On Digenes Akrites,
Grottaferrata Version, Book 6

Andrew R. Dyck

the Grottaferrata version comprise the Ich-Erzdhlung,! i.e., Dige-

nes’ first-person account of his adventures narrated respectively
to a passing Cappadocian (G 2062-64) and a group of friends (2334-
36). Book 6 in particular presents the reader with a number of
puzzles. The first of these is its disproportionate length: apart from
Book 4, which actually comprises two books of the original epic,? the
other books of the Grottaferrata version average 297 verses each; G-6
comprises 805, more than double the average.? Likewise puzzling is
the setting, its relation to the incidents, and their relation to one
another. Book 6 comprises the hero’s last adventures before he settles
down in a palace on the Euphrates—a series of incidents in which
various interlopers attempt to part Digenes and his wife.* Action is set
in a meadow (G 2348) where the couple encamp en route to a new
home after Digenes’ adultery and consequent desire for a change of
scene (2325ff, 2345f).5 Moreover, the meadow is said to contain a
spring, which figures in the adventure of the dragon (2378). In the
subsequent encounter with Maximo, however, the body of water
where the action is set is called at first a river (2877) and later

I N THE OVERALL plot of the epic Digenes Akrites, Books 5 and 6 of

VE. TRraPP, ed., Digenes Akrites. Synoptische Ausgabe der dltesten Versionen
(Vienna 1971 [hereafter ‘Trapp’]) 62. Citations are to the line-numbers of this edition.

2 Cf. S. MacAlister, “Digenes Akritas: the First Scene with the Apelatai,” Byzantion
54 (1984) 569f.

3 Might the summary of the action of G-6 at G 1916-18 (G-4) have been intended
for a performance of the poem in which G-6 was to be omitted?

4 Awkwardly, in our version she is called, in folktale fashion, merely 7 «dpn or is re-
ferred to by some such formula as “my beauty, the fair daughter of the general Du-
cas” (G 2346f); although, in the overall epic plot, the two are already married, this
fact is stressed only at G 3106 (note that this point is omitted in the corresponding
passage of E [1558fF]); Mavrogordato (n.18 infra) ad 2474 suggests, implausibly, that
7 xaA1 pov may connote ‘wife’. The name Eudocia, given to her in the Z manuscripts,
is likely to be the invention of the Z compiler: ¢f. MacAlister (supra n.2) 572 n.56.

5 The cause-and-effect relationship is not made in any way psychologically plau-
sible, however: ¢f. A. R. Dyck, “On Digenis Akritas Grottaferrata Version Book 5,”
GRBS 24 (1983) 191; Digenes calls the place Blattolivaldi at G 3448 (his resumé of
his deeds).
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350 ON DIGENES AKRITES BOOK 6

specifically the Euphrates (3060);* and before the battle with the
amedarar and Maximo the terrain becomes, as one would expect,
mountainous (G 2859ff); for mountainous regions are the venue for
banditry as early as that notorious highwayman of ancient saga,
Sciron.” Moreover, G-6 includes similarly structured incidents in
which Digenes’ wife is threatened by a dragon and a lion; on both
occasions she has to rouse the sleeping Digenes to dispatch the
interloper. The book likewise includes two encounters of Digenes
with the aweldrai led by Philopappos and two duels between Digenes
and the Amazon Maximo; the book concludes with Digenes’ killing of
Maximo after twice sparing her life. The reader has every right to
wonder why the landscape shifts in this fashion, why this doubling of
plot-elements was necessary, and why the encounter with Maximo
should have concluded as it does.

This paper will approach these problems on the basis of two as-
sumptions: (1) that underlying extant versions of Digenes Akrites is an
Ur-epic that can, by use of the stemmatic method, be reconstructed in
its main outlines with reasonable certainty; (2) that this Ur-epic was
in its turn based on folksong material.® If these assumptions are
correct, they will have important consequences: the original folksong
material will have undergone interference in two stages, first when
reduced to epic form and second when modified by the redactors of
the individual versions. The main witnesses for the reconstruction of
the archetype are the two oldest, the Grottaferrata version (Crypt. Za
44, s. XIII ex./XIV in.=G) and the Escorial version (Scor. ¥ IV 22, s.
XV ex.=E).? A third witness, Z, compiled from E and a sister-manu-

6 The Euphrates is perhaps meant to be the body of water alluded to in the context
of Digenes’ first encounter with the leaders of the dwerdrar (G 2507). Note that none
of these references to water is found in E or, presumably, the archetype.

7 That the encounters with the dweldarar were originally set in the mountains is
shown by E 1141.

8 Cf. C. A. Trypanis, Gnomon 45 (1973) 615; Greek Poetry from Homer to Seferis
(London/Boston 1981) 491ff. Cf also the argument for folksong material underlying
the epic by E. Trapp, “Digenes Akrites—Epos oder Roman?” Studi classici in onore
di Q. Cataudella 11 (Catania 1972) 637f. This remains the prevailing view, although
R. Beaton, “‘Digenes Akrites’ and Modern Greek Folk Song: a Reassessment,”
Byzantion 51 (1981) 22-43, and Folk Poetry of Modern Greece (Cambridge/London/
New York 1980) 78-82, has pleaded the case for regarding the poem as originally a
literary composition influenced by folksong only at a late stage of transmission and
even then only superficially.

9 St. Alexiou, ’Akpirika. Té mpoBAnua tijs éyxvpdTnros Tod reyuévov E (Iraklio 1979),
and Haparyprjoers arov *Axpirn, *Apadvny 1 (1983) 41-57, has argued that E stands
closer to the original than G; ¢f,, however, E. Trapp, BZ 75 (1982) 350-53, and
MacAlister (supra n.2: 551ff), who argues that Digenes’ first encounter with the
ameddrar as narrated in E is a secondary insertion from a folksong (it is omitted by
G). That said, my impression is that in general the plot of E is closer to the original
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script of G (=g), 1s reconstructed from three seventeenth-century
codices;!? y is the postulated common source of G and g; it is useful
for our purposes, however, only where G has suffered damage.!!
Comparison of G and E, then, should enable us to isolate the addi-
tions made by the G-redactor!? and to study his literary technique. On
the other hand, the contributions of the epic redactor can only be
isolated ex hypothesi; hence caution is required. In any case, this
paper will test the proposition that, as in the case of G-5,!3 the puzzles
posed by G-6 can be illuminated by analysis of its compositional
features.

The basic idea that unites the incidents of G-6 is that of a couple
striving to remain coupled—that is, to ward off external intereference
of various sorts. The similarity to the plot of ancient and Byzantine
romances has been remarked.!* It was therefore to romance that the
G-redactor turned for the elements of the mpdowmor . . . TpAavyés
(Pind. Ol 6.4) that he wished to affix to the beginning of this book. In
contrast to this ambitious exercise in scene-setting,'> E sketches the
locus of action austerely (E 1083-85):

¢£éBnrev 6 Avyevns pera tijs wobnris Tov

b 4 ¢ ’ / /
ets Tomovs vToAL3adovs K’ 0OV KATATKLA OEVOPT)
kat Vdara Yuxporara, povos pe TNV KAy Tov.

For the archetype itself we need assume nothing more.

In spite of moral qualms voiced by Photius and echoed by Psellus
himself, Achilles Tatius had been licensed for imitation since Psellus’
essay comparing him to Heliodorus.!® The poet responsible for G

than that of G, as much of the material gathered here will tend to show; at the same
time, for the very reason that it has been complicated by an intermediary stage, G
makes a more rewarding object for literary analysis.

10 T(rebizond) 56 (olim 50), A(ndros): Bibl. Nat. 1074 (Athens), P(rose version):
today in the University of Thessaloniki; ¢/ M. Jeffreys, “Digenis Akritas Manuscript
Z,” Dodoni 4 (1975) 161-201.

11 Cf the stemma printed by Trapp 46. None of Trapp’s examples (37) of passages
in which G presents a shortened version vis-a-vis y is from our book.

121 do not ordinarily distinguish him from the y-redactor (see previous note); but
¢f. 362f, 365, and n.63 infra.

13 Cf. Dyck (supra n.5) 185ff.

14 Cf. H. Grégoire, “Notes on the Byzantine Epic,” Byzantion 15 (1940-41) 92f.

15 Cf V. Tiftixoglu, “Digenis, das ‘Sophrosyne’-Gedicht des Meliteniotes und der
byzantinische Fiinfzehnsilber,” BZ 67 (1974) 11f n.49; regarding its literary ambi-
tions he notes, for instance, the presence here of the only two examples in the poem
of oxrpara &rriwxd; the corresponding passages of Theodore Meliteniotes® Sophrosyne
depend on our poem (version T), not vice-versa, as Tiftixoglu (10ff) demonstrates
against Trapp 35f. One looks forward to the much-needed new edition of the Sophro-
syne being prepared by A. Kambylis (Hamburg).

16 Cf. Michael Psellus, The Essays on Euripides and George of Pisidia and on
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2337-42 (the beginning of G-6) thought it possible to transfer with
only trifling changes!” the encomium of the rose contained in Leucip-
pe’s song to the month of May:!8

€l Tols avfeaww 1f0edev 6 Zevs émibeivar Baociréa, To podov av T@V
3 4 > ’ ~ k) 14 ~ ki /oo 2 \
avlewy éBactAeve. yiis €0TL KOOHOS, PUTOV ayAaioua, opbaAuos
avbéwv, Aewpdvos épvlnua, kaddos GoTpdmTor: épwTos TYéeL,
> Agpoditny mpofevet (Ach. Tat. 2.1.2f)

€l Baciréa TOV unrdv Oetvar Tis éBovAnlr,
Madios éBaailevaey eis dmavTas Tovs puijras’
~ ’
KOO 10§ 0VTOS TEPTVOTATOS YT|s ATATTS TVYX AVEL,
b \ A ~ ~ \ ~ 9 ~ /
oplaipos mavTwr TOV puTEY Kat T@Y avb®v Aaumwporys,
TV Aetpwvor épvbnua kat kKAANOS ATaTTPATTWY,
épwras mréet Bavpuaotds, ' Adpodirny émaye (G 2337-42).

Here, of course, the G-redactor grossly miscalculated, for only the last
two or at most three clauses of the encomium apply equally to both
subjects (kaAdos ATaoTPATTWY~KAAAOS ATTPATITOV; épwTas TVéEL ~Epw-
Tos mveéer, ~ Appoditny émayer~’ Adpoditnr mpofevel), whereas it is non-
sensical to call a span of time, rather than a flower, an adornment of
the earth, the eye and brilliance of flowers, or the purple decoration of
meadows. Such changes as are observable were surely introduced
metri causa: the introduction of modifiers for xéouos and y7s in G
2339 as well as the addition of favuasrds in G 2342 help their re-
spective lines achieve the requisite fifteen syllables; and the substi-
tution of Aaumpdrys for dyAdioua in G 2340 and énaye for mpofevet (G
2342) was surely for the sake of the paroxytone line-end, as Tiftixoglu
has pointed out.!® Thus the very beginning of G-6 illustrates both the
literary ambitions of the G-redactor and his unwillingness or inabil-
ity, beyond the most rudimentary metrical first-aid, to take the neces-
sary care to adapt his borrowings to their new environment. This is
not the last example we shall see of his mechanical approach to
composition.

At the outset of the narrative of G-6 we find Digenes and his wife in
a meadow (2348), where Digenes sets up his bed and tent (2349).

Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius, ed. A. R. Dyck (=Byzantina Vindobonensia 16
[Vienna 1986]) 80ff.

17 As Tiftixoglu (supra n.15) 12 notes, the change of ayAdiocua to Aaumpdrys and of
mpofevel to émaye are determined by the exigencies of paroxytone ending in the po-
litical verse. The allusion to Zeus at the beginning of Leucippe’s song had, of course,
to be removed for theological reasons (though Aphrodite can still stand metonymi-
cally for love at G 2342).

18 J. Mavrogordato, ed., Digenes Akrites (Oxford 1956) ad 2465, noted the
borrowing.

19 Tiftixoglu (supra n.15) 12.
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Around him are various plants and rushes, and a spring is nearby
(2350-53). The birds present include peacocks, parrots, and swans
(2354f). This description of nature is largely borrowed from the éx-
¢paais of the walled park where Clitophon and Leucippe stroll at
Achilles Tatius 1.15.1-82° and to which it is better suited (the odds
are, of course, heavily against encountering such a collection of exotic
birds in the wild). The peacocks receive greatest attention; they are
said to reflect the color of the flowers with their wings (G 2358f). This
imitation of the flowers leads to a eulogy of Digenes’ wife’s beauty,
which itself imitates and competes with the colors of the meadow
(2362-70). Juxtaposition of this description with Achilles Tatius’ éx-
¢pacs of Leucippe discloses a number of similarities.2!

\ \ / 2 / ~ ~n 2 Yo ! ~ /

T0 d€ KAANOS ATTPATTOY TOV TAW NTTOV EQOKEL Ol TOV A€VKLTTYS

) 4 \ 1 ~ ’ / ~ \ \ ~

€lvaL TPOTWTOV. TO YAP TOD TWUATOS KAAAOS aDTT)S TPOS TA TOD
~ ! \

Aetpdvos jpilev dvln vapkiooov pev 70 TpoTwmov éoTiAPBe xpot-

! [ 4 \ bl / bl ~ ~ b \ ¢ ~ 2 ~

av, podov d¢ aveTeAlev éx TNs mapeias, tov de 1) TOY oplairuwy

/! I4 \ 14 A ~ /

éuappatpev ady), at 3¢ kopar BoaTpvyovueval waAlov eiNlTTorTO
~ ~ 5 14 \ ~ !

KITTOD" TOLOUTOS NV A€VKITTNS €Ml TV TPOTWTWY O A€LUwV

(Ach. Tat. 1.19.1f).

KAl TO KAANOS T7]s €DYEVODS KOPNS VTEPATTPATTOY
KPELTTOVY TARVOS €AQUTE KAl TAOV PVTOY ATAVT WY’
YapKiocaov yap TO TPOTWTOV TV XPOLAY EULLELTO
[4 \ ¢ 3/ b / ¢/
ai mapeal ws evfalov éfavéreAlov podov:
P24 e/ b \ ¢ 14 \ 4
avfos podov apTipues VTEPNVE TA XELAT,
omnuika Tats kaAvéw dpyerar dvaréArew (G 2362-67).

Leucippe is compared to the gleaming beauty of the peacock, the
image that introduced the ecphrasis of the beauty of Digenes’ wife.
Participial forms of &orpanrw (Leucippe) and dwepacrpantew (Dige-
nes’ wife) are used of the beauty of the two women; both imitate the
hues of the narcissus and rose; forms of avaréaAw (Leucippe) and
ééavarél o (Digenes’ wife) are used to describe their cheeks. At G
2365 the echoes of Ach. Tat. 1.19 give way to those of the first
description of Leucippe at Ach. Tat. 1.4.3 (10 o7rdpa podwy dvfos fv,
8rav dpynrar 70 pédov dvoiyew TOY VANwy Ta xeltAn), combined with

20 Similar material reappears in a metrically inferior version in G-7 (3153ff) as a
description of the park surrounding Digenes’ palace on the Euphrates (where it like-
wise has no counterpart in E); ¢f Tiftixoglu (supra n.15) 11 n.49, who, however,
makes G-6 dependent on G-7 (he seems unaware of the connection of both passages
with Ach. Tat. 1.15.1-8 pointed out by Trapp ad locc. and in Digenis Akritas: the
Two-Blood Border Lord, tr. D. B. Hull [Athens (Ohio) 1972] ad G-6 15-41).

21 The parallel is noted by Trapp ad loc.
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Ach. Tat. 2.1.3 (éyw d¢ éd6kovy 70 pédov émt TOY Y elAéwr adTis <6pav>,
®s €l Tts KAAVKOS TO TepLPepes €is TNV TOD aTOpaTOs EKNELTE mopPriv).22

Moreover, the description of Digenes’ wife in our passage differs
from previous ones in G. The first reference to her comes in G-4:

’ ¢ 14 < 9 \ 9 ’
Taykalos 1) dapnuos N AKovoTI) €KELVT),
Ky \ / b} ’ / \ 13
s T0 kaAAos aunyavov, wapadoov TO y€vos.
obalav Te kal KTYUATA KAl €ETEPAY TAOVOlaY
advvarov dmwapilBuely 9 dmekadew SAws (G 1214-17).

At this point in the narrative Digenes, his father, uncle, and com-
panions ride past her father’s house (G 1197ff). She is praised for her
beauty, descent, and wealth-—all qualities that will make her a good
match, for the narrator is preparing the way for Digenes’ decision to
marry her, which follows soon afterward (G 1255f). Later in the same
scene when Digenes gets his first glimpse of her, she receives this
description:

Ta& KAAAT) TOD TPOTWTOV TNs KWAVODY Tovs dpbfaiuods Tov
K’ 00 dvvarar kaA@s idety THY NAloyevvnuErYY’

@S yap AkTis AvETEL e €V uéow ToD TPOTWTOV,

A yap 1) k0pn GAn0ds Gomep ioTopLo MéVY

Sppa yopyov évijdovov, kéuny Eavbn kat ayodpov,

dppuv eixe kaTauavpov, dkpatov d¢ TO uélav,

@s XL0va 10 Tpoowmov, uéaov de BeBauuévor (G 1300-06).

As in G-6, her brightness (jAtoyevvnuévy, dxris, duua yopyov) is men-
tioned, a common attribute of youthful beauty from Homer on.23
What dominates this passage, however, is the contrast between light
and dark (fav6nv, xarauavpov, pérav, @s xiova); in this it is wholly
different from the ecphrasis of G-6.24 Thus G-6 borrows its descrip-
tion of Digenes’ wife from Achilles Tatius not for the sake of, but in
defiance of, the exigencies of consistency with G-4.25

Another reflection of Achilles Tatius has not been noticed. After
Digenes has killed the dragon and the lion that threatened her, his
beloved asks him to play his cithara to soothe her fears. His playing is
to be the accompaniment of a song, but one sung not by him (as the
situation might have suggested) but by his wife:

113 k] ~ ~ \ s /
Evxapior® 7@ épwTi yAvkvw dovTe not kvpkav
\ / / ’ /
kat xaipw Bacilevovoa, undeva ¢poBovuery

22 Cf. Tiftixoglu (supra n.15) 17.

B Cf e.g. ayiain at Od. 18.180 and 19.82.

24 Note that later in G-6 (2467) she is referred to as nAwyévrnros, an evident echo
of 1301.

25 On the autonomy of many of the individual books ¢f. Dyck (supra n.5) 191f.
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kplvoy vmapy el eDBadés, uflov peuvpLouévoy,

kat ®s podov Tavevoauov éryel pov T kapdiav.”

ws d¢ T0 podov éNeyev 1) kGpn peAwdodoa,

évopulov 811 kpatel podov émi Ta yelAny’

éolkaat yap &An0as dpri avbotvr fodw (G 2438-44).

Here opportunity has been found to insert the second half of Achilles
Tatius’ encomium of Leucippe: both girls have just sung of the rose’s
beauty, and both are admired by their lovers as though they actually
held a rose on their lips: évouwlov 67t kparet podov émt Ta xeldn (G 2443);
éyw d¢ éddkovy TO podov émt TRV XeAéwy adTils <6pav> (Ach. Tat.
2.1.3).26 This recollection of Achilles Tatius is likewise an addition of
the G-redactor; in E the wife’s song merely comprises her thanks to
the Cupids for giving her a man like Digenes:

Edxaptord Tovs "Epwras, kaAov dvdpa p’ éddkav,
va 7oV Bwpd, va xalpopat Ta €7 Tis {wijs pov (E 1138f).

She does not mention the apple or the rose, nor does he compliment
her.?’

G-6, then, begins with the most elaborate exercise in scene-setting
we have in Digenes Akrites. While these descriptive elements in their
original setting in Achilles Tatius’ narrative help to build atmosphere
for the gradually unfolding romance of Leucippe and Clitophon, in G-
6 of Digenes Akrites they create an idyllic atmosphere that will be dis-
rupted repeatedly in the ensuing action. The descriptions of the gar-
den and of the woman singing her song frame two incidents, in which
Digenes’ wife is assailed first by a dpaxwr and then by a lion. Each
time, in G, the sleeping Digenes has to be roused to repel the assault.
Not so in E, where Digenes is awake and hears the sound of the
approaching dpaxwr (1087). Furthermore Digenes’ summary of his
deeds (G 3444ff) mentions that he was asleep when the lion, but not
the dparwv, approached his wife; the garbled verse G 2384 (6 ¢ ov pe
Hypdmrnoe kat dpriws kabevder, addressed by the wife to the dpakwr)
raises the possibility of a failed adrooyediacua of the G-redactor. Ac-
cordingly Trapp has argued (63) that Digenes’ sleep when his wife
encounters the dpaxwr may be the result of contamination with anoth-

26 Another imitation of this passage of Achilles Tatius will be found at Eustathius
Macrembolites 3.6: eimois av idwv Hodov éxOATYar Ty kdpnv Tols xelheay; ¢f also George
Tornices’ encomium of Anna Comnena: xelAn xafdmwep f080v KAAVKES TUVUTTUT TOMEVA:
Lettres et Discours, ed. J. Darrouzés (Paris 1970) 247.19f. This was, in other words, a
literary flourish characteristic of twelfth-century authors.

27.Cf. also O. Schissel, “Digenis Akritis und Achilleus Tatios,” Neophilologus 27
(1942) 143ff, for a discussion of the influence of Leucippe and Clitophon on the
sixteenth-century Trebizond version (Trapp’s T).
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er version. This provides us with the efficient cause but not yet the
formal cause, which involves the plan of the G-redactor to refashion
the dpaxwy incident after the pattern of Eve’s temptation. For the
setting in the meadow conjures not merely the general motif of the
romantic paradise, as A. R. Littlewood has observed:28 it evokes spe-
cifically the Garden of Eden.?° Hence Digenes should be absent when
the dpakwv appears; his wife, like Eve, must be put to the test alone.
However, the G-redactor could think of no other means of getting
Digenes out of the way than by having him sleep, as in the lion
incident. Once again a good idea is spoiled by the G-redactor’s pov-
erty of invention.

The song of Digenes’ wife serves as a transition from the moment of
rest after the encounter with the lion and dpakw» to the next danger,
posed by forty-five soldiers, members of the awexarar (¢f. G 2515fF).
The transition appears in rudimentary form in E (1140f) but is more
developed in G, where it is her song that first attracts their attention
(G 2456). Drawn by her beauty, they attempt to part Digenes from his
beloved, first by threats and then by assault. This and the following
incidents have nothing to do with the paradisiacal setting so elabo-
rately sketched. Rather, we are now told that the soldiers are march-
ing on a road called Trosis (G 2450; ¢f. 2739).3° Much is made of this
name in G (though not in E, where it is not mentioned). The G-redac-
tor puns on this name first in connection with the literal wounds
received there (év 7) moAdovs ovuBéBRnke moAla Tpavpaticlivar: G
2451), then the Love-inflicted wounds (&s vmo Bélovs ras Yvyas
érpwbnoar & kadder: G 2460), and finally the threats by which they
seek to wound Digenes (éue d¢ povov BAémovres Adyots nATov TpdTaL:
G 2463). In both G and E Digenes’ wife is terrified by the soldiers’
threats, but her terror takes different forms in the two versions.
Though in E (and doubtless the archetype) she is voluble enough, in G
she covers her face with a linen cloth and says nothing; this is for the
sake of including Leucippe’s mot after she and Clitophon have been
captured by pirates: 7t . . . wpo Ti)s Yvxis TéOvnker N powvi) pov (G
2473~Ach. Tat. 3.11.2, noted by Trapp ad loc.). This process of over-
laying the straightforward plot with pun, paradox, and allusion that
we have traced in these early incidents of G-6 is what gives the

28 “Romantic Paradises: The Role of the Garden in the Byzantine Romance,”
ByzModGrkStud 5 (1979) 971t.

29 So previously J. Mavrogordato (supra n.18) xlviii.

30 H, Grégoire, “Le tombeau et la date de Digenis Akritas,” Byzantion 6 (1931)
499-501, identifies this site with the modern Troush.
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Grottaferrata version its special flavor, which has been described as
that of an “epic clothed as a romance.”3!

Philopappos and his sons Kinnamos and loannakes3? fight their
first battle in G3? with Digenes, not for his wife, but mainly to “put
him to the test” (G 2524, E 1208) and secondarily in revenge for his
killing of their soldiers the previous day. Single combat with three
individuals in succession seems anti-climactic after Digenes has al-
ready routed forty-five of their soldiers. One wonders whether this
sequence is modelled on Digenes’ encounter with the emperor, an
incident preceded by his killing of some of the emperor’s soldiers.34 It
is, curiously, only after this first confrontation that Philopappos
hatches the plan of detaching his wife from Digenes and marrying her
to Ioannakes (G 2684, not paralleled in E). Note also their offer of
submission to Digenes (G 2608ff, E 1280ff) and his refusal to be their
leader (G2616ff, E 1289ff): like the ‘holy man’ of late antiquity,3’
Digenes insists on his status as an outsider, independent of any
hierarchy. Here, too, there is a parallel to the encounter with the
emperor. | suspect that the encounters with both the aweAara: and the
emperor originally had similar functions in demonstrating Digenes’
independence of and superiority to established hierarchies. The en-
counter with Philopappos and his sons was assimilated to the other
incidents involving the separation of Digenes and his wife; but this
motive was tacked on as an afterthought. It does, however, provide
the motor that drives the subsequent action in G-6.

When the leaders of the aweAarar have once been defeated by Di-
genes, a reprise makes sense only if their prospects improve. It is to
their kinsmen that Philopappos proposes to appeal for additional
forces (G 2678), possibly a reflection of the vendetta-style justice
characteristic of a frontier.3¢ Now Maximo, though descended from

31 Trapp’s phrase (supra n.8: 643, “ein Epos im Gewand eines Romans”); cf.
however 367 infra.

32 Trapp (65) notes that the mention of the names of the three leaders at G 2453-
55 is inappropriate and that these verses have no counterpart in E; Hull (supra n.20)
transposes them after 2513.

33 Cf MacAlister (supra n.2) 5511F.

34 In the Russian version P there is even clearer evidence of a remodelling of the
encounter with the aweAara: after that with the emperor: ¢f. Schmaus (n.39 infra) 50S;
on mutual influences of the encounter with the emperor and the Philopappos—Max-
imo episode in the Russian version ¢f. E. Trapp, “Hatte das Digenisepos urspriinglich
eine antikaiserliche Tendenz?” Byzantina 3 (1971) 204-06.

35 Cf. Peter Brown, “The Rise and Function of the Holy Man in Late Antiquity,”
JRS 61 (1971) 92f (=Society and the Holy in Late Antiquity [London/New York
1982] 132-35).

36 In general, the ameharar of Digenes Akrites can be best understood in light of
similar groups in modern times: ¢/ E. J. Hobsbawm, Primitive Rebels (Manchester
1959), especially chapters 2-3.
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Amazons brought by Alexander from the Brahmans (G 2719f),3’
turns out, surprisingly, to be the kinswoman of Philopappos (G 2786).
Now in P of the Russian version Maksimiana is the daughter of
Filippapa,3® but there is no reason to assume that this was so even in
the original Russian version,3? let alone the Ur-epic. G never explains
the nature of the connection. On the other hand, E (and presumably
the archetype) has not a word about Maximo’s descent or her kinship
with Philopappos. Of these features the former is a typical literary
flourish of the G-redactor, the latter a transparent pretext for bringing
Maximo into a context to which she is otherwise alien. That the two
contradict each other evidently did not concern the redactor of G.

Yet the solution to the problem of how to introduce Maximo proves
in turn to be a stumbling-block. On the one hand, she must now ap-
pear within the framework of a general battle fought to remove the
daughter of Ducas from Digenes and give her to Ioannakes (G
2747f).4° On the other hand, the epic redactor wants to include a tale
in which Digenes’ victory over Maximo results in him winning her
love; and this can occur only if their encounter is private, not public.
Hence the doubling of encounters, the first public, the second pri-
vate—even though, in this case, the second encounter is truly nonsen-
sical, for there is no reason to believe that Maximo’s chances are
improved the second time.4!

37 This statement betrays some confusion; ¢/ Hull (supra n.20) ad G-7 85, who
observes that the Brahmans and Amazons are known to our author via the Alexander
romance but fails to give a precise reference or other clarification. In fact, Alexander
encounters the Amazons immediately after the Brahmans; the Amazons undertake to
pay him a yearly tribute (one hundred gold talents) and to send as hostages five
hundred of their number, as well as a gift of one hundred horses; after one year these
hostages are to be returned and replaced by others (though any who have meanwhile
allied themselves with a man must remain): ¢f Pseudo-Callisthenes, Historia Alex-
andri Magni 1. recensio vetusta [A], ed. W. Kroll (Berlin 1926) 126.15ff; Leben und
Taten Alexanders von Makedonien. Der griechische Alexanderroman nach der Hand-
schrift L, ed. H. van Thiel (Darmstadt 19832) 152.5-7 (=3.26); Der griechische
Alexanderroman. Rezension B, ed. L. Bergson (Stockholm 1965) 172.7 (=3.26); more
vague is Der griechische Alexanderroman. Rezension T, Buch III, ed. F. Parthe,
Beitr.kl.Phil. 33 (Meisenheim am Glan 1969) 394.4f (=3.26).

38 Cf. M. Speranskij, “Devgenievo dejanie,” Sbornik Otdelenie russkogo iazyka i
slovestnosti 99.7 (1922) 160 (=P. Pascal, “Le ‘Digenis’ slave,” Byzantion 10 [1935]
318).

39 Cf. A. Schmaus, “Philopappos-Maximo-Szene und Kaiserepisode im altrussi-
schen Digenis,” BZ 44 (1951) 500f.

40 Trapp 64 cites folksongs ta’ 10f and 8’ 19f as evidence for a plan—never carried
out—to marry her to Giannes/Giannikos. (The folksongs relevant to the epic are
printed at P. P. Kalonaros, ed., Baoiletos Auyevns ’Axpiras. Td éuperpa xelueva
[Athens 1941] II 2071f.)

41 Not surprisingly, Digenes ignores the private encounter when he recapitulates his
deeds for his wife’s benefit at G 3485-87.
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Not only the plot itself but also the characterization of Maximo
suffers from the way she is introduced into this bride-theft narrative.
She is presented as the true daughter of Eve in being easily duped by
Philopappos (G 2756-58, without counterpart in E). On several other
occasions it is emphasized that she should not be or is not being told
the true state of affairs, i.e., that Digenes has defeated the amelara: (G
2711f, unparalleled in E; G 2728~E 1356). In defeat Maximo ack-
nowledges her mistake in believing Philopappos when she appeals to
Digenes for mercy: memAavnuar yap ws yvvy Ohomanmod wetobeioa (G
2925, without counterpart in E). However, the narrative still contains
traces of another Maximo, not so much a victim of Philopappos as a
vain boaster, like the amrerarai.*? Compare her furious response when
Philopappos admits that their target is a single man:

v w®

¢ / / ” > !’

7 d€ “ Q) TpiokaTaparte yepov,” avramekpiln,
“kat dta €va komovs oL Kal TG Aad Taperyes
TPOS OV uovn wepaTaca, cvy Oed kavy wuev,
Y A~ & ~ \ \ 3 ~ \ ~ ”
ap® avTod TN KeGaAny vuwy u1 denlfetoa.

(G 2897-2900; cf. E 1510fF).

Hence Digenes is warranted in addressing her as 7 kavywuévn duerpa
kait oy ¥t Bappovaa (G 2978, unparalleled in E).

After the recruitment of Maximo and her one hundred noble retain-
ers, Philopappos and Kinnamos, together with her lieutenant*? Meli-
mitzes, undertake a scouting mission. When he understands that their
adversary is a single man, in spite of Philopappos’ warning (G 2813-
21), Melimitzes goes forth alone to attack him. In G Melimitzes’
decision to fight provokes an (uncharacteristic)** anti-barbarian
thrust: éort yap xai 70 BapBapov ddomarov €é0vos dmav (G 2832);% on
the other hand, E 1434 (&mpemeararovs Aoyovs) argues that the narra-
tor of the original epic scorned the tactic of avoiding combat sug-
gested by Philopappos. Her lieutenant’s reaction anticipates that of
Maximo, who likewise scorns the idea that an entire army should be
needed to fight a single man (G 2897ff) and meets Digenes in single
combat. While Digenes is looking the other way, Philopappos ap-
proaches, disables his horse, and beats a hasty retreat. In the Russian

42 Cf MacAlister (supra n.2) 555, where Maximo should be added to the category
“vain boasters” along with Philopappos and his sons.

43 Cf G 2760f.

4 Cf E. M. Jeffreys, “Arabs in Byzantine Literature,” The 17th International
Byzantine Congress: Major Papers (Rochelle, N.Y., 1986) 319; ¢f also Trapp 66 on
the intrusive character of this sentence.

45 On Melimitzes’ nationality (presumably Armenian) ¢f. Kalonaros (supra n.40) I
189 (ad A 3400).
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version the scene in which Maksima attacks Devgenij from behind
while he is occupied with Filippapa may have been modelled on this
action. Digenes then takes his beloved to a mountain hideout and
returns on a a fresh mount and under arms. It is at this point that
Digenes and Maximo meet for the first time.

Before the armed encounter the curious incident occurs in which
Maximo either says she is going to cross (E 1518) or begins to cross (G
2901) the Euphrates to meet Digenes; but he forbids her to do so and
himself crosses instead. Hull compares this action to a scene in the
tale of King Omar Ben Ennuman and his sons Sherkan and Zoulme-
kan in the Thousand and One Nights. Here Sherkan enters Greek
territory alone and spies ten fair damsels in a monastery through the
middle of which a river flows. He observes there a wrestling match in
which a young woman (Abrizeh) defeats an old hag (her grandmother
Dhat ed-Dewahi). At this point Sherkan approaches to take the dam-
sels as his booty. Abrizeh, however, challenges him to a wrestling
match, to which he agrees. She makes him swear an oath to use
neither arms nor treachery; since they are separated by the river, she
agrees that, if he swears, she will cross over to him. He does swear as
required and calls upon her to cross the stream as promised, to which
she replies: “It is not for me to come to thee: if thou wilt, do thou cross
over to me.” Sherkan, however, refuses and insists that Abrizeh cross.
Hull comments that “the Greek poet . . . gives a lesson in manners to
his Arabian counterpart.”#¢ But note that Sherkan was merely insist-
ing that Abrizeh keep her part of the bargain, whereas Digenes and
Maximo have reached no such agreement. The scene in Digenes Akri-
tes may, however, betray the influence of notions of chivalry and
knightly duties toward women, which enter Byzantium in the twelfth
century from the West. If so, it might help to date the archetype to a
period after the onset of Western influence in Byzantium, associated
especially with the reign of Manuel | Comnenus (1143-80). In any
event, Digenes’ chivalrous gesture reminds the reader that Maximo is
not merely another warrior but also a woman; and to this extent it
helps prepare for the intrigue that follows.

While crossing the Euphrates to meet Maximo, Digenes in G suffers
the embarrassment of losing the ford, so that his horse has to swim
across (G 2906f); in E, however, his predicament is still worse, and
but for divine protection the hero would have drowned:

46 Hull (supra n.20) on G-6, 569-71; he refers to The Portable Arabian Nights, ed. J.
Campbell (New York 1952) 162 (=The Book of the Thousand Nights and One Night,
tr. John Payne, II [London 1901] 13, Night 47).
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’y 5 \ ¢ \ \ \ 4

K €LY EV VEPOV O TOTAMOS TOAVY Kat BOVPKwMEVOY
Y 3~/ [4 / 9 ! ¢/ /

K’ éfémeaev 6 ypifas pov k’ éxwbn €ws Tpaxniov

\ ! b < A % / 9 \ ’

kat d€vdpov emeyer 0 Ocos ameéow €ls TO TOTAMLY,
A s / \ / 2 ! [ ] /

K Qv €LY ey AeLmey 70 Sevdpov, €TVLIYeTO 0 ~ AKPLTYS.

(E 1525-28)

Surely the archetype was not dissimilar to E in this: the mishap during
crossing will have served the function of placing Digenes at a disad-
vantage at the outset of his encounter with Maximo, so that the out-
come would have the character of a wepiméreia, rather than a foregone
conclusion. G, while to some extent saving the Borderer’s dignity,
obscures the function of the incident in the plot. The Russian version
carries the tendency observable in G much further by making Dev-
genij vault over the river on his staff in the manner of folktale
heroes.*’

Although the encounter of Digenes and Maximo has been com-
pared in general terms to that of Achilles and Penthesilea,*® it seems,
surprisingly, to have escaped notice that both battles between Digenes
and Maximo are modelled specifically on the encounter of Achilles
and Penthesilea in Quintus of Smyrna. In their first battle Maximo,
like Penthesilea, strikes the first blow, but without success: Maximo’s
lance glances off Digenes’ breastplate and is broken (G 29181), just as
Penthesilea’s spear shatters on Achilles’ divinely-wrought shield
(Quint. Smyrn. 1.547ff). But whereas Achilles slew both the warrior
maiden and her charger with one thrust (Quint. Smyrn. 1.612ff),
Digenes in both instances kills the horse but spares the rider. Like
Achilles, Digenes warns his adversary of the pitfalls of Aybris (Quint.
Smyrn. 1.575fF, G 2982f).4° Again like Achilles, he takes pity on her;
but whereas Achilles’ pity (and love) for Penthesilea are aroused too
late, when she is already dead (Quint. Smyrn. 1.666ff), Digenes no-
tices Maximo’s beauty and pities her after she pleads for mercy (G
2927, the first encounter)®® or exhibits fear (G 3088-90, the second
encounter).

47 This motif also occurs in the encounter with the emperor in the same version: ¢f.
Trapp (supra n.34) 204f. For a collection of folktale materials in which a hero jumps
across a river c¢f. Stith Thompson, Motif-Index of Folk-Literature® (Bloomington
1956) F611.3.2.4 and 614.11, H1149.10. (Students of Byzantine literature will think
of Callimachus vaulting on his lance over the rampart of the ogre’s palace: ¢/ Le
roman de Callimaque et de Chrysorrhoe, ed. M. Pichard [Paris 1956] vv.271-77.)

48 Trapp (supra n.8) 640 in a list of similarities of motif in Digenes and other epics.

49 Cf. supra 356.

50 In making this plea Maximo carries out a plan contemplated by Penthesilea
(Quint. Smyrn. 1.603fF).



362 ON DIGENES AKRITES BOOK 6

Immediately after Maximo’s plea for her life one expects a narra-
tion of Digenes’ reply. But instead Digenes, as narrator, comments:

kai TavTns <uev>S! ebAaBnbels, elcakovwy Tots Adyots
/ \ / a K b 4
kaAlos 7€ To avuaciov, 0 ety €v €EAenoas
éxel TavTNY Adépevos wpos Tovs Aormovs éENAbor (G 2926-28).

Here Digenes oddly alludes to Maximo’s beauty, even though this had
not been previously mentioned. In fact, Digenes’ response to Max-
imo’s plea and the following verses down to G 2999, which have no
counterpart in E, are very likely to have been added by the y-redactor.
They comprise a statement that Digenes as narrator is reluctant to
dilate upon his exploits, an expression of self-condemnation for his
second act of adultery? (which in G, however, does not take place
until the following day), and a narrative of the battle subsequent to
Maximo’s defeat that contradicts both itself and the narrative at
3018ff:

\ \ \ b 2 \ \ 14 ~

Kat TPOS TOVS AAAOVS EKOPAUWY TOV TOAELOY ocvvia,
’ ~

Kal TP AaBwatL TELPAY LoV, €LTTYOVTO eV TPOS e’
3 \ / \ ’ ~ / 2
ws O€ TAVTAS TOUS (ET €U0V ovpBeBANKOTAS €100V
KaTeppayuévovs émt yny, 4’ inTwy Anwouévovs,
kai ¢ adTdY éyvapioar TOY épywr, atis iuny (G 2944-48).

In fact, however, at this point in the narative he has not slain anyone
since his encounter with the forty-five soldiers.>? I suspect that the y-
redactor here offers an adaption of G 2222ff, where a similar ava-
yvopiats € adT@dv Tdv mpayparwy occurs and is developed in a manner
consistent with the context.’* Immediately after the passage just
quoted we read:

Pvyi) uovn émioTevor idety THY cwTnpiay
Kkai ék TavTwv dAtyoaTol ioxvoav dmedpacar (G 2949f),

i.e., Digenes killed most of his adversaries as they attempted to flee.
Ruthless, but perhaps not unrealistic. But a few lines later, in the nar-
rative of Digenes’ encounter with Philopappos, Kinnamos, and Io-
annakes reinforced by Leander, the policy is different:

\ > Yo/ > \ ~ ~ 2 /
xai odk édlwéa adTovs Tijs cvudopas olkTelpas
/s \ \ ! \ \ / 3
(€éXeos kat yap mavroTe mpos Tovs pevyovTas iy ov
~ \ \ ~ ~
VIkav kat u VmepYikav, Ppuhetw Tovs évavriovs) (G 2973-75).

51 Suppl. Legrand.

52 Note the verbal echo of his self-condemnation for adultery in the previous book:
G 2939 80 . . . Yyuxdis auerelav~G 2292 Yuyils duereia.

53 Even Melimitzes is not said to have died, but mysteriously disappears: ¢f. Trapp
66.

54 Cf. Dyck (supra n.5) 188.
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This is a particularly striking example of how, in H.-G. Beck’s phrase,
the moralizing elements in the poem “give the impression of having
been pasted on.”’5 Another oddity of this encounter is that Philo-
pappos and Kinnamos are prepared to face Digenes in such circum-
stances, given their very different attitude shortly before this during
the spying expedition, when Philopappos tried to convince Meli-
mitzes of the futility of facing the Borderer without a large number of
troops (G 2816ff). Note, too, that though Digenes crushes Ioannakes’
entire right arm in their first fight (G 2582ff), he is back in action
again in the second episode, with no reference made to any impair-
ment (G 2953, 2964ff). This encounter with the leaders of the ameAa-
Tat, then, has evidently been added by the y-redactor as part of his
effort to integrate the battle between Maximo and Digenes into the
overall bride-theft plot, but without being sufficiently adjusted to
context. After this incident the interrupted dialogue of Digenes and
Maximo resumes: wAnciov d¢ tis Mafiuots éNOdv Totade épny (G
2977); the y-redactor seems to assume Maximo to have remained in
the place where she was defeated, improbable as this is. In E, on the
other hand, where the intrusive material is absent, Maximo’s pleas for
her life and for a rematch are encompassed, as one would have ex-
pected, in a single conversation.

The upshot of this conversation is, as already noted, the agreement
to duel again the following morning (in G; at once in E), even though
Maximo’s request for a rematch is framed in terms suitable to adver-
saries who have not yet engaged:

Smws povouax o wuer undevos CVUTAPOVTOS
kal v vor}ays, ThykaAe, kat THy éuny avdpetar (G 3009f).

Then Digenes, at her request, gives her a horse to ride back on (in E,
and doubtless in the archetype, the horse was to be used by Maximo at
once in the second round of their trial by arms). At this point in the
narrative a digression is inserted to explain how it was that a horse
was readily available: after unhorsing Maximo Digenes was sur-
rounded by her troops and had a difficult struggle in which he was
protected by God and his strong armor; he killed as many adversaries
as he caught; others fled, leaving behind their horses (3018ff). We thus
have two totally different versions of the sequel to Digenes’ first vic-
tory over Maximo: a fight with the leaders of the dweAdara: and a fight
with her followers. This is yet another indication that the Maximo-

55 H.-G. Beck, “Formprobleme des Akritas-Epos,” Beitrdge zur Siidosteuropa For-
schung (Munich 1966 [=Ideen und Realititen in Byzanz. Gesammelte Aufsitze XVIII
(London 1972)]) 141 n.16.
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episode was originally independent of the fight with the aweAarat and
that the epic-redactor, in integrating it into its new context, has not
obliterated all traces of its original autonomy. A final peculiarity in
the events of this day is Digenes’ hesitation to approach his wife after
the first encounter with Maximo, though he has (as yet) done nothing
wrong (G 3054). Here, as in the premature allusion to his adultery,
there is a failure to adjust to a plot in which Digenes’ amour with
Maximo occurs, not immediately, but on the following day.

The two battle-scenes between Digenes and Maximo involve vari-
ous inconcinnities. Digenes as narrator inserts into the account of his
second armed encounter with Maximo the following defense of his
conduct in fighting with a woman:

épeldouny yap, BéATioTe, TOD ddikTjoal TavTYY"
avdpdv yap éoTt pwUNTOY 0D HOVOY TOD Povedaat,
2 Y de\ o ’ ~ \ ~
aAN'0V0€ OAWS TOAEMOV TTNO AL UETA YVVALKAS.
(24 v\ 9 bl \ ~ ’ 2 b /
AVTn d€ Y OvOpMaAOTY) TWY TOTE €V aVdpeLa
T0VTOV XApty TOV WOAEpov 0vdauds émnoxvvény (G 3081-85).

These remarks belonged, if anywhere, in the description of their first
encounter. On the other hand, we have seen that after their first battle
Digenes made an allusion to Maximo’s beauty for which the reader
was unprepared (G 2927). There are, in all, three descriptions of
Maximo in G. The first, G 2885ff~E 1477ff, concentrates on her horse
and its trappings; for the archetype we need assume nothing more.
The second, G 3078ff (unparalleled in E), prior to their second en-
counter, an evident doublet of the first, likewise tells more about her
gear than about the woman herself. It is only after their second battle
and just prior to their amour that a description of Maximo strikes an
erotic note:

kai 6 xtrwv Tis Mafyuods vmijpxev apaxvwdys,

mavra kafamep écomTpov évépaive T e

KAl TOVS AT TOVS TPOKVTTOVTAS [UKPOY APTL TRV TTEPVWY.

(G 3115-17 [sim. Z 3695; no counterpart in E}).

Here we have yet another reminiscence of Achilles Tatius, in par-
ticular the ecphrasis of a painting of Europa at 1.1.10f:

\ bl A} \ / ~ ! / b ~ ., kd ~
... XtT@V audt Ta oTépra Tis wapfevov pexpis atdovs’ ToVVTED-

2 /! ~ \ 4 ~ 4 \ \ ~ \
Ocv émekalvmTe xAalva Ta KATW TOD TWUATOS. . . . TO d€ cwua dia
Tijs é06fjTos vVTedaivero. . . . palol T@Y TTEéPrwY fpéua TPoKVT-

’ ’ \ ~ \ \ \ / \
TovTes 1) cvvdyovoa (Wyn TOV XiTOVa Kat Tovs palovs EKELAE, kat
~ ! ’
éylveTo T0D Twparos KATOTTPOY 0 XLTwWY. 56

56 Cf. Mavrogordato (supra n.18) ad 3245 of his edition.
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This example shows yet again how dependent the G-redactor was on
Achilles Tatius when he wanted to create an erotic atmosphere.

The interpretation of the dénouement is complicated by the loss of
a page after G fol.62 at the point where the amour of Maximo and
Digenes is set to begin (apparently an instance of [monkish?] cen-
sorship).’” Nevertheless there can be no doubt that the amour was
recounted in G (cf. especially 3131, where Maximo is called an adult-
eress). Maximo clearly states what she has in view:

b / ! / \ ~ ~
éXenaov pe, KVPLE, TNV kakws TAavnbeloar
paAdov, €l ovk amafiols, moujocwpey ¢iiiav,8
3 / A 2 ¢ b k) \ ~
€Tt mapBevos yap eyt v’ ovdevos ¢plapeioa
oV pévos pe éviknaoas, o e Amokepdicets,
\ \ \ ’
é€es 3¢ pe kat cvvepyov eis Tovs vmevavriovs (G 3099-3103).

If Maximo’s action in calling the departing Digenes back after the
amour in Z (3720, éunv v dmoxwpnow nfvdykale PBapéws) may be
admitted as evidence, she was sincere and not merely trying to save
her life. Digenes’ initial response to her suggestion is to point out that
he is already married (G 3105f; ¢f. E 1558f). But as in the story of the
abandoned bride in G-5, Digenes makes love to the woman in spite of
resulting awkwardness in the overall epic plot—the fact that Digenes
is already married and therefore must, in first-person narrative, con-
demn his own misdeed (G 2938ff). Perhaps the y-redactor included
the consummation of their relationship at such cost as a concession to
a tradition in which, in fact, Digenes married the Amazon and made
her a partner in his activities, as she had suggested (c¢f. Hdt. 4.110ff,
which embodies this ‘happy ending’ to the encounter of [male] war-
riors and Amazons).%°

In view of the wide divergence of G and E, there is little certainty of
reconstructing the conclusion of the Maximo-episode as it appeared
in the archetype.®® In E Digenes confesses to his wife his affair with
the Amazon (E 1587-89) but does not kill her. In G, on the other
hand, he does kill Maximo (G 3130f) after telling his wife that he had
spared her life and merely dallied with her to cleanse her wound
(3122f). The shocking murder of the Amazon was not demanded by
the plot. Indeed, it contradicts not only the story Digenes has told his

57 Cf. the app. crit. of Mavrogordato (supra n.18) ad G-6 785.

58 The English translators tend to be rather prudish in their rendering of this phrase
(“let us make friends” [Mavrogordato]; “let’s be friends” [Hull}), although the context
makes her meaning sufficiently clear.

59 Cf. Dyck (supra n.5) 189 n.14.

¢ Cf. Trapp 66.



366 ON DIGENES AKRITES BOOK 6

wife®! but also Digenes’ policy, twice affirmed, of not killing women
(3082f, 3124).2 The murder of Maximo, in spite of the fact that
Digenes had twice spared her life, is evidently the G-redactor’s clum-
sy method of disposing of an inconvenient character no longer
needed.®> Moral considerations were surely involved as well, since
sinful characters tend either to be repentant (Digenes) or to suffer
punishment (cf. the phrasing at G 3130f, dvnieds dvetlov pouyetav).5
In any case, with Maximo’s death the Penthesilea-plot reaches in G its
interrupted conclusion. In the Russian version the plot is rearranged
so that the encounter with Maksima and Filippapa occurs before the
marriage of Devgenij; he repulses Maksima’s advances on grounds
that an oracle gives him sixteen years to live in the event of a liaison
with her, but otherwise thirty-six years. The Russian version thus
carries still further the moralizing tendency observable in G (Trapp
65).

Like Digenes’ meeting with the Arab princess at the oasis in G-5,
the encounter with Maximo in G-6 is a typical frontier-tale in that it
takes as its theme the adventures and dangers involved in confronting
the unknown ‘other’. It would hardly be surprising if similar tales
existed on both sides of the Arab-Byzantine border and influenced
one another. In fact, the tale of Sherkan and Abrizeh from the Arabian
Nights parallels the encounter of Digenes and Maximo in various
ways.®®* When Sherkan insists that Abrizeh cross the river to meet
him, she gathers her skirts and leaps across. They wrestle three times,
but each time Sherkan is thrown, distracted by desire. Then he begs
for and receives Abrizeh’s hospitality. After several days, knights sent
by Abrizeh’s father, Herdoub, king of Roum, enter the palace, de-
manding the surrender of Sherkan, whose presence has been betrayed
by Abrizeh’s grandmother, Dhat ed-Dewahi. Abrizeh, refusing to
surrender Sherkan, arms him to encounter the knights, whom he
defeats. Now Abrizeh realizes that she can no longer remain in Byzan-
tine territory, for she has estranged her father. After rejoining his own
men, Sherkan, on his way home, is already in Muslim territory when a

61 In fact, in G his wife does not learn of Maximo’s murder until Digenes’ retro-
spective survey of his deeds in G-8, rry Mafiuody énélevoa, Tovs per’ adrijs aveilov,
€ira mewobeis Tols Adyois gov, TAAw dmicw Tpéxwy éopafa <rére> (suppl. Trapp.) xat
adTyy Adbpa aod ui) eidvias (3485-87).

62 Cf. Trapp 66.

63 Note that Z does not include the murder of Maximo; therefore the question must
remain open whether this event occurred in y.

64 Trapp 66; ¢f the abandoned bride of G-5, who attempted to repulse the Bor-
derer’s assault (G 2293fF) and whose life was spared.

65 See supra n.46.
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Frankish force attacks. After a a general mélée lasting for a dayj, it is
agreed that the two commanders should meet in single combat. Sher-
kan and the Frankish leader fight for two and a half days until the
Frank’s horse stumbles, and he is thrown. As Sherkan is about to kill
his opponent, the Frank cries out that she is a woman (Abrizeh); her
troops, too, are women. Sherkan then takes Abrizeh to meet his father
Omar. The tale of Abrizeh concludes with her rape by Omar, her
resulting pregnancy, her decision to have her baby in her own
country, and her death en route by the hand of the servant Ghezban
when she refuses him her favors.

This story shares a number of plot-elements with the encounters of
Digenes and Maximo: the battle between a champion man and a
champion woman; the river-vaulting incident, paralleled by Digenes’
leap over the Euphrates in the Russian version; the request for and
consent to a rematch or rematches; the unhorsed woman begging for
mercy from her victorious adversary; the victor’s magnanimous treat-
ment of the vanquished (at least initially in Digenes Akrites). The
battles of Abrizeh and Sherkan pit a Greek woman against an Arab
man; though Maximo is never called an Arab, she is given an exotic
Eastern background®® and described as wearing a turban (G 3070), so
that there is at least a hint of intercommunal adventure in her en-
counter with Digenes. Abrizeh’s adventures do not, however, con-
clude with her marriage to Sherkan; rather, his father Omar, as king
and master of the harem, functions as a surrogate. On the other hand,
the amour of Digenes and Maximo caused considerable difficulties for
the author of the Digenes epic, as we have seen. The basic plot in both
cases 1s the same and corresponds with the Achilles-Penthesilea plot
as well: the hero encounters a foreign woman of wondrous strength
and defeats her in battle, with a resulting romantic entanglement. In
the Arabian tale the plot is complicated by Abrizeh’s initial victories
in wrestline and by the substitution of rape by Omar for the expected
amour with Sherkan. In the Greek version the outlines of the tale
have been overlaid—and to some extent obscured—Dby the exigencies
of the larger plot into which it has been inserted, as well as by the
introduction of moralizing and allusive elements at several stages of
redaction.

Digenes Akrites falls into two halves, a “Song of the Emir” and a
“Romance of Digenes,” neither of which can be properly termed an
epic, since the characters’ motives lack a suprapersonal or national

66 See supra 357 and n.37.
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dimension. Both belong rather to the genre of romance.¢’” The quality
of the poem is modest. This study has focussed on a single book, the
sixth of the Grottaferrata version. By a comparison of versions it is
possible, in most cases, to arrive at a clear picture of the poetic aims
and methods of the G-redactor: he wants to make the simple saga
material of his source appealing to the sophisticated reader by tricking
it out in rhetorical finery. In view of the subject-matter of G-6—
Digenes and his wife encamped in a meadow and subject to the at-
tempts of various interlopers to abduct the woman—it was natural
that many of the learned borrowings should come from ancient ro-
mance in general, Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon in particu-
lar. Thus, the meadow itself is modelled on the walled park where
Leucippe and Clitophon stroll; the description of Digenes’ wife is
borrowed from that of Leucippe; she is made to behave and speak like
Leucippe as well.

All these borrowings are introduced, however, without being modi-
fied to suit the different plot and characters of Digenes Akrites. The G-
redactor’s poverty of invention appears in such ways as his failure to
modify Achilles Tatius’ encomium of the rose when applied instead to
the month of May, or to find any other means of removing Digenes
from the scene in which a dpaxwr tempts his wife than by having him
sleep, as in the preceding scene, when a lion attacks her. Digenes’
encounters with the dweldrar and with the Amazon Maximo were
surely originally independent of the idyll in the meadow: it is only an
afterthought of Philopappos, conceived after he and his sons have
already fought Digenes once, that they should attempt to detach his
wife from him and marry her to Ioannakes instead; on the other hand,
the proposal of the defeated Maximo that she and Digenes become
lovers and henceforth collaborate (G 3099-3103) makes no sense in a
context in which she knows that he is already in possession of a
woman whom she is supposed to help detach from him (¢f. G 2991f
[Maximo to Digenes], 6 kvptos pvAafor o€, yevvale oTparidra, adbévra
pov mavlavuacte pera tis molnTis acov).

The problems in adding Maximo and the &weAara: to the bride-
theft plot are, however, faults of the archetype rather than the G-
redactor. What can be laid to the G-redactor’s charge is that he made
Digenes and Maximo fight twice, on successive days, but failed not
only to provide a plausible motive for the rematch but also to adjust
various details accordingly: thus Digenes defends his conduct in fight-
ing a woman on the second day, not the first, but condemns his

87 Cf. Trypanis, Greck Poetry (supra n.8) 501.
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adultery on the first day, not the second, when it actually occurs; and
he is ashamed to face his wife when he arrives home from battle on
the first day. The G-redactor likewise adds battle-descriptions in an
effort to integrate the first duel with Maximo into a larger conflict
involving the ameAarat, but the result is that he presents two contra-
dictory accounts of Digenes’ action immediately after Maximo’s de-
feat. Likewise it was the G-redactor who introduced a moralizing
strain which results inter alia in Digenes’ murder of the Amazon in
punishment for her adultery, in spite of his twice-stated policy of
sparing the lives of women. The G-redactor has also contributed a
stereotype of women (Maximo presented as the dupe of Philopappos)
and of barbarians. He had literary ambitions and was interested in
moral questions but paid too little attention to coherence of plot.
Nevertheless, even as we have it, the Grottaferrata version of Digenes
Akrites still charms modern readers; beneath the carelessness with
which the literary veneer was added and the plot cobbled together one
can still sense the vigor of the frontier life in which the poem is
rooted.6®
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