[1268] 92 ynv@dv 7} yepdvov GKpLia papvolévay.

33 Cf. e.g. Philetas fr.6 Powell dtpomov eig "Atdoo | Hivuoa, v obnw Tig
évavtiov NABev 68img, and the other parallels cited by A. S. F. Gow, Theocri-
tus I (Cambridge 1952) 225, on Theoc. Id. 12.19 dvé€odov eig "Axépovio.

3% For the rare form ’Aidovelg, which occurs only in Euphorion, Quintus
of Smyrna, Gregory, and Nonnus, see DGE s.v. "Aidovetc and "Aidwvet.
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aware of the allusion to the pagan poem can fully understand
and appreciate Gregory’s verse. Such a use of allusion is un-
doubtedly a very clever and inspired way of writing Christian
poetry within the tradition of classical literature. In a similar
way to that suggested for ndlog ... &idovijog, we should under-
stand the use of the phrase 8eov €péBw by Gregory. What could
only have a negative meaning in the past can now be under-
stood in a different, even opposite way, as happens in this case:
the Christians may épéBovowv their poxpéBupov god (cf. Luke
18:7, cited above) with prayers and psalms in order to achieve
their demands: the irritable pagan gods are implicitly con-
trasted with the forbearing Christian god.

Let us now return to Theodore Prodromos. How well did he
know the poems of Gregory of Nazianzos? In his recent edition
of Prodromos’ tetrasticha on the Old and New Testaments,
Papagiannis refers more than one hundred times to Gregory’s
Carmina; in most of these cases Prodromos copies or echoes
words or phrases. Several other echoes have been noticed?®
and there are certainly more to be found. There should then be
no doubt about the origins of Theodore’s Beov ®¢ yepéBovov.
His phrase could be paralleled with Hom. 7. 9.297 Beov &g
tunoovot or 302-303 of oe Beov &g | ticovs’ (cf. Thdr. Prod.
Carm.hist. 8.5 xoi Bedv i oe Tiowot pethAvdeg "Apeog viot), but
Gregory’s Beov ol vy’ épéBovov was definitely his source. How
else can we explain the expression Beov ®g yepéBovowv, and
especially the form yepéBovow in Prodromos? The most likely
scenario is that Theodore Prodromos failed to understand the
reading y’ ¢péBovorv; the context led him to the sense “honour”
and, possibly misled by a paraphrase which interpreted vy’
¢péBovov as yepaipovow (as does the extant Paraphrase B), he

35 E.g. Thdr. Prod. Carm.hist. 8.92 xal kbveg épyol | dugurdovieg €noviar ~
Greg. Naz. Carm. 1.1.19.[1272] 20 (edited by me [n.28]) ndvtobBev dueo-
Ldovot kakol kOveg (those being the only occurrences of the verb dueuidm;
cf. LBG s.v. dpoordw); Thdr. Prod. Carm.hist. 59.167 & tig oefachfi todto,
xoi cwbhceton ~ Greg. Naz. Carm. 1.2.30.[910] 24 & tig pvrder todto, Kol
cobfcetar (noticed by Horandner, Theodoros 479); see also the cases re-
corded by J. Sajdak in his edition of Prodromos’ epigrams on Gregory:
Historia critica scholiastarum et commentatorum Gregorii Nazianzeni (Meletemata
Patristica 1 [Cracow 1914]) 259-265.
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thought that Gregory’s word was yepéBovotv. We should not
exclude the possibility that Theodore’s manuscript of Gregory
read yepéBovorv, but it is worth mentioning that such a reading
1s not found in any of the seventeen manuscripts (s. X—XVI)
collated by the recent editors. Even the manuscripts of Para-
phrase B read y’ épéBovowv. yepéBovot is found only in the Lexi-
con ordine versuum 278, where it is glossed yepaipovoy;?© but in
this case the corruption could be part of the transmission of the
lexicon itself.3” However, Prodromos could easily have made
this mistake, even if his manuscript contained the apostrophe.
Reading yepéBovow for v’ ¢péBovorv could also have been the
result of an oversight by Prodromos or of minor damage to the
manuscript, which made the apostrophe invisible.

Theodore Prodromos’ decision to use an otherwise un-
attested word at a place where he could just as well have
written tlovot or c£fovot is not surprising. The word, he
thought, had been blessed by the Theologian, and Prodromos’
admiration for him is explicitly expressed in his epigram-hymns
on Gregory. But there is an even more relevant confession by
Prodromos. The Christmas Canon attributed to Cosmas of
Maiouma?3® begins with the first lines of Gregory’s Or. 38:39

Xpiotog yevvartal- do&doate:
Xp1o710¢ €€ 0VpavOV * ATOVTHCOTE
Xpiotog €mi yig: LydOnte-

36 Ed. D. Kalamakis, Aebika t@v éxdv Ipnyopiov 100 Oeoddyov (Athens
1992) 129. Kalamakis corrected to y’ épéBovot, but yepéBovot is transmitted
by all eight codices (s. XIII-XV). This is a Paraphrase-Lexicon, whose lem-
mata include, apart from words, short phrases or whole lines, e.g. 67 10 &’
funedov; 141 f dpeadov; 209 el yovoovtog; 266 én’ dvépt.

37 Similarly, the corrupt lemmata, e.g. 240 doovpds (Gpovpotdtolctv
2.1.1.94), 241 tondAevo (bndrv&o 2.1.1.102), 284 dpvuoydog (-dv 2.1.1.289),
322 drpeptovra (Gptep- 2.1.1. 389), and 376 Gooo (Soco 2.1.1.570) have not
been found in any of the manuscripts collated by Bénin (n.23), and Tuilier
and Bady (n.24).

38 W. Christ and M. Paranikas, Anthologia graeca carminum christianorum
(Leipzig 1871) 165.

39 Ed. G. Moreschini (SC 358 [Paris 1990]). Cf. P. Karavites, “Gregory
Nazianzinos and Byzantine Hymnography,” 7HS 113 (1993) 81-98, at 83—
84.
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3 ~ 7 ~ 3 ~
doorte 1@ Kuple, oo 1 yii-
and Prodromos starts his comments on the Canon as follows:*9

néBev 8¢ GAAoBev 1olLg edppovodviog Gptov {nntéov, ypelog
kohovong, §| Topd dpronpdtov AaPelv; mébev 8¢ oivov fj mopd oivo-
ndlov; ©d0ev 8¢ ypvoodv §| dpyvpodv ydpoyua | Sniovdtt mapd
dpyopapofod - dkorotBag 81 todtolg, mdbev kol Adyovg yopevti-
KOVG Ko TOVNYLPLETIKOVG CnTntéov tovg xopedew T mavnyvpilety
£0éhovtoc, | mapd 0D xopevTOD KO TOD TOVNYLPLETOD, TOV &V
Beohoyiq peydAov enui Tpnyopiov, 10D un wévov tag Oelog xod
deomotikig £optag Tolg oikelolg €ykoouncauévonv Adyolg kol Vu-
voig, GAAG kol &Aloig dvévtog To ékelvov cvhaywyslcBon pripoto
Kol vonuoto, cvAioy todtny pokopiothy kol d&obaduactov, kol
v 0 KMéntov oy Snog aidesBicetar, dAAY TodvovTiov dmov kol
gykadlhonicOfceton;

Where else should the sensible people ask for bread, when there
is need, other than from the baker? Where for wine, other than
from the wine-merchant? Where for gold or silver carved coins
other than from the money-changer? Following on from these
examples, where should those who want to dance or celebrate
ask for dancing and festive words, other than the dancer and the
panegyrist? I mean Gregory, great in theology, who did not only
adorn the holy and dominical festivals with his own words and
hymns, but also allowed others to plunder his words and ideas
—a pillage worthy of blessing and admiration; the thief should
not at all feel ashamed, but the complete opposite, he should
take pride in his action.*!

July, 2005 Somerville College
Oxford, OX2 6HD, UK
christos.simelidis@some.ox.ac.uk

40 H. M. Stevenson, Theodori Prodromi commentarios in carmina sacra melodorum
Cosmae Hierosolymitani et Ioannis Damasceni (Rome 1888) 33.23-32. Cf. A.
Kazdan, 4 History of Byzantine Literature (650—850) (Athens 1999) 119.

1T am grateful to Mr Nigel G. Wilson, Professor Elizabeth M. Jeffreys,
and Dr Mary Whitby for their comments and encouragement.



