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To the sacred memory of my father Aristotelis Manoleas



Townodiopata wpaiwv aAdywv Ba pe fondrioovv

Na 1w Tnv mEooevyn Lov TPy vo koiunw

Ztny yaba - OTwg yevwnnko - pe Myeg TTOIAGOES
“HMov oto pétwmno kat tnv agyaic koodid

ITov £€pet 6Aov Tov “OpnEo YU auto Kal avIEXEL AKOU.

Odvoogag EMtng, Mixpog Navtidog

Beautiful horses trotting will help me

Say my prayer before I go to sleep

In poverty - as I was born - with a few splashes of

Sunlight on my front and the ancient heart

That knows the whole of Homer and this is why it still keeps going.

Odysseus Elytes, The little Nautilus



ABSTRACT

The thesis examines the way the philosopher Syrianus, the Head of the
Neoplatonic School of Athens (432-437), used the Homeric tradition in his exegetical
works. His extant works, namely the In Hermogenem, In Phaedrum and In Metaphysica,
are in the form of commentary and cover both fields of rhetoric and philosophy.

The first chapter of the thesis is divided into three sections. The first section deals
with the Homeric tradition up to Syrianus. The second section deals with the works of
Syrianus and related problems of authorship. The third section is a brief yet
comprehensive account of Syrianus’ philosophical system.

The second chapter focuses on the Homeric passages to be found in Syrianus’ In
Hermogenem exegesis. The In Hermogenem is a commentary on the two major works
of the orator Hermogenes, the De Ideis and the De Statibus. After the thorough
examination of the use of all the Homeric passages and their characteristic exploitation
in a work of rhetoric, the chapter concludes with a summary of its findings.

The third chapter examines the Homeric tradition in the In Phaedrum
commentary. Homer is exploited in many different ways, from the simple linguistic use
we are familiar with in the rhetorical works of Syrianus, to the more sophisticated use to
be found in passages that deal with psychology and metaphysics. Some examples of
allegorical interpretation are also present in this exegesis. The chapter concludes with a
summary of its findings.

The fourth chapter deals with the use of the Homeric tradition in Syrianus’ In
Metaphysica commentary. The use of Homer in this work is similar to that in the In
Phaedrum, as stated in the concluding remarks of the chapter.

The thesis ends with final conclusions and an exhaustive bibliography.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis concentrates on how the pagan philosopher Syrianus, son of
Philoxenus, treated the Homeric elements in his existing works, and aims to illuminate
Syrianus’ attitude towards the Homeric tradition, which forms one aspect of Syrianus’
literary culture.

Syrianus was the successor of Plutarch in the Neoplatonic Academy of Athens,
where he taught philosophy and rhetoric between 432 and 437. After his death his beloved
disciple Proclus was appointed as the head of the Academy at the age of twenty-five.!
The problem of the relation of Proclus’ philosophical ideas to Syrianus’ teaching and
independent thought has been thoroughly and carefully dealt with by A.D.R. Sheppard.?
L.R. Cardullo® has shown how Syrianus was initially referred to by scholars of the
sixteenth, seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as a name only, if referred to at all, and
how from the nineteenth century onwards he has gradually come to prominence, at first
as the teacher of Proclus and, in our century, as a philosopher with some originality in
his thought.

The main factor which led me to the examination of the Homeric passages in
Syrianus’ extant works is that so far there has been no overall close analysis of Homeric
passages in this Neoplatonic philosopher. Given the facts that Homer was prominent in
the rhetorical and philosophical writings of late antiquity and that Syrianus has not
attracted the attention of philologists, I think that Syrianus’ perception of Homer can give
answers to wider issues of transmission and perception of Homer and also contribute to
our better knowledge of Syrianus’ literary interests and background.

Syrianus has hardly gained the place he deserves among the other Neoplatonists.

A discussion of the importance and the originality of his philosophical system is beyond



the aims of this thesis; nevertheless, this work, by concentrating on how Syrianus treated
Homer, could help to illuminate some aspects of his approach towards philosophical

issues.

a. Method

What was Homer for Syrianus? Did Syrianus know him deeply and how is this
shown by his use of Homeric quotations? What was Syrianus’ purpose when he inserted
these references in his commentaries? What is Syrianus’ place in the long tradition of
Homeric exegesis?

In the existing works of Syrianus, namely his commentaries In Hermogenem, In
Metaphysica and In Phaedrum (the last attributed to his student Hermias by the
manuscript tradition),4 the Homeric references are scattered. Thus, an overall view of
Syrianus’ perception of Homer is a matter of close reading of the existing rhetorical and
philosophical texts of Syrianus and of reconstruction.

In reading Syrianus’ commentaries one cannot fail to notice as many as 54
Homeric passages, that include one (or in few cases more) Homeric references. When it
came to their examination, it seemed proper to quote from the original Greek text the
whole passage which contained either a Homeric verse, or a reference to Homer; thus,
not only the writer’s thought and aim, but also the course of the exegesis can be followed
more easily.

The thesis being a close analysis of select passages from Syrianus’ commentaries,
it becomes evident that there is no thematic continuity through these passages. Their
classification follows the course of each of the three of Syrianus’ existing commentaries;
thus the unity of each work is preserved. A classification by theme (according to the

particular use of the Homeric passage in different commentaries) would be interesting at



first sight, but would be more likely to take us away from the logical sequence of Syrianus’
thought in the respective commentaries. The final remarks attempt a thematic
classification of the references, aiming to show, once the place of the references in the
commentaries has been discussed, Syrianus’ general tendencies in using Homer.

Each Homeric reference in Syrianus is explained in relation to his rhetorical and
philosophical theories. An attempt is made to clarify what was Syrianus’ point in quoting
or referring to Homer and what kind of interpretation of Homer he was making. Thus,
there are times when the interpretation is in accordance with the exegetical tradition of
Homer existing in Syrianus’ time; in other cases, a completely new perspective arises.

Knowing Homer’s wide use in all kinds of texts before Syrianus, it also seemed in
some passages right to attempt to place Syrianus in an exegetical tradition, from both the
scholarly and the philosophical point of view. That means that parallel uses of Homer’s
particular verses by other writers have been put forward. Christian writers have not been
excluded from this effort, although the school of Athens does not seem to reflect any
Christian influences in its philosophical thought. Additionally, it seemed interesting to
examine not only writers prior to Syrianus, but some later works as well. During the
course of this procedure, sometimes it has seemed proper, in order to make Syrianus’
point clearer, to refer to writers who used not the same verse, but the same idea as
Syrianus. But the use of these parallels, whether dealing with rhetorical or philosophical
issues, is highly selective: they were used either when the similarity was striking or when
they were judged indispensable for the understanding of Syrianus’ thought.

By finding parallels in writers as old as Plato and as late as Eustathius of
Thessalonica, Syrianus’ quotations are put in a context of a living tradition of Greek
culture. Therefore, an evaluation of Syrianus’ individual remarks becomes easier and their
originality and influence are clearly shown.

No modern theory of reception, such as, for example, the theory of the School of



Konstanz, is used in the thesis; several reasons led to this decision, not the least of them
being that they are meant to be applied to systematic texts, and not to notes on certain
rhetorical or philosophical works. Moreover, in my opinion, when one is dealing with
texts of antiquity, one’s main concern should be to be as close as possible to their course
of thought: a pre-set model of a contemporary theory could occupy the scholar too much
and finally prevent him from understanding the ancient writer’s thought and aims.

In the course of the research, the existing secondary bibliography proved to be
rather limited, since Syrianus himself is not much favoured by modern scholars and as
there has been only one effort so far to see Syrianus’ use of Homer, mostly from the
evidence we have from Proclus.’ My thesis could be regarded as complementary to the
already existing evidence collected by Sheppard and tries to be more detailed, especially

as far as the exegetical tradition that Syrianus might have followed is concerned.

b. Contents

Chapter 1 is introductory and aims to illuminate two things: first, the Homeric
tradition until the time of Syrianus, and, secondly, the work of Syrianus as a philosopher.
Section 1.1 gives an account of the Homeric tradition up to Syrianus; it presents the
perceptions of Homer by major literary figures or by certain literary and philosophical
circles in antiquity, laying emphasis on the types of criticism Homer went through and
those who volunteered to act as his defenders. Also discussed is the attitude towards
Homer of the Neoplatonists prior to Syrianus. Thus, the threads of the perception of
Homer from the 6th century B.C. up to Syrianus’ time are mentioned and the reader is
offered a convenient mode of reference to exegetical circles and schools of interpretation.
Section 1.2 deals with the existing works of Syrianus and the difficulties associated with

their use as sources. Section 1.3 gives a brief outline of Syrianus’ philosophical system,
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something that was considered necessary, as his philosophical views often illuminate the
use of poetic passages.

Chapters 2, 3 and 4 deal with the 54 Homeric passages that can be found in
Syrianus’ In Hermogenem (Passages 1-17), Hermias’ In Phaedrum (Passages 18-44) and
Syrianus’ In Metaphysica (Passages 45-54), respectively. For matters of chronology, his
work on rhetoric was examined first, and then his two philosophical works. The In
Phaedrum commentary was chosen to be examined before the In Metaphysica, first
because of the number and the quality of the Homeric references in it. Secondly, although
we know that the study of Aristotle, as an expert on logic, preceded the study of Plato in
the Academy,® there is no evidence that Syrianus’ In Metaphysica commentary, as it has
come down to us, is earlier than the In Phaedrum commentary; after all, Syrianus taught
in the Academy only for five years. And thirdly, a work such as Syrianus’ In Metaphysica,
from which we learn such a lot for his philosophical thought, can hardly be considered as
either an early work of his or as a work for beginners.

Chapters 2, 3 and 4 conclude with some remarks concerning the treatment of
Homer in each work of Syrianus. Thus, the conclusions, which form the last part of the
thesis, review these remarks and draw an overall picture of Homer’s treatment by

Syrianus.
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CHAPTER 1

1.1 The Homeric tradition up to Syrianus’

What Homer was for the Greeks is self-evident, as, from our earliest evidence
onwards, his poems used to be the basis of their education,® as well as their respected
cultural background.® It has rightly been noted that, when the Greeks said 6 mowtig
without naming any specific poet, it was Homer that they meant, as he was considered to
be the poet kat &foxnv.!? Moreover, the Homeric poems, along with Hesiod’s
Theogonia, constituted their main religious texts. 11

To consider the expansion of the Homeric tradition, we cannot but mention the
rhapsodes (daydoi) first; the role they played not only in the dissemination but also in
the interpretation of the Homeric poems is well-known.!2 It was from an Ionian thinker,
who was also a rhapsode, Xenophanes of Colophon (6th century B.C.), that the attack
against Homer started. His main objection seems to have been Homer’s treatment of the
gods.!3 Heraclitus, in his turn, attacked the philosophical authority of Homer (and
Hesiod).'* Maybe the culminating point of this type of criticism for impiety is Plato’s
famous views on Homer as expressed mainly in the Respublica, and the banishment of
Homer, Hesiod and all existing poets from the ideal city. But this issue is to be discussed
later on.

Naturally enough, as Homer’s prestige was by tradition extremely high, when the
polemic against his poems found its expression, many volunteered to become Homer’s
defenders. The defence of Homer, an important aspect of which was the effort to interpret
his poems allegorically,ls started in the 6th century B.C., and went on until Syrianus’

time.!® Theagenes of Rhegium (late 6th cent. B.C.) is said to have been one of the
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persons who made use of the allegorical method of interpretation, so as to act as Homer’s
defender;17 in other words, he is believed to have been the first allegorist of Homer, in
his effort to explain the battle of the gods. He also had grammatical interests in Homeric
poetry and researched Homer’s life and date. 18

It has been argued that Theagenes was a Pythagorean;!® but given the present
state of our evidence, no final verdict is possible. What we can certainly do is to accept
M. Detienne’s view that Theagenes was first of all a grammarian and in that capacity he
interpreted Homer in an allegorical way. Pherecydes of Syros (6th cent B.C.) is also
alleged to have attempted to allegorise Homer’s poems.20

Metrodorus of Lampsacus (5th cent. B.C.) is yet another allegorical interpreter,
maybe the most thorough-going of them all. According to his views, Agamemnon
represented the air, Achilles the sun, Helen the earth etc.?! He was a pupil of
Anaxagoras and is believed to have followed his master on the principle that the subject
of Homer’s poetry is virtue and justice; as is clear from his effort to interpret the
Homeric poems allegorically, Metrodorus used Anaxagoras’ cosmology to interpret
Homer.??

Protagoras’ attitude towards Homer was included in his view that the early poets
(which include Homer, Hesiod and Simonides) in reality were philosophers in disguise,
hiding their philosophical truths because they were afraid that their doctrines would be
considered offensive.” From two preserved fragments of his® we can conclude that,
apart from making linguistic remarks on Homer, he attempted a kind of Homeric
criticism that had to do with the poet’s compositional techniques.?

N.J. Richardson?® has helped us to cast some light on the obscure figures of
rhapsodes like Glaucon and Stesimbrotus of Thasos, who are mentioned along with

Metrodorus in a very interesting passage of the I on.?” Glaucon might be thought to have

interpreted Homer allegorically, but, as Richardson remarks, after a careful consideration
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of all existing evidence, no convincing case for allegory can be made.?® Stesimbrotus’
interests, as Richardson points out,”? were both varied and curious: among other things,
he seems to have handled mythology in a way connected with mystery and rituals; this
could indeed bring us close to the supposition that he may have used allegorisation in
general, and of the Homeric poems in particular.®

Antisthenes®! is another interesting figure who might have used allegory in his
interpretation of Homer.32 As Richardson remarks, the existing evidence permits us
to claim that at least he was prepared to interpret a Homeric passage metaphorically,
something that brings him close to allegory; nevertheless, all this is different from the
system-building of Metrodorus.

But we should not go any further before considering Pythagoras and his school,
who seem to have practised Homeric allegorisation on a large scale. To start with,
Pythagoras himself is described as having been a pupil of the ‘Ounpidai,3* and this
certainly suggests a strongly Homeric ba(:kground.35 Furthermore, Pythagoras’ criticism
of Homer through the famous account of his trip to Hades, where he saw Homer’s and
Hesiod’s punishment, is well-known.3® But this in itself does not prove that Pythagoras
rejected Homer - and Hesiod - totally. On the contrary, as has been rightly pointed
out,3” Pythagoras’ esteem and respect for Homer were clearly considerable. Of course,
we cannot be certain of what Homer exactly was for Pythagoras and his early disciples.
As R. Lamberton remarks,3® although the Ilias and the Odyssea were used as sacred
books by the Pythagoreans, there is no evidence that a systematic early Pythagorean
exegesis of Homer, in whole or in part, was ever committed to writing, and the oral
tradition is impossible to reconstruct.

Nevertheless, certain ancient sources offer us some interpretations of Homer that
can well be called "Pythagorean”, in the broader sense of the term.3 Furthermore,

evidence from the Cratylus on certain etymologies might reflect etymological attempts on
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the part of the Pythagoreans.*’ Finally, late writers, such as Iamblichus and Eustathius,
might have preserved Pythagorean allegories of myths, heroes etc, which have a certain
Homeric flavour.!

As far as Plato’s own attitude towards Homer is concerned, we must point out his
well-known familiarity with Homer and his evident admiration and respect for Homeric
poetry. In order to expound and support his doctrines, Plato quotes Homer more
frequently than any other ancient writer. Many verbal influences of the Homeric works
can be traced in Plato’s writings as well;*? and yet it was Homer more than any other
poet who was bitterly attacked - but not totally rejected - in Books Two and Three and
even expelled by the ideal state in Book Ten of the Respub]ica.43 Quite naturally, this
contradiction has provoked long discussions both in antiquity and in modern times.**

Of course, the problem of Plato’s attitude towards Homer is a far-reaching one
and many different opinions have been expressed by modern scholars.®> T. Gould*
gives an account of the interpretative trends of the problem up to his time.

Plato excludes Homer for a number of reasons. It seems to me that one main
reason that led Plato to treat Homer and other poets as he did, was his own dialectic. For
instance, the arguments he used in Books Two and Three of the Respublica were enough
to lead him to impose censorship on certain kinds of poetry. Poetry as a whole is not
totally rejected up to that stage. I would connect Plato’s deeply divided attitude first with
the special context of the Respublica, and secondly with major issues such as his
theological, educational, aesthetic, psychological and cognitive views. Plato was led - or
led himself - to the option of banishment because his own views on various related
matters pushed him in that direction.

On theological grounds his views on the nature of the divine account for the
rejection of poetry, because it lays emphasis on the anthropomorphic aspect of the gods,

which he finds impious.#’

15



On educational grounds, in the Leges he deprives Homer of his prominent place
in education. Additionally, Plato’s concern to give a model of a well-structured political
and ethical system, as well as a significant educational model,*® has certainly influenced
the way he treated the function of art in his model-state. But it was not only the function
of art that was seen as part of an educational context: Plato’s trouble seems to have had
deeper roots. It was Plato himself who referred to the "ancient quarrel between poetry and
philosophy"* As a philosopher, Plato had numerous complaints against the poets50
and an extreme attitude towards poetry is more understandable from the point of view
of a philosopher, whose aim was to give a model of living and thinking, according to the
absolute philosophical truth. But it was not only the poets who gave Plato trouble: it has

tS 1

rightly been pointed out’* that the Sophists and the way they laid claim on education

were also included in Plato’s "ancient quarrel".>?

On psychological grounds, the fact that Plato in the Respublica defined art in
general and poetry in particular as applicable not to the intellect, but to the lower part of
the soul, which is passional and can frustrate the intellect, certainly did not leave him the
choice to permit the existence of such a dangerous thing in his ideal state.>3

On cognitive grounds, his definition of imitation (uipnoig) in Book Ten, set the
matter on a new basis: the artist-imitator was considered to be at the third remove from
truth, and therefore his works render the vision of the world of Forms impossible.>*

On aesthetic grounds, the theme of inspiration seems to have troubled Plato in
many of his works.>® Of course, inspiration was clearly associated with poetry before
Plato; and yet, the concept of poetic inspiration, which is closely connected with
gvBovalaopog and therefore, being out of control, leads Plato to condemn poetry, seems
to be his own creation.’® The very fact that the inspired poet is irrational, as well as

Plato’s opinion that the poet lacks knowledge of the things he speaks of, led him to

consider poetical inspiration another "dangerous" theme for the philosopher.
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Aristotle, by contrast, who kept his distance from Plato on many points, held a
different attitude, as far as poetry in general and Homer in particular were concerned.
First, his definitions of ptunmg57 and kafapoig,>® as exposed in the De arte poetica,
reveal the vast difference between his own and Plato’s treatment of poetry.>® Then, we
must bear in mind that Aristotle did not regard the "ancient quarrel between poetry and
philosophy" as something that could not be overcome; consequently, he had a far more
balanced attitude towards the issues that had troubled Plato.®

As far as Aristotle’s treatment of Homer is concerned, Richardson®! convincingly
argues that his lost work Homerica zetemata (frs. 142-179 Rose) must reflect the whole
tradition of the text down to Aristotle’s time, as well as his own observations on it.5% If,
along with Richardson,% we consider the Homerica zetemata as "a preliminary
ground-clearing exercise of a practical kind in preparation for the more theoretical
approach of the Ars Poetica", we shall not be disappointed: in the De arte poetica, more
than in any other of Aristotle’s works, we can see how he regarded poetry in general and
Homer in particular. Although Aristotle clearly preferred tragedy to epic,%* it is evident
that, in Richardson’s words, "his immense admiration for Homer as a poet shines
through this work again and again"5 Finally, Aristotle’s lost work De poetis and its
recent reconstruction should also be mentioned as a major contribution to Aristotle’s
interest in and admiration of poetry, as well as to the distance he obviously kept from
Plato on that matter.5

At this point we should examine the impact that Aristotle’s Homeric scholarship
had on the scholars of the Hellenistic period;%” we shall also turn to the fate of Homer
at this time.

The importance of the Hellenistic age for the transmission, as well as for the
interpretation, of the Homeric texts is widely known.® Quite naturally, the two great

centres of scholarship, Alexandria and Pergamum, showed great interest in Homer. We
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can bear in mind that the Museum of Alexandria gave priority to the compilation and
edition of the ancient Greek texts, while the scholars of Pergamum had wider-ranging
interests.®? Aristarchus, maybe the best-known of the Alexandrian scholars, seems to
have treated Homer in a purely philological way: his greatest contribution was the
maintenance of the quality of the Homeric text. Aristarchus in fact edited the Homeric
texts, using methods such as atheteses, emendation etc. and putting into practice the
famous principle “Opnpov ££ ‘Oungpov cagnvilew (elucidate Homer from Homer).70
His rival Crates, who belonged to the school of Pergamum, faced Homer from another
perspective. His treatment of Homer, apart from being philological,”! is to be placed in
the context of his cosmological interests: under that perspective, he discussed Homeric
astronomy and geography. But what is also important is his allegorical treatment of
Homer, which, while it should not be considered as identical to that of Metrodorus, can
nevertheless be identified with some degree of certainty.”?

Generally speaking, as we should expect, the tradition of Homeric criticism on the
one hand, and, on the other, the allegorical explanations either of his poems as a whole
or of parts of them, persisted through the Hellenistic age to late Antiquity.”> The
polemic against Homer, for example, found expression in the work of the Epicureans.”
Heraclitus, the writer of the work Quaestiones Homericae (or Allegoriae), is yet another
writer who considered Homer allegorically. As F. Buffiére pointed out,”® in his
treatment of Homer, Heraclitus used three types of exegesis: moral, physical and
historical. His main concern seems to have been to save Homer from Plato’s criticism and
from Epicurean disagreement. Although our information concerning Heraclitus’
philosophical affiliations is almost non-existent, it seems that both Buffiére’® and A.A.
Long’’ seem to be right in not regarding him as a Stoic.”® Ps.-Plutarch’s De Homero
makes use of allegory, in order to prove that every philosophical school as well as every

art has its roots in Homer.” Ps.-Plutarch’s influences from Stoicism and
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Neopythagoreanism are also traceable.5

The Stoics, in particular, are traditionally believed to have made extensive use of
the allegorical interpretation of Homer8! Until very recently, it was a generally
acknowledged fact that the etymologies of the Stoics involved elements of
allegorisation.?? Long in a recent article? has argued that the etymologies used by the
Stoics did not involve any allegorisation. His arguments heavily rely on a) the distinction
between the notions of weak and strong allegory, b) his above-mentioned opinion that
Heraclitus was not a Stoic,% ) his interpretation of Cicero’s De natura deorum 1.41
and 2.63-72 and d) the lack of evidence from Cornutus, Zeno, Chrysippus and Cleanthes
that would prove them to be allegorists. His conclusion is that it is only a common fallacy
that the Stoics were allegorists: what passes under the name of allegorisation is the Stoic
interpretation of myth. This interpretation is achieved via etymologies, which do not
constitute allegories.

To criticise Long’s views in detail would take us much further than the aims of this
section would allow. Nevertheless, some of Long’s points are rather convincing® It is
certain that scholars should take extra care before giving the name of "allegory" to the
etymologies found in many cosmological readings of certain myths.® Long’s views on
Cornutus must be taken into account; but still, there are minor reservations as to whether
Cornutus was an allegorist or not.3” As far as his arguments concerning Chrysippus are
concerned, I feel more at home with P. Steinmetz’s point that Chrysippus followed
Cleanthes’ allegorical method in at least one case.3¥ Additionally, Long overlooks
Steinmetz’s point that Zeno did not treat Homer allegorically, but did so treat Hesiod.%?
The differences between Homer and Hesiod pointed out by Long are not necessarily
sufficient to exclude some possibility of a kind of allegorical interpretation of Homer by
Zeno. And, methodologically speaking, the distinction between strong and weak allegory

is certainly convenient for us, and is also accepted by the majority of modern scholars; but
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this in itself does not prove that the ancient writers shared our views concerning this
distinction.

Long’s article has helped us to be much more careful in our consideration of the
Stoics as allegorists; the Stoics’ contribution towards the allegorical method of
interpretation should not be over-estimated.”® In my opinion, the matter is not yet
closed; what is certain is the fact that the Stoics used methods of Homeric and Hesiodic
interpretation that influenced to a greater or a lesser extent the later interpreters of
Homer. Evidence such as that of Philodemus’ De Pietate pushes the matter of allegory
further and indicates that it is far from being considered as closed.

As Lamberton remarks,®! the tradition of mystical allegorical commentary on
Homer has survived in a substantial form only in the writings of the Neoplatonists, but
evidence from the first two and half centuries of the Christian era indicates that this
period was a crucial one for the development of this tradition. One of the most important
figures of this era is Numenius, a shadowy and enigmatic Pythagorean of the mid-to-late
second century A.D.”> Numenius’ use of Homer was twofold: on the one hand he
adapted the vocabulary and style of Homer in passages where he acted as a polemical
historian of philosophy,®> and on the other hand he used the method of allegorisation
extensively in his philosophical writings.”*

Plotinus mentioned Homer directly in his work. He made some 40 quotations, plus
some adaptations of certain passages in the Enneadae. Moreover, Cilento and Lamberton
have traced certain words and phrases that may evoke a specific Homeric episode.95 We
also have an interesting symbolism of a theme from the Odyssea at Enn. I 6,8: Plotinus
holds that Homer conveys a hidden meaning, when he mentions that Odysseus wished to
escape from Circe and Calypso, this meaning being that Homer presented Odysseus as
not content with the deceptive delights of the material world and wishing to travel to the

origin of all people, which is the immaterial world, the only true world. This evidence is
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not adequate to let us conclude that Homer was considered by Plotinus to be a
philosopher; it rather means that Plotinus was aware of the tradition of Homer meaning -
or being interpreted to mean - things other than the literal meaning of the poems.*® J.
Pépin has also contributed to our understanding of Plotinus’ attitude towards Homer -
and Hesiod - not as philosophers, but as poets, whose works helped him to express his
thoughts.”’

Plotinus’ disciple, Porphyry, is a most interesting case, not only for his important
and influential work Quaestiones Homericae® but also for his allegorical
interpretation of a whole passage of the Odyssea. His monograph De antro Nympharum
is a unique example of how Homer used to be read and explained by allegorists.®® It has
rightly been noted that Numenius’ influence on Porphyry’s essay on the cave of Nymphs
has been considerable.!%’ Pépin holds that Porphyry’s allegory is both philosophical and
physical,'®! and also remarks that Porphyry’s allegorical treatment did not exclude the
historicity of the epics.'%? Porphyry’s allegory presents certain problems of unity, which
might have been deliberate,!% but still it is valuable in relation to the history of
Homeric allegories for many reasons.!% Last but not least, significant references to
Homer have been traced in fragments of Porphyry preserved in Stobaeus.10

Iamblichus, on the other hand, did not follow either his master Porphyry or the
existing Stoic tradition in the appreciation of Homer and his works.1% In fact, in his
works we find an almost complete lack of concern for the interpretation of early
poetry.1%” Thus, the Neoplatonic tradition did not exploit the rich Homeric material

to the extent that was possible; the extensive treatment of Homer started again with the

masters of the School of Athens, i.e. Syrianus and Proclus.
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1.2 The works of Syrianus: the current state of research

The surviving works of Syrianus are his commentaries on a) Hermogenes’ De
Ideis and De Statibus (together they form the In Hermogenem commentary), b) Plato’s
Phaedrus c) books B, I', M and N of Aristotle’s Metaphysica and d) Aristotle’s Organon
(surviving in fragmentary form).108

The main issues relevant to the works of Syrianus are the following:

i) Whether Proclus and Syrianus wrote works under the same titles.

ii) Whether Syrianus the Sophist to whom the In Hermogenem work is attributed
is identical with the philosopher Syrianus, son of Philoxenus.

iii) To what extent the In Phaedrum commentary attributed to Hermias is based
on Syrianus’ teaching and can be regarded as a reliable source of Syrianus.

iv) Whether Syrianus’ In Metaphysica included commentary on more than the
four surviving books.

v) What Syrianus’ monographs on Homer were about.

In particular:

i) Syrianus wrote a large number of works, the majority of which has been lost. In

the Suda s.v. Zvplavog we read:

"Eypayev

Eig "Ounpov dhov dmopvnua &v ipiiowg L.

Eig t\v IToMteiav [TAdtwvog Pifria &

Eig v 'Opdewg Oeoloyiav fifria f.

[Eig Ta ITpoxhov] ITepl tov nap’ "Ounow Bedv.
Zvppoviav 'Opdewg, ITvBayopov kai ITAdtwvog tepl td AoyLa,
BipAia dExa

kal GMa T EEnynTikd.

109

None of the existing works of Syrianus is mentioned in the Suda catalogue, but

they are presumably included in the &\ha twvd £EnynTika. 10
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Moreover, in the Suda we find more or less the same titles attributed to Proclus
as well. To be more specific, s.v. [Ipoxhog we read:
"Eypoye Tiavu TIOMG, $thocodo Kal YOO TUKG.
"Yropvnuo gig dhov tov “Oungov.
*Yropvnua elg ta "Howddov "Epya kal fipepags.
ITept xonotopabeiag Pipiia y’.
Hepl dyoyhs .

Eig thv ITohteiav ITAGtwvog fifiia &'

Eig v 'Opdewg Oeoloyiav. '

Zvppwviav "Opdewg, ITvBayopov kai ITAatwvog Tiepl Td AdyLa,
Biphia v.

ITepi thv Mo’ "Ounpe Bedv (...)

Some scholars have attributed all the common titles to Proclus, while some others
to Syrianus. Those who consider Proclus to have been the writer of the works claim that
in the Suda there has been a direct transfer from Proclus’ section to Syrianus’.!!

On the other hand, K. Praechter, arguing that it is not probable that both the
master and the disciple wrote works with the same titles, attributed them to Syrianus. The
way Praechter thought the mistake was made is the following: the whole list of Syrianus’
works was transferred into Proclus’ section.!'? Criticising this view, Sheppard!!3 says
that Praechter is wrong to assume that Proclus and Syrianus cannot both have written
works with the same titles; her argument is that the evidence of Marinus, concerning how
Proclus’ commentaries were created, as well as the nature of ancient school tradition in
general, makes it not so improbable. Nevertheless, Sheppard accepts that Praechter does
present a good case for at least giving the Suda list a hearing as evidence for Syrianus’
works; but she remains sceptical towards Praechter’s argument that the whole list of
writings in the Suda has been transferred from Syrianus to Proclus, and not vice versa.

More recently, H.-D. Saffrey'!4 suggested that the Suda’s attribution of the work
Zvugwvia 'Oppgwg, Ivbayopov kai [TIAdtwvog ntepi’ T@ AGyita to Proclus means that

Syrianus’ work was elaborated and perhaps edited by Proclus. Lastly, Cardullo!!? points

out that the list of Syrianus’ works is both incomplete and also suspect.
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It seems that we cannot give an adequate answer to the problem, as we lack
sufficient evidence to do so. But the fact that either the master Syrianus or the disciple
Proclus did direct his attention to themes that surely involved the Homeric poems can be
used as evidence to suggest Syrianus’ interest in and respect for the long Homeric
tradition.

ii) The manuscript tradition attributes the In Hermogenem to Syrianus the

Sophist, and not to Syrianus, son of Philoxenus. H. Rabel16

argues that probably
Syrianus first earned his living as a sophist, i.e. a teacher of rhetoric, and then turned to
philosophy. He also brings textual evidence from this commentary to show that the words
"sophist' and "philosopher” are treated as synonyms.!’

We could add at this point that Plutarch himself, whom Syrianus succeeded in the
chair of the Academy in Athens, was called "the Sophist" 118

The problem whether Syrianus the Sophist and Syrianus, son of Philoxenus, are
identical could be further complicated by the reference to the "divine Proclus" at In
Herm5genem IT 47.18; but this reference is regarded by Rabe as a later interpolation,
since it is in the margin of the Codex Venetus, seems to have crept into the text of the
Codex Messanensis, and is not referred to at all in the scholia of Aldus.

Cardullo!? recently questioned Rabe’s arguments, on the basis of Syrianus’ age:
she argues that, even if we, along with Rabe, attribute the stylistic and other differences
between rhetorical and philosophical works to the diversity of material, Rabe’s argument
concerning Syrianus’ age when he wrote the commentary is not very convincing. She holds
that, as the In Hermogenem is dedicated by Syrianus to "his son Alexander", Rabe’s claim
that it is an early work is weakened. But we do not think that this argument is put in a
right basis: we may accept that Syrianus was a teacher of rhetoric and then turned to

philosophy at a later stage of his life. Thus, he may well have had a son when he quit

rhetoric for the sake of philosophy. After all, he died in 432, only five years after he had
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succeeded Plutarch: he could well have been middle-aged.

In any case, at the time of Syrianus it was not unusual for a philosopher to be a
teacher of rhetoric, for the relation between rhetoric and philosophy was quite close.120
Damascius, or even Philoponus, who, apart from being a Neoplatonic philosopher, was

),121 were involved with rhetoric. In the In

also known as a grammarian (yQapuoTIKOG
Phaedrum exegesis Syrianus uses rhetorical terms to describe the different styles Plato
used in the Phaedrus.!®® Syrianus did sometimes make literary and rhetorical
comments on Plato, which is something we should expect from a teacher of rhetoric who
later turned to philosophy.!?

iii) Syrianus did not himself write down the text of the lessons in which he
commented on the Phaedrus; nevertheless, his pupil Hermias recorded those lessons &md
¢wviig (from his teacher’s voice), as he states at the beginning of his work.1%*

According to Marinus, %

the Phaedrus was included in the syllabus of the preparatory
dialogues of the Academy of Athens, where Syrianus taught.

There are five issues which should be examined concerning the authorship of this
commentary:

a. Damascius’ views about Hermias are crucial since he claimed that Hermias
lacked not the zeal but the originality of thought to develop ideas of his own. In his own
words (Vita Isidori, fr. 120 = The philosophical History, fr. 54 Athanassiadi):126

oUtog O PrAdc0odog, ETueikig Pvoet kat dmhodg o fifog, prthocodnoag 88 UTd Td
peyaie Zvolav®, ¢lhomovig pev ovdevdg €Aeimeto tdv Etaipwv, obdE alvtod ye
ouvakowpgvov tod Tavu IIpokAou <tod dradoyov> yeyovdtog Uotepov: obde Epwtog
podnuatwy, ola mapgyetor prhocodia @ dvtl dEEpaata. dyyivoug 8¢ kat 65dg <obt>
opodpa v <...>

Praechter, using Damascius as a source, concludes that Hermias’ commentary can
be used as a faithful account of Syrianus’ lessons. Praechter alleges that Hermias did not

have any originality of thought, in spite of the fact that he had at his disposal everything

that existed in Syrianus’ exegesis and everything that he himself had read.1?’
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At this point, we should perhaps consider Damascius’ reliability. The first problem
is the crucial word <obti>, which is the editor’s emendation, based on Photius’
epitome.’?® Of course, this is not the only point at which the text may have been
corrupted; and in any case, it seems to be reasonable to supply ofiti, as the syntax of the
passage implies (especially the word 82 in the beginning of the clause, most probably
introducing an antithesis).

It is a sad fact, then, that this crucial point is not as clear as we would like it to
be; nevertheless, we can accept the editor’s emendation for an extra reason: apart from
being in accordance with the syntax of the passage, as we already mentioned, the
emendation is also based on Photius’ epitome, which is considered to preserve the
original text of Damascius.!?? We should also add that P. Athanassiadi has chosen the
ottt (without any brackets) as the correct reading in her own edition.

But the most serious problem of the text in question is Damascius’ reliability as
a source, as Damascius’ information can often be misleading. Some of the judgments in
the Vita Isidori (or, rather, The Philosophical History) do not do justice to the writers
or the philosophers in question. Perhaps the most convincing example is the notorious
comment on Ammonius.!3?

H. Bernard has tried to discredit Damascius’ evidence on Hermias, on the grounds
of his own character and tactics: according to her, Damascius tended to maximise details,
as well as to accuse some people, who did not in fact deserve it. Hermias and Theagenes
are examples of the tendency of false accusations.!3! Furthermore, according to
Bernard, the fragmentary character of Damascius’ work is also a factor that renders him
unreliable as a source.

From this perspective, Damascius’ evidence on Hermias may appear weaker, i.e.
less reliable. But still, we cannot prove that it is untrue. In other words, Damascius and

Marinus are the only ancient sources we have at our disposal. Moreover, Damascius’
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opinion on Hermias is not contradicted by another contemporary writer, as in the case
of Theagenes, who is in fact praised by Marinus. Moreover, there are no other works of
Hermias that are known to us, even by name, to speak for their writer’s cleverness. As we
are unaware of other philosophical works of Hermias, or of an intellectual activity that
could prove his originality of thought, we cannot but accept Damascius’ view. After all,
in terms of chronology, he is close to Syrianus and Hermias.32 As to Damascius’
tendency to maximise details, we do not think that this is a factor that renders his
evidence about Hermias weaker. And definitely the fragmentary nature of Damascius’
work cannot discredit the reliability of his evidence, as he is the closest source in terms
of chronology.

b. Possible instances of Syrianus’ terminology in the In Phaedrum (botepoyevng,
KowoTNTeS and katateTayuEvog) are also to be found in Syrianus’ In Metaphysica. This
internal evidence was claimed to suggest that the whole commentary is nothing other than
an account of the exegesis of the Phaedrus by Syrianus, a student book from the time
when Hermias was studying in Athens.!33

At this point, however, we can say that the likeness in terminology is not, in itself,
much of an argument for the In Phaedrum deriving from Syrianus, as there is a tendency
among late Neoplatonists to use a common philosophical terminology. Nevertheless, the
argument, if examined in the context of Praechter’s views, is not totally without value, for
it gives emphasis to a similarity that could be owed to the close relationship between
Hermias and Syrianus.

c. There is internal textual evidence suggesting the presence of a class in which
Proclus and Hermias were included.!34

External evidence from Proclus himself confirms that the Phaedrus was indeed in
Syrianus’ syllabus. The evidence from Proclus for the interpretation of words like

ditkatoolvr), as well as his concept of deities of péon ta&ig prove for Praechter that
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Hermias did not alter his master’s ideas.

Bernard has discussed the In Phaedrum 92.6-27, 148.8-13 and 154.21ff. in
detail.13® In her effort to prove Hermias’ originality as a thinker, she says nothing
about the fact that the questions posed at the beginning of the passages are undeniable
evidence of the presence of a class, including at least Hermias and Proclus, in which the
Phaedrus was analysed. On the contrary, she examines Syrianus’ answers from a
philosophical point of view, in an attempt that aims to prove the independence of
Hermias as a commentator from Syrianus, but this point has nothing to do with the
undeniable fact that during the analysis of the Phaedrus the students asked questions and
the teacher answered them.13

The athetesis of the whole passage In Phaedrum 8.4-14 by Couvreur is questioned
by Praechter. In these particular lines there is a brief account of the two main topics of
the dialogue, i.e the nature of love and the rhetorical exhortation to Phaedrus. Couvreur
considers that the passage just repeats what has already been said; but that is the reason
why Praechter regards the passage as original and as proof of the oral structure of
Syrianus’ lessons. Moreover, Praechter rightly points out repetition, which is due to the
fact that Syrianus was teaching, is found again at 8.16ff. and 10.27ff.

d. The method of interpretation Hermias uses is a further proof of his
dependence, this time on Iamblichus, and therefore of his lack of originality. The method
of the In Phaedrum exegesis, which is a work of Hermias’ youth, allows him to be a part
of a chain that will lead to the school of Alexandria; it is Iamblichus who begins this
tradition. It is not surprising, then, to see him being treated as "divine". The Platonic texts
are interpreted BewpnTik®g or BewpnTikdtegov; the Iamblichean expression vogpd
Bewpia is familiar to Hermias.!3” Hermias, like Iamblichus, also combined moral with
physical and metaphysical notions, as we see at In Phaedrum 28.24ff.

It is probable then that Hermias did not have originality of his own, but used - or
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elaborated - methods of interpretation that others had used before. Nevertheless,
Praechter does not consider that it is perhaps Syrianus who used this method, and
Hermias just followed his teacher rather than Iamblichus directly, as all existing evidence
suggests that he would.

Concerning Hermias’ dependence on Iamblichus there is another view.138 P A,
Bielmeier, among other valuable remarks concerning Hermias’ work, touches two major
points that are relevant to the problem we discuss:

First, he remarks that Hermias and Syrianus must be regarded as an intellectual
unity in the history of the interpretation of the Phaedrus.}®® Then, he examines
Damascius’ evidence concerning Hermias, places Hermias’ book in the works amnd ¢pwvijg
and, using passages of Hermias’ text, rightly concludes that the teaching method of
Syrianus was a combination of lectures and dialogue between the teacher and his students,
which Hermias accurately wrote down. The oral structure of many passages is, according
to Bielmeier, further evidence that Hermias’ exegesis is a report of Syrianus’ lessons.
Repetitions, grammatical types and oral structure patterns, as well as the beginning of the
exegesis are cited as examples.1¥0 So, Bielmeier reaches the conclusion that there can
be little - if any - doubt that Hermias’ In Phaedrum is the writing up of Syrianus’
systematic interpretation of this school text.

However, Bielmeier also draws attention to the degree of elaboration and
expansion of the exegesis: in fact, he traces Jamblichean elements in the exegesis and
attributes them not to the intellectual heritage of Iamblichus, but to the re-writing of the
commentary by Hermias, who added elements from Iamblichus to Syrianus’ work. The
main arguments that Bielmeier uses are the following: as Damascius says, Hermias had
at his disposal everything that Syrianus had written; it is very likely that "the diligent
collector Hermias" had other literary works as well, including, of course, Iamblichus’ In

Phaedrum, but lacked the critical spirit to make a balanced use of the elements of both
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commentaries, the one by lamblichus and the other by Syrianus. According to Bielmeier,
the lamblichean elements that can be traced in some parts of the exegesis do not belong
to Syrianus himself, but to Hermias. He suggests that the style of Syrianus’ In
Metaphysica proves that if Syrianus had drawn upon lamblichus, he would have
incorporated lamblichean elements in his exegesis in a more elaborate way.

In any case, as far as the presence of the lamblichean elements in the In
Phaedrum commentary is concerned, it has been shown that Syrianus incorporated
important lamblichean principles in the /In Metaphysica commentary as well"* Hence,
there is no reason to suppose that Syrianus himself did not use the lamblichean elements
in the In Phaedrum commentary; the degree of the incorporation of those elements in
an exegesis may well vary for different reasons (if the commentary has undergone a
second rewriting etc.).

Back to Bielmeier: the passages he cites as evidence of the actual lamblichean
influence on the exegesis can hardly be doubted;""" but the possibility that it was
Hermias who used this material independently seems weak, as the whole theory 1*s on
pure hypothesis. Additionally, the nature of the commentary vri6 o(javfic can well include
some inconsistencies or double-meanings of words on the part of a teacher, whose main
goal was to help his students understand the deep meaning of the dialogue.

C. Moreschini™"* tries to prove that Hermias does have some originality and
that he is not as indebted to Syrianus as he is believed to be. He argues that authorities
other than Syrianus, such as the Oracula Chaldaica and the Orphies, could have played
a role in Hermias’ thought. But this suggestion is not plausible, as we know that Syrianus
himself had been influenced by those authorities, as it appears from his commentary /n
Metaphysica, which was written down by Syrianus himself. Moreschini does not examine
this commentary at all.™"™

Moreschini then brings forward a further argument to prove Hermias’ originality:

30



he points out that the exegesis In Phaedrum is divided into three parts and that the part
which is most stressed is the one on metaphysics. But all this seems to be more or less
speculative, as it could well have been Syrianus who preferred this division and stressed
the metaphysical part. Lastly, Moreschini argues that Hermias perceives "Platonic love"
in a way that could show his independence from his master, Syrianus. But his arguments
do not show that Hermias is not a reliable source of Syrianus’ method of teaching and of
his philosophical ideas, as none of the examples he cites is strong enough to prove that
Hermias had a significant originality of thought. In addition to this, the devotion and
respect Hermias evidently had for his master, if taken into account along with the
restricted abilities which, according to Damascius, he had as a philosopher, makes it
improbable that Hermias deviated from Syrianus’ arguments or teaching methods.!46

The Iamblich&n character of the work has also been stressed by Bernard.!4’
Bernard rightly acknowledges the fact that the commentary depends on Iamblichean
doctrines, but is too unwilling to attribute this depeﬁdence to Syrianus himself. She
therefore considers this dependence as a further proof of Hermias’ originality. In my
opinion, we are not in the position to deny the Jamblichean influences to this very work,
but this does not mean that we cannot accept that it was Syrianus who was responsible for
that. After all, Iamblichus’ eminent place for all the Neoplatonists after him is an
undeniable fact.

e. Another issue is whether material from Hermias’ Alexandrian lectures is
included in the In Phaedrum.'® The unreliability of Damascius as a source was put
forward, on the grounds that Damascius deliberately underestimated a number of
philosophers, in order to make Isidore look superior. It was also argued that if Hermias
did lecture on the Phaedrus in Alexandria it is improbable that he merely reproduced his
teacher’s lessons. Proclus’ sixth essay on the Respublica was also put forth as evidence

that the politeness of a pupil towards his master may have well prevented him from
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stating his own ideas on a topic on which his master had previously written an essay.

In my opinion, the argument referring to the lectures in Alexandria is weak, as
nothing obliges us to accept that Hermias made notes of his own for the sake of these
lessons. But, even if this is for a moment taken as a fact, there is no evidence that this is
the version that has come down to us. Moreover, the argument that Proclus did not
specifically mention that the ideas of the sixth essay of the Respublica are his own is not
valuable either, as I do not think that, right as the case seems on a theoretical basis, we
can compare Proclus’ original and unquestionable abilities to Hermias’; after all, no
source refers to any other work of Hermias (and that is unlikely to have its roots in
Damascius’ preference for certain philosophers).

To sum up: the lack of other works (or even work-titles) attributed to Hermias is,
in our opinion, one of the strongest points that prevent us from acknowledging Hermias’
originality and make us regard the work as a more or less accurate account of Syrianus’
lessons and philosophical ideas. Moreover, we can by no means ignore Damascius, as he
is not contradicted by any other ancient source. On the other hand,.the text we have at
our disposal, being no more than a teacher’s effort to familiarise his students with the
Platonic text, accounts for inconsistencies, repetitions etc. on Syrianus’ part. Consequently,
the commentary we have can - in my opinion - be regarded as an adequate source of
Syrianus’ thoughts and ideas.

iv) This issue seems nearly impossible to answer: Syrianus’ In Metaphysica
includes the philosopher’s comments on books B, I', M and N only. Does this imply that
he wrote a commentary only on these four books? D.J. O’ Mearal®® has dealt with the
problem and has shown that, if we consider the nature of the things discussed in the
extant books, there is a probability that Syrianus did not cover all parts of Aristotle’s
work; nevertheless, O’Meara himself acknowledges that external evidence from Asclepius’

In Metaphysica indicates that Syrianus may have commented on other books, as well
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(almost certainly Z and possibly A). Cardullo™™ also believes that those four books
have not been selected without a certain purpose: Syrianus chose them because they would
give him the chance to express his opposition to Aristotle; after all, Cardullo points out
that Syrianus himself declares that the rest has been explained by Alexander of
Aphrodisias. But Cardullo also argues that Syrianus had commented on other parts of the
Metaphysica, and her suggestion is that at least Z should be included in the list of books
he commented on.

V) Syrianus’ monographs on Homer are a fact; we know that he had dedicated a
special monograph on Zeus’ and Hera’s union on Mount Ida*"\ and we also know that
he composed a work bearing the title Avosi¢ rcav OpijgiKeév ngopAripariJv)™ But,
as we igftorc their exact contents, we can only rely on Proclus and maybe on some dim
evidence from the extant works of Syrianus, in order to reach some conclusions on the
matter. And as the subject of this thesis is the Homeric tradition in Syrianus, any
evidence concerning Syrianus’ treatment of Homer in those two works will be discussed
in both the course of the analysis of the Homeric passages we find in his extant works and

in the conclusions of the thesis.
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1.3 Syrianus’ philosophical system

This section is based on previous scholarship and does not lay claim to originality;
nevertheless, it was considered necessary in order to give a global picture of Syrianus, to
the extent that something of this kind is possible. Syrianus’ extant works, as well as the
information we get from his disciple Proclus, help us reconstruct his philosophical ideas.
Praechter' has contributed a lot to our understanding of Syrianus’ system, and more
recently Sheppard,!>* Cardullo,” R. Sinkewicz!®® and E. Tempeli3157 have
elucidated important aspects of his doctrines.

First of all, we should say that our primary sources for Syrianus’ philosophical
doctrines are his commentaries In Metaphysica and In Phaedrum (transmitted under the
name of Hermias, but still a sufficient source of Syrianus’ teaching, as we have seen
above), as well as Proclus’ works In Timaeum and Institutio theologica.

Concerning Proclus, it is difficult to distinguish to what extent Proclus refers to
doctrines of Syrianus or expounds his own views.!® Proclus praises Syrianus as
particularly influenced by Neoplatonic theories on the divine.’®® In his own
exegesis, !0 Syrianus emphasizes the theological element and accuses Aristotle of not
adequately understanding the theological meaning of a certain theory.

The metaphysical system of Syrianus is clearly Neoplatonic, as can be seen from
the study of his work.1®! At the top of Syrianus’ metaphysical system is the supra-
substantial One. Then follow the orders of intelligible, intellectual and physical (otherwise
living or bodily) substances.!6

Like all Neoplatonists, Syrianus regarded the supra-substantial One to be the
supreme principle of everything, the source of all goodness and unity.193 It is from the

One that the two cosmic principles, i.e. the Monad and the Dyad, derive. These two
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principles, with their different substantiations, govern all reality, the material world
included.164
Monad is the cause of identity and eternal life, unity, equality, purity and rest.
From this transcendent Monad derives a series of consecutive monads, each different
from the others, which are responsible for the establishment of the particular classes of
beings. These monads secure the unity and continuity of the Universe. Consequently, their
energy reaches the lowest level of reality.165

On the other hand, the Dyad is the metaphysical cause of creation and multiplicity,
not only of beings in the intelligible world (gods, intellects, souls), but also of all beings
in the sensible world. Due to its indefiniteness, the Dyad is responsible for inequality of
all kinds and for the existence of all pairs of opposites.160

The contrast between the Monad and the Dyad is fundamental in Syrianus’
metaphysical system. Syrianus was convinced that the same kind of contrast was present
in the metaphysical systems of the Orphics, the Pythagoreans, Empedocles and Plato. The
use of different terminology by the above mentioned philosophers was attributed by
Syrianus to the inadequacy of human language to denote each cosmic principle with one
term; philosophers, therefore, use only symbolical names. In essence, a complete
knowledge of these cosmic principles is not possible. A human being can only know the
fact that they exist as suprasubstantial principles, from which everything derives.!6’

Even though the One and the Monad were for Syrianus the source of goodness,
it does not follow that the Dyad was the transcendent principle of evil. Such a principle
does not exist; the roots of evil are in the weakness and feebleness of those human souls
which are not susceptible to participating in goodness either at all or to a large
extent.!%® The Dyad is only indirectly responsible for the existence of evil, in that it is

responsible for the otherness and multiplicity which characterise the material world as

well. Not even matter was considered as the principle of evil, since matter, too, receives
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emanations from the One.1%?

According to Proclus, it was Syrianus who introduced the theory about the Henads
into Neoplatonic metaphysics. They derive from the One but are not parts or attributes
of it. As transcendent causes of individuality, the Henads bridge the gap between the One
and everything else. They are identical with the intelligible, intellectual and supra-celestial
deities, placed in the First Hypostasis. Syrianus attributes certain qualities to the
Henads.!”® Some Henads are self-complete (attoteleis) and transcend the beings that
participate in them. Another kind consists of those Henads which are unions of the beings
which participate in them. Generally, each transcendent cause produces a multiplicity
which transcends the beings that participate in it and another multiplicity which is
inseparable from these beings.!’!

The Demiurge belongs to the lowest level of intelligible substances and to the
highest level of intellectual substances. He has derived indirectly from the One and is the
Creator of the world beneath him.1”? The position of the Demiurge between the
intelligible and the intellectual plays the role of a link between the two and shows the
continuity which is manifested in the progression from a higher to a lower level of
reality.!”3

A decisive role in Syrianus’ metaphysical system is played by the Demiurge. The
sublunary gods assist him in his work and exercise providence for all beings. The
Demiurge gives existence to the contents of his intellect and by means of emanations he
gives substance, power and perfection to the beings he creates, so that they are as similar
to him as possible.l74

Syrianus accepted that there is a plurality in the intelligible and the intellectual
worlds. Below the one Demiurge, who is the demiurgic cause of everything, there are

three other Demiurges, who have restricted responsibilities as to the creation of the

world.!” The relation between the levels of reality is reciprocal: the divine creates the
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material world and exercises providence for it and the material world has an innate desire
to be assimilated to the divine.!7®

The lowest level in the hierarchy of beings is nature, which is the immediate
creator of all natural beings.”” The material world is created after the Ideas in the
Demiurge’s intellect, which are the ante rem universals. All beings are images of the
corresponding Ideas, but no being ever fully receives the emanation from its creative
reason-principle. The Ideas pre-exist the Demiurge and constitute divine and good
creations of the One. They are not different from the essence of the divine, but they are
complementary to it.!”® The Ideas are partless, immutable, intelligible substances,
separate from matter. Ideas exist for the universal and perfect substances, but not for
anything evil, or for the parts of the natural bodies, or for things which are products of
will, chance or dissimilar combinations of natural species.!”® The hierarchy of Ideas is
absolute. The more universal Idea is superior to a particular Idea, which is subordinate
to it, as for example the idea "Animal" is more universal and superior to the idea "Man".

We have already referred to the Demiurge, who, according to Syrianus, is
responsible for the creation of the world, together with the other Demiurges. The cosmic
Soul, or the Soul of the Universe, which is immediately below the Demiurges is also
creative. Partially above and partially below the cosmic soul are the individual souls of the
gods, the heavens, the demons and the humans.!8® The cosmic Soul is linked both with
the demiurgic intellect and with the material world.13! The difference between the
human souls and the rest is that the human souls only know, while the others know and
have the capacity to create what they know.182 When the human soul is roused and
awakened, it comes to a recollection of the cognitive principles it has and refers them to
the ante rem universals which are the exemplars of all natural beings.!%?

The creation of the world in this way explains the innate tendency of all created

beings to elevate themselves to the Demiurge. Their assimilation to the divine is not to
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be understood in terms of a unio mystica with the divine, because the assimilation is
regarded as accomplished when a human being participates in the ideal unity which
characterises the divine.}8% When the human soul is assimilated to the divine, it is
elevated to the level of the Demiurge and from there it is able to govern the world

together with him.185
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CHAPTER 2

2.1 About Syrianus’ commentaries on Hermogenes

As is well known, Hermogenes the orator, who lived in the 2nd century A.D,,
started exercising his profession at the age of fifteen, and became so famous that Marcus
Aurelius went to listen to him in Antioch.!3¢ Five works under his name have been
preserved: Progymnasmata, De Methodo Vehementiae, De Inventione, De Statibus and

187 are most

De Ideis. The last two works, unanimously considered as genuine,
interesting for us, because Syrianus wrote commentaries on them.!3® In Syrianus’
commentaries, as in the majority of the works of this kind, there are many references to
literary passages of Greek writers, as well as to orators or scholars of the Hellenistic
age.189

Syrianus’ commentary In de Ideis is divided into two books and is a line-by-line
commentary, which takes the form of lemmata and notes.!® We should also like to
stress that it is the first commentary on this work of Hermogenes; naturally enough, many
others followed, a great number of which belong to the Byzantine era.!®! Syrianus’
commentary In de Statibus has a different structure: after a brief introduction, he
discusses the fourteen kinds of stasis in a paraphrase, without references to Hermogenes’
text.12

Syrianus, as a teacher of rhetoric, praised Hermogenes’ books as very useful;
besides, as Syrianus clearly stated at the beginning of his commentary on the De Ideis,
Hermogenes was very highly respected in the 5th century A.D. But Syrianus is of the
opinion that the De Ideis had not been illuminated rightly, and that was the task he

himself undertook, as a teacher of rhetoric.1?3
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In his commentary In de Ideis we find ten Homeric references (Nos 1-10), while

in his commentary In de Statibus there are only seven (Nos 11-17).
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2.2 Homeric passages in the In de Ideis™*

Passage 1 (4.16-22)

In the introduction of his work De Ideis, Hermogenes argues that the orator must
have more than zeal, in order to be considered as a proper professional; one’s natural
intelligence, without any theoretical knowledge or training, may lead one to say
inappropriately whatever crosses one’s mind.'®> Syrianus, commenting on the different
human natures, writes at 4.16-22:

O pgv yap pn 650G v dpvow &yand katd tov ‘Ounowkdv "Odvooga atpEpag
Tiobar kot EAwv pdbov dkovely, & 88 @ Tayel THS PVOEWG TIETIOBNG Kai wovny adTiv
P0G EK0oTA TV EYYXELQOVUEVWV &dTTOY TV 0lOUEVOG TOV TE TLoOd TG TEYVNG XOALVOV OUK
dveyopevog KotayEAAGTOG TIOAAY{ TOlG ETUOTHUOCL dpaiveTal.

The question here is of the training the orator should have: the person who is not
particularly intelligent by nature sits and listens to the opinions of others, while the one
who is over-confident of his own mental agility goes beyond the limits and becomes
laughable to the experts. Syrianus obviously has in mind II II 200, where Odysseus says
to any of the ordinary Achaeans behaving disorderly in the rush to the ships:

Sawpovie, dtpgpag foo kol EAwv pdbov dxove

Syrianus’ point seems to be the following: people who are not very clever should
be willing to listen patiently to the others, in the way Odysseus advises the Achaeans to
be calm and listen. Syrianus actually quotes a verse from the Ilias, in order to illuminate
the character of a hero to whom the whole Odyssea is dedicated; but this is probably due
to the familiarity of the students with the Ilias, and especially the early books, more than

with any other ancient Greek literary text. And, in any case, Odysseus, apart from being

the main hero of the Odyssea, played, as a character, an important role in the Ilias as
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well. Moreover, Odysseus was particularly well-known as a speaker, and therefore his
words were evidently appropriate to quote in a work of rhetoric. We should also bear in
mind the context of this part of the Ilias: we have the preparation of an assembly, i.e. a
rhetorical context is traceable; this could well have played a part in Syrianus’ choice of
this particular verse.

It is interesting to consider Eustathius’ evidence on the phrase &tpgpag foo:
according to his testimony,'®® Herodotus at Historiae VII 18.3 paraphrased the verse,
so as to show the happy state Xerxes, according to Artabanos, would be in if he stayed
addicted to peace.”’ Of course, Syrianus talks about something different, i.e.
intelligence, when he uses the phrase 6 pfy 6&dg tijv ¢vowv in connection with the
expression dtpgpag fobar. Nevertheless, the echo of the verse in Herodotus is interesting,
and this is not the only case to be found: Xenophon, too, quotes the verse, as he describes
the episode to which it belongs (Odysseus tries to convince the Achaeans not to go away,
but stay calm and listen to the opinion of the others). The situation in Xenophon’s work
is the following: the writer, at the beginning of the Memorabilia, refers to the accusers’
argument that Socrates used to select from the most famous poets (évdo&otator moutai)
the most immoral passages and used them as evidence in teaching his companions to be
malefactors (kaxovpyoug) and tyrants (tupavvikoig). The poets mentioned are Hesiod and
Homer.1? According to his accusers, Socrates was supposedly maintaining that the
common people (dnuotor) and the poor people (mévnteg) should be beaten; but
Xenophon stresses that Socrates did not share this view (Zwkpdtng 6’ o0 tadt £Aeye)
and he goes on to argue this point in detail.1® Xenophon, therefore, is a source that
informs us that the episode, to which the phrase dtpgpag fjoo kai &Awv pdbov dkove
belongs, was already familiar (if not popular) in the mid-4th century B.C.2%0

It is evident that Syrianus had in mind a quite well-known verse, which stems from

a popular part of the Ilias, in his effort to stress the fact that a successful orator should
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not necessarily be of major intelligence: what is important is his willingness and ability
to stay calm and listen to what the others have to say. This is a quite illuminating aspect
of Syrianus’ theory of what rules an orator should follow; the Homeric example,
interesting in itself because of its popularity and wide use, is fitted into an important

context.

Passage 2 (9.10-18)

Commenting on Hermogenes’ opinion about Demosthenes at De Ideis 215.7-11,
Syrianus explains at In de Ideis 9.10-18 why Demosthenes is superior to the other orators
as far as his capacity of expressing ideas in the best possible way is concerned. The first
example of someone who has been influenced by Demosthenes’ method is not an orator,
as we should expect, but lamblichus:

80ev oM kal ' Taufiyog 6 Belog &v td Iepl kpioewg dpioTov Adyou ¢not "dei ydp
unte td ouvtopov elval doodec unte to capeg Iduwtikdy, kol T pgv oepvdv pi elvar
dyav gEnAhaypévoy, O 68 kowdv pfy elvar elkatappovntov, Exetv 8€ tva Eaipetov
UTIEQOYTV* TO Y&P TaAvTEAEG TOUTO Kol CUMTIETTANQWUEVOV TOTG OAOLG KAAAEDL TOV AOYywV
nap’ 'Ounpe te kal ITAatwvt kol AnpooBéver yvoplpov oty 10eiv".

In this passage of Iamblichus, which is quoted by Syrianus, we see that Homer,
Plato and Demosthenes are mentioned as examples of men who made perfect use of
language in their works. This indirect transmission of an opinion, which seems to be pure
literary criticism, is quite interesting: firstly, we learn Iamblichus’ opinion about the three
authorities, and secondly we see Syrianus’ agreement with the Iamblichean view.

However, the parallel way in which an epic poet, a philosopher and an orator are
mentioned should not surprise us: they are praised for common virtues, i.e. their language
and their way of expressing their ideas. Apart from that, all three of them were regarded

as the leading representatives of the discipline they exercised, so there is no reason why

they should not be cited as examples of perfection in their profession.
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As far as Homer is concerned, we must always bear in mind that he was

considered in antiquity to be the inventor of rhetoric.20!
Moreover, Syrianus is following an established tradition, i.e. the existence of a
recognised and respected xavov of excellence in each field292 As is well known,

"203 in the De sublimitate also treated literature in an evaluative way, and

"Longinus
Syrianus may well have had the same tendency to evaluate literary works, not as a direct
follower of "Longinus", but as a part of an existing tradition.

Lastly, Syrianus’ reference to the "the divine Iamblichus" (*IapfAiyog 6 Beiog)
shows that once again Iamblichus was highly respected; Syrianus thus seems to align

204

himself to the tradition of Iamblichean exegesis. What is also interesting in this

reference is that this very passage of Syrianus is the only evidence we have of Iamblichus’
work ITepl kpiocewg dpiotov Aoyou:20 jt seems to have been a work of rhetoric, but

no other information is available.

Passage 3 (14.23-15.1)

Commenting on different concepts such as the mythical, the historical and what
is agreeable to the senses, Syrianus cites a Homeric example for the last at 14.23-15.1:

(...) dboar Ta taig aloBroeow Nd€a Ekppalovow, dyel dkofy OohppNoEL YEUOEL (10,
@G “Opnpog "tolor & vnd xBdv 6la Ppvev veobnhéa Toinv Awtov 8’ £ponevta 188 kpokov
N6’ vaxweov" (11. XIV 347).

A beautiful image, that really corresponds to the notion of things that are
attractive to the senses: the scenery is marvellous to look at, the flowers are fine to smell
and to touch, the whole landscape implies that there is water somewhere nearby, which
might even complete the range of images with a characteristic sound. Syrianus has indeed

used a suitable example, as it is difficult to find two verses which express all those

different qualities in such a limited space. We should also add that the verse belongs to
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the famous love scene between Hera and Zeus, which had been bitterly attacked by Plato
and many others after him.

The verse had been used by Hermogenes himself?®® to describe the rhetorical
notion of pleasure (8ovy), not the shameful (aioypd) one, but the one that describes a
practice that is both mythical and pleasurable by nature, and therefore it is not shameful
for the rhetor to produce. Syrianus was, of course, aware of Hermogenes’ distinction of
the kinds of idovr; at this point, however, he stressed, not the ethical dimension of the
pleasure the verse described, but the fact that all senses are included in just one verse.

Sextus Empiricus also quoted the verse in a very different context: he put it in the
well-known polemic against Homer. He drew the distinction between grammar and poetry
and used the phrase mowihwg Tepwpapgévr, with reference to Homer’s poetry; according
to Sextus, the varied nature of poetry, in order to describe an act committed in an
improper way, is a factor that renders grammar inadequate with reference to the
distinction between the mythological lies and the truth.2’’ From this attitude we can
conclude that the beauty and the multi-sided poetic perspective of the Homeric image was
recognised even by those who were shocked by the whole scene.

In fact, one of the latter seems to have been Heraclitus, who, in his Allegoriae,
devotes much space in his effort to prove that the union of Zeus and Hera is allegorical,
Zeus being the aether and Hera being the air. During the course of this effort he says at
Allegoriae 39.13:

Tig 88 ouvddov kal kpdoewg altdv TO TEQag EdNAwae ThHv Eapwviv doav:

Tolol & vnd xBdv dla ¢pvev veonAéa Toiny
Awtdv 6 gponevta 108 kpokov 16’ vakivBov
TKvOV Kol palakov, 0G &nd yBovog tyoo’ Eepyev.
Eustathius, commenting on the same verse, says: Kai 8pa thv €kppaoctv yonoov

oboav moté &lg Two mapamhokiv.2® The technical term Toapamhokr means

"interweaving" and is used for poetical quotations in prose (TapamAoK” TGOV TONUATOV
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&v MOy). Eustathius therefore acknowledges a common practice, which had started very
early in antiquity and was still familiar in his time. What is also interesting in Eustathius’
passage is the fact that, like Syrianus and unlike Heraclitus, he makes no reference at all

to "immoral" context, from which the verse stemmed.

Passage 4 (16.24-17.2)

Continuing his introduction, Hermogenes refers to each of the seven qualities of
Style (18€av), i.e. clarity (ca¢nveia), grandeur (uéyebog), beauty (kdAhog), rapidity
(Yopyotg), character (H80g), sincerity (&Anfeia), force (Sewdtmg) separately. We should
bear in mind that these qualities are examined in terms of the following key-elements that
are common to all kinds of discourse and result in the creation of the seven qualities:
thought (£vvoia), approach (u€Bodog), diction (A£&ig), clauses (kdAa), word order
(ouwvBEoeig), cadences (dvamavoelg) and rhythm (HuBpog). According to Hermogenes,
some of the seven qualities of Style are divided into sub-qualities: for instance, clarity
(cagpnvera) is divided into purity (kaBapotng) and distinctness (evkpivera) etc.

At 219.8-220.4 Hermogenes refers to the idea of clarity and the way in which it is
achieved through diction. He discusses rhythm and the way to achieve yAukbtng through
a particular type of diction. In his own words (De Ideis, 219.8-11):

AEE1G 88 1y S1d ETuBE TV Kal dom Spwpeia kal THG o TIKAG T Wi Siponuevn unds
mhateia pvoel al te THG kabagdtntog dmacat.

Hermogenes might mean that one should use words with poetic effect, but not go
so far as to use devices which are poetical only. We should at this point say that C.
Wooten?” translates the text as follows: "the style is that which depends much on
adjectives and is subtle; if poetical, it must avoid elevation and natural diffuseness".

In his effort to define and clarify Hermogenes’ remarks, Syrianus suggests at 16.24-
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17.2 that:

Sugonuévn piv oG o "katd uije’ Ekan" (IL I464), "katd tadpov £6n6wg" (11 XVII
542), "81a te okohomag kal tappov Efnoav’ (I VIII 343), mhateia 88 dg 1t "Boowot”,
"TInAntadew".

It is clear from Syrianus’ example that the first stylistic phenomenon Hermogenes
refers to (called by him Sigonpévn A£Ewg) is tmesis (Tufjoig), the consequence of which
is elevation, as Wooten rightly translates; the second (called by him mhateia A€£ig) is the
phenomenon of natural diffuseness (yaopwdia), which occurs when two vowels are found
side by side, either in the end of a word and in the beginning of another, or in the middle
of one word.

The phenomenon of the use of mAateia Aé&wg in Homer is also found in Ps.-
Plutarch’s De Homero 2.83 (in his discussion of diynoig):

“Eot 68 Sujynoig 1o’ adtd og pdv £ni td mAelotov mAatelav ppdotv kal Eepyaoiav
dppolovoav toig Uokeevolg Eyovoa. Eviote 68 elitovog, dg 7 Tolavty:

keltal ITatpokhog, vékvog &8 &7 adpdudyovtar

yupvol: &4tdp ta ye tevye’ Exel kopuBaiorog “Extwp.
to0to 8¢ Td eldog mMoOMAKLG E0TL Yofowwov: TO ydQ TAX0S TAOV AOYywv EUTOVMOTEQOV
kabBiotnot kal tov A€yovta kol TtOv dkpowpevov Kol ediwg Tuyyavel Tod TEOKEEVOL.

In fact, in Ps.-Plutarch’s example there is the phenomenon of natural diffuseness;
but, in objection to Hermogenes’ view, Ps.-Plutarch believes that it is a very useful device,
as it renders the speed of the speech more vigorous and facilitates Homer’s text for both
the speaker and the listener. In other words, the poetical effect of the use of the
phenomenon is unquestionable.

As a general remark, this is the first time that we encounter the literary tradition
(i.e. the Homeric passages) being used by Syrianus in combination with the purely
scholarly (grammatical and syntactical phenomena), and especially in order to clarify
patterns of the latter. As is well known, in the tradition of the scholiasts (and not only of

the scholiasts on works of rhetoric) it was a common practice to deal with problems of

language and style, with the aid of Homeric verses or phrases.!® Syrianus, therefore,
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can lay no claim to originality: we just have an appropriate use of an existing method of
interpretation, as it had flourished from the Alexandrian period onwards. It is no wonder
that as a good teacher Syrianus was trying to help his students reach a high level of

understanding and use of the Greek language, something they would profit from later.

Passage 5 (16.24-17.2)

Having ended the elaboration of the quality of clarity, Hermogenes passes on to
grandeur (p€yeBog), which is divided into solemnity (oepvotng), asperity (toaxvng),
vehemence (o¢o8p0trng), brilliance (Aapmpdtng), florescence (4xun) and abundance
(meptpoAn). Examining florescence, at In de Ideis 25.13-26.5 Syrianus brings Lysias in as
an example of an orator who succeeded in saying nothing more than the absolutely
necessary in his speeches. What makes the example worth noticing is the fact that
Syrianus does not simply give his opinion of Lysias’ excellence, but quotes a passage taken
from Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ work De Lysia.?!! The text is as follows:

¢dnol yodv xal Aroviorog év mpdte Xagoktiowv odpddpa tdv Avoiav &nl taig
towabtalg Sinynoeotv Emawdv tade "(...) tooavtnv Exel medd kol dppoditnv TA
Aeyopeva kal obtw AavBaver Todg dkovovtag, eite aAndi| Eéotiv elte kal MemAaopeEva, Mg
Epappolev abt® T 'Ouneikdv ody fttov f] @ "Odvooel "ioke yeiudea TOML AEywv
gtopoiowy dpoia" (Od. XIX 203).

It is evident that we are dealing with another indirect transmission of a Homeric
passage. This quite well-known verse of the Odyssea, also found in Hesiod with a slight

difference,212

corresponds to a constant element of Odysseus’ character, which is to be
found not only in Homer, but in the post-Homeric tradition as well. Odysseus is reported
by the tragedians, who depended heavily on the Cyclic epics, to have the ability to tell
false tales and create fiction.?!® Besides, Homer himself is praised by Aristotle for
having the ability to tell beautiful and convincing lies and also of having taught the other

epic poets to do the same.?14
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A few centuries later than Aristotle, Polyaenus compares avipeio with
sbﬁouMa;ZlS the examples Polyaenus brings in immediately after are Sisyphus,
Autolycus, Proteus and Odysseus.216 We notice the use of the Od. XIX 203, in order
to show Odysseus’ skills in deceit and in making fiction.

Porphyry refers to the verse in question, and evidently tries to account for this
Odyssean quality.?!” Eustathius also deals with the matter, both in his commentaries
on the Ilias and the Odyssea.?'8

It is clear, then, that this ability of Odysseus had become a topos in antiquity.
Homer’s attitude seems to have been more popular than that of the tragedians’ towards
Odysseus and his character, of which the beautiful lies and the ability to create convincing
stories are an indispensable element. This Homeric verse cited by Dionysius is interesting
because it follows an established tradition, which continued to exist long after him.
Syrianus, in his turn, quoted a passage directly related to his subject, which included this
Homeric reference and thus corroborated the afore-mentioned tradition.?!?

We should also note that a passage of Dionysius of Halicarnassus is used by
Syrianus; but we would expect something like this, as we are dealing with an exegesis of
rhetoric and it is well-known that the works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus on rhetoric

were highly considered in antiquity.?2

Passage 6 (48.13-21)

The exegesis has proceeded to the third quality of style, beauty (ka\\og). Like all
others, it is achieved by key-elements, among which metre (pg€tgov) is included.
Commenting on the types of metres, Syrianus says at 48.13-21:

kaTaAnktikd 82 kahodowv ol texvikol pEtpa td uf elg teleiovg katalnyovta

Todag, GV ETOVUHOV TO LETEOV £TTIV, fi TEAeiag ovuyiag oSGV, £ dv Ekeivo ouvéoTtnke
0 petpov d0ev kal T Mowikdv PETEOV KotaAnktikdv kohodowy, Otav elg tpoyaiov
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katahyn, 8S Poayeig piy ehdttwv £oti tod Saktohou, Stav peévtor €ig dakTulov
KotaAyyY, OG T "olg téketo ‘Péa" (I1 XV 187) kai "avdpopea kpéa" (Od. IX 347), tote
GratalnkTov adTd TIEOCUYOQEEVOVOTLY.

Two verses, one from the Ilias and one from the Odyssea, are brought in as
examples of acatalectic verse. Indeed, the two half-verses end in a dactyl (-uu =
daxtulog). In both cases there is also a synizesis.?! Syrianus does not mention the
synizesis, probably because his point was different. Nevertheless, the passage shows that
Syrianus was familiar with metrical forms, as we would expect and as we see from other
passages of his work.??

As far as the terminology itself is concerned, it seems that it had been established
quite a long time before Syrianus. Hephaestion uses the same terminology for catalectic
and acatalectic verse.”” He also gives a detailed and comprehensive metrical analysis,
including, of course, the trochaic foot, to which Syrianus also refers.22* This particular
Homeric reference, therefore, seems to be a quite common example used by a teacher of

rhetoric, who made use of an already established terminology, in order to describe the

types of metres.

Passage 7 (75.5-7)

Starting his commentary on Book II of Hermogenes’ De Ideis, Syrianus analyses
the fourth quality of style (rapidity), the fifth (character) and the sub-quality of style
simplicity (&¢p€lera), that belongs to character. In his effort to give a definition of
simplicity, he follows Hermogenes’ thoughts closely and gives more examples of what
simple thoughts (4¢peleig Evvoran) are. Hermogenes says at 325.21-326.2:

"ETv &oeheig Evvoiar xal al &v tolg &myeipnuacty and tdv dhdywv {Hwv
Aoufovopeval (...) kal el 41d Tdv putdv 8 TIg ETLXELQOiT), TaEATIANTI®WG TEVTOV TIOLHOEL.

Commenting on this passage, Syrianus at 75.5-7 uses as examples the following
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quotations:

olov "td y&p ywpia kai td dEvipa obdev pe BEAeL Oiddokew" (Plato, Phaedr.
230d) kol "dxvn &1 dyvy ynedokel, uirov & Emi pRAe, adtd &l oTagUAf oTadulr,
odkov & &t ovke" (Od. VII 120).22

Syrianus, in setting forth the Homeric verse, lays emphasis on the connection of
simple thoughts with plants, setting forth two very popular passages. Indeed, Syrianus’
students should normally have been familiar with both the passages from the Phaedrus
and from Homer: the Phaedrus was one of the most popular dialogues in late antiquity,
and this passage is a good example of Socrates’ irony, and should therefore not have
escaped anyone’s notice. As far as the Homeric passage’s popularity is concerned, let us
listen to what the B.E.P.T. scholia say of Od. VII 120:

0U KUKMKQG Td £mifeta Tpoogpptmtal, 4AN kdotov SEvopov to 1diwpa 61 Tod
gTBETou TEOTTHENTAL. KAAAOG HEV Y&Q TIEOCEDTL Talg UNAEQLG ETUKELUEVOL TOD KAQTOD,
v 88 ouk®dv YAUKDG O KapTog, €Aaiag 02 aeBolg T ¢vowS. Ekdopnoe &8 Thv
gmayyelav kail 1 dpolokataingio tdv AeLewv.

The scholiast is primarily interested in the dffg_uctive detail of the passage in
question; nevertheless, his literary criticism is worth noticing: he praises the order of
words as well as the opotokatain&io (rhyme) Homer uses in his description, which is
apparently highly thought of. It is tempting to think that the literary criticism of the era
regarded the passage as a kind of reference for the €x¢paoig model concerning the
description of any beautiful building, surrounded by a nice landscape.226

Heraclitus also makes use of the verse &yyvn &’ &yyvy ynoaoket, pihov & &mi
punie in his Allegoriae 74.6-7. His reference concerns Hades and Persephone, their
qualities and the characteristics of Persephone’s residence:

"AiSNG pev odv O dpavig ToTog EMwvinmg Gvopaotal, Pepoedovn & NG 1

T mavtae Tedukuio SrapBeipeiv: £v oilg ovk

Oyxvn € Byyxvn ynodoket, uijAov &’ &l unAe
0 & &veppoulwpéva mpgpva toig GAosoy

alyeipot kol itéar GAeoikaprmot.

It should be added that the phrase &yyvn &0 dyxvy ynedokel, otkov &’ &t oVkE
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had become popular for another reason: it is said that Aristotle used it, laying emphasis
on its last part, when he left Athens: he had slanderers (oukog¢dvtat) in his mind.??’

But Syrianus, who certainly knew the anecdote in question, drops no hint of this usage.

Passage 8 (77.2-4)

The next sub-quality of style that Hermogenes mentions and Syrianus comments
on is sweetness (yAukOtng), which, along with simplicity (dp€lera), subtlety (Spuuotng)
and modesty (¢mueikeiwa), forms the fifth quality of style, ie. character (ffog).
Hermogenes divides pleasures (f)6ovai) into shameful to enjoy (aioypai) and not
shameful to enjoy (pf) aioypai) and says at 331.14-17, referring to the latter:

kol Tag udv olk aloypag Eotv ATAGG Ekdpalewy, olov KGANOG Ywpeiov kat puteiag
Sradopoug kal Pevpdtwv Towidiag kal doa toladta.

Syrianus, commenting on the phrase kaA\og xwpiov kal puteiag Sradpopoug kal
pevpatwv TowtAiag, says at 77.2-4:

olov fvika tdv Iorapov kai Meveldov olkov Ekppalot *Opnpog | tov ' AAkivoou
kfirov ) tdg &v Tpoig mnydg Beppod katl yuypod tdatog.

Syrianus refers to the following Homeric passages: 1. VI 242, for Priam’s palace,
Od. IV 71 for Menelaus’ palace, Od. VII 112 for Alcinous’ palace and I1I. XXII 147 for the
springs in Troy. He refers to Alcinous’ palace for a second time, shortly after the first
reference.

Syrianus’ comment must be seen in the context of the established rhetorical
tradition, where the praise of cities, buildings, natural beauties and elements of nature is
used as common feature:*® Syrianus already had at his disposal this established
tradition of £€xppaoig, as this description was called by the ancients. Aelius Theon, in the
definition of £k¢paotg, refers to the fact that it is applied to persons, things, places and

seasons.??® We see that the description of all the afore-mentioned elements was
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something like everyday routine in the rhetorical schools.30

Menander Rhetor, in his turn, when he speaks of epideictic speeches, argues that
poets are allowed to describe the places themselves, while prose-writers, on the other
hand, must necessarily curtail the time spent on these topics. ! In a second passage,
Menander gives instructions on how to praise a city: among other features, he refers to
how it has been built and to its water-supply.2? It is well known that Menander
influenced the tradition of epideictic speeches to a remarkable extent; it is not
improbable, therefore, that Syrianus, as a well-trained teacher of rhetoric, had in mind
Menander’s rules when he made reference to elements such as springs, etc., which had
been the object of rhetorical exercises.

Last but not least, we must take notice of the fact that Syrianus gives four
Homeric examples, from both the Ilias and the Odyssea, just two lines before the passages
of Sappho that Hermogenes himself cites, possibly because he considers the Homeric
references more familiar to his students than those from Sappho; or Syrianus could have
considered the combination of verses from Homer and Sappho to be particularly useful,
so as not to leave his students with any doubt about a crucial point of Hermogenes’

thought.

Passage 9 (82.8-15)

Hermogenes, after having dealt with character (fifog) and its sub-qualities,
proceeds to the sixth quality of style: sincerity (4Afe1a). In his effort to make sincere
style (&AnBwodg Adyog) more comprehensive, Hermogenes refers to the provisional
concession (ouvépopt) or cuyywenois) at 357.1-4. Arguing about guvdpopr, Syrianus says
at 82.8-15:

xonoopeba 68 tf) ouvdpopf) fitor dtav opodpa duoloyovpuevov f TO Tapd Tod

53



&vtidikov Asyopevov, g Ekeivo "GN to Tod Kepalov kardv kat vi Aia eddayuov ye',
7| 6tav ouvpepy pev kal fuiv td Asyoupevov, Evia 68 tod TEAyMoTOg EvoyAolvta
Tieifecbor pf| ovyywef, dg mag’ 'Opnee "val 87 tadta ye mavta, YEQOV, KATd poipav
gelneg, AN 68 avip £6éher” (I1. I 286-287).

Of the two quotations used by Syrianus, the first is from Demosthenes and the
second is from the first book of the Ilias. The verse is spoken by Agamemnon, who
answers Nestor and draws his attention to the contrast between Nestor’s words and
Achilles’ action.

Syrianus quotes the verse in the course of his analysis of the technical term
ouvdpopn}, which, according to him, is applied in two cases. The first is when we have
"provisional concurrence with an adversary's argument", as C. Wooten translates it.23
The second case in which ouvdgopn is used has escaped Wooten’s notice, as Hermogenes
himself does not clarify the use of the term at this very point. Syrianus, for his part,
stresses both cases equally and explains the second with the help of a Homeric passage:
when what is said by the adversary is in the other party’s interest, then one can agree, not
with it as a whole, but only with the points that are considered to be beneficial. At this
point, the verses vai 87 tadtd ye mavta, yEpov, katd poipav Eeimeg, AN 88 dvip £6ENeL
nepl mavrwv Eupevar A\wv (1. I 286-287) are quoted.

Consequently, the point that Syrianus makes could be taken into consideration,

when translating the term used by Hermogenes, or when explaining its application.

Passage 10 (94.20-24)

The seventh quality of style Hermogenes deals with is force (8gwotng), which is
the proper use of all the previously-mentioned types of style, as well as of their
contraries.>* At 379.2-26 Hermogenes argues that it demands divine powers to expand

fully all the elements that form a successful speech. He then makes a detailed list of what
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these elements are and what the orator is supposed to do, in order to perform this
difficult task. In his own words at 379.21:

(..) kol Tiov p&v Theovacar T@v &vwwoldv kal Tivo TeoTov BEATIOV, Tivev 88 TV
Tayioty araArattecBor kal SV EhayioTou TG avTdV ETUPVNoBEVTO.

Syrianus draws his attention to this passage at 94.20-24:

Tag piv obv loyupotépag TV Evwoldv kal &9’ alg opodpa TEMOWEY O AEywV
TEWTOG TE Kol TeAsutaiag O Emotnuwy TaEet, Tag 68 0abpoTEQag &V HETE KATAKQUYEL
OV Ounekov dtexvdg exppovpevog NEotopa katl Todg kakolg &G LEoOV EAODVOV.

The Homeric reference is from II. IV 299:

Eprog Epev TIOAEUOLO KakoVG & €G UEoov ENACTEY.

Although the verse mentions the order of military men before the battle, Syrianus
neatly adapts it so as to show the order of ideas in a rhetorical speech. The most
interesting point, though, is Syrianus’ comment atexvdg £xpypovpevog. It is evident - and
it has been shown quite clearly up to this point - that Syrianus approves of taking Homer
as an example of excellence in many fields. Imitation is certainly one of the essential
principles of rhetorical education; Syrianus’ reference is yet another one of the many
passages that corroborate this.

Thus, according to Syrianus, whose starting point is the military tactic Nestor
advocated, the epic poet’s structure (in other words, the poet’s method) is something
everyone should look at with respect and try to imitate in the composition of speeches.

We see then that, for Syrianus, imitation as a method can be traced at many levels:
a poet can be used by the composer of speeches as an example of good order and
structure. This kind of imitation is different from "Longinus™, who put the whole matter
in a broader context; in fact, "Longinus" talks of the imitation of great prose-writers and
poets of the past and provides as an example Homer and his influence on Herodotus,

Stesichorus, Archilochus and Plato.”® Nevertheless, narrower in context though it might

be, Syrianus’ use of the concept of imitation is well placed in the everyday practice of

55



schools of rhetoric in late antiquity.
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2.3 Homeric passages in the In de Statibus™¢

Passage 11 (7.1-7)

Syrianus’ commentary In de Statibus is rather interesting in itself, because
Syrianus first comments on the introduction and the methodological section of the work
of Hermogenes; he then chooses to analyse each type of issue separately. Apart from the
last one, the Homeric passages to be found in Syrianus’ exegesis are in the introductory
section.

The commentary In de Statibus begins with an account of Hermogenes’ life. As
we should expect, Syrianus refers to the fact that Hermogenes stopped being an orator at
a very young age. He also mentions the criticism by others of the methods of rhetorical
training that Hermogenes had to go through, but he does not share these views.®” He
then argues that, of Hermogenes’ works, the De Ideis is the most akin to philosophy;
after that he proceeds to the analysis of the De Statibus.

At the beginning of this analysis, Syrianus tries to prove that rhetoric is an art
(téxvn) which has not been treated appropriately by all who have exercised it. In this
section he mentions Plato’s views (Apol. 18a, Gorg. 508c, Phaedr. 269d), in order to give
his students some idea of what the right kind of rhetoric is like. Dionysius of
Hadicarnassus’ view on the role of rhetoric (De imit., fr. 2) is used to reinforce the
Platonic one. Then, Syrianus proceeds to the analysis of Hermogenes’ work: in the
beginning (mpooipov) of it, Hermogenes expounds the principles of rhetoric as an art
(té€xvn). Commenting on the fact that rhetoric is an art and not practice (&uneipic)
Syrianus says at 7.1-7:

EuTelpio 8€ £0TL AOY0G EK TIAELOVWV OUOLWV KATAAWEWG THV YVOTLV TIOLOVIEVOG,.
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W EE dpoxfg SnAadmnad olnep M TOV AvBPOTIWV UTEGTN PUOLG CUVEQOUOG
y&o ¥ ONTOoQUKH T® AOY® TV Yuydv, kal pd NEaTopog te kail Poivikog IToraundoug
te kKol *O8uoogwg kol v &v "TAie dnropwv fokelto napd davBpdmolg 1) dnToeiky (...).

Although no Homeric verse is quoted this time, we have a reference to at least
four epic heroes. Syrianus refers to the oratorical skills of Nestor, Phoenix, Palamedes,
Odysseus and to orators in Troy. He tries to be precise in his reference, by referring to
each hero’s long mythological tradition and by focusing on their oratorical skills. What
is also important in this reference is the historical point Syrianus is making: rhetoric is
even older than the date of its first named practitioners.

But before giving our full attention to Syrianus’ reference, let us consider
Xenophon’s and Plato’s views on the rhetorical skills of Homeric heroes as well as on the
relations of Homer with rhetoric. Xenophon in the Symposium 4.6-11 writes:

£k tovtov 08 O Niknpatog " Akovort &v", £¢m, "kal &uod & Eoeobe PeAtioveg,
&v gpol ouvijte. Tote yap Onmov 8tL "Ounpog 6 codwtatog Temoinke oxeddv mepi
TIAVTWV TOV GvBpwTivwv. doTig &v odv budv BovAntat fi olkovopkdg # Snunyopkds f
oteatnyikdg yevéobar 1| Suorog '"AxiMel | Alavtt | Néotopt 1} 'Olvooei, &ud
Bepanevetw. £yd yapo tadta mavia EMicTapot.

It is evident that Niceratus looks upon Homer as the great teacher, who has taught
men how to manage their households or families, how to speak well, how to become good
generals and also how to imitate the Homeric heroes Achilles, Ajax, Nestor and Odysseus.
Niceratus’ opinion is offered in the context of Homer’s excellence in many fields, apart
from the field of poetry, an idea that was widespread in antiquity.>® The four heroes
are probably cited by Niceratus as examples of men who did have all the qualities he
himself mentions. Of course, by no means are we to forget that the ideal of the Homeric
hero was pibwv te ntie’ Eppevar monkTied te Eoywv.2? We may also notice that
Nestor and Odysseus are mentioned both by Xenophon and Syrianus; therefore, the
beginning of the exegetical tradition concerning these two heroes’ oratorical abilities is

put in the context of Homer’s excellence in the field of rhetoric and can be traced to as

early as the 4th century B.C.
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At this point we should refer to what Kennedy calls "the ancient dispute over
rhetoric in Homer"*® As Kennedy has convincingly argued, from Cicero’s time
onwards there was a widespread belief that rhetorical theories could be found in Homer’s
works. He rightly attributes this tendency not only to grammarians and scholiasts, but also
to various schools of philosophy and rhetoric. In my opinion, evidence such as the
passages from Xenophon and from Plato’s Ion - as well as from Plato’s Phaedrus 262b,
which will be discussed below - could help us argue that the belief may well be as old as
the 4th century B.C.2*! But more on this topic later on.

Back to Syrianus’ reference. Of the four heroes mentioned by him, the most
challenging name to have been brought in as example is that of Palamedes. Palamedes
indeed joined the Greek expedition to Troy, but, as we learn from Proclus’
Chrestomathia, he died at a time before the beginning of the Ilias, i.e. before the wrath
(piivig) of Achilles. In the Chrestomathia we find an account of the Cypria, in which
Palamedes is mentioned twice; firstly, in the famous episode of the fake madness of
Odysseus,?*? and secondly when his death takes place.?** For the second case an
echo of the Cypria is also preserved in Pausanias.?*

Nowhere in the surviving epic tradition do we have any reference to his oratorical
abilities;*> but Palamedes was very well-known for his cleverness and ingenuity. The
episode of Odysseus’ fake madness, and the way Palamedes proved, by using Telemachus,
that Odysseus was sane, are described, not only, as We pointed out, in the Cypria, but also
by Hyginus.2*® Palamedes’ ingenuity is stressed especially in the third case.

Moreover, Hyginus is a further source for Palamedes’ death, through Odysseus’
trickery, for, as Hyginus says, "Ulysses quod Palamedes Nauplii dolo erat deceptus, in dies
machinabatur quomodo eum interficeret'?’ We see that Odysseus’ cleverness
surpassed that of Palamedes. But the most interesting reference has to do with Palamedes’

ingenuity and his contribution to civilisation: the invention of eleven letters of the Greek
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alphabet is clearly attributed to him by Hyginus.248

In the tragic tradition, Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides wrote plays on
Palamedes.2*? But unfortunately the few fragments that we have do not reveal anything
about Palamedes’ oratorical abilities; thus, as any corresponding evidence is missing from
the tragic sources, we cannot argue that it was the tragic tradition that Syrianus had in
mind when he made an example of Palamedes’ oratorical skills in Troy.

Gorgias’ student, Alcidamas of Elea, has written a work bearing the title

‘Obvooevg. Katd IMaAlaundov mpodociag. In the fragments of this work we see
Odysseus accusing Palamedes of treachery in an elaborate oratorical way; >0 but
unfortunately nowhere in Odysseus’ speech do we find evidence for Palamedes’ oratorical
skills. It is rather Odysseus’ skills that we have demonstration of in the surviving
fragments of Alcidamas.

Plato, on the other hand, is definitely more helpful: he refers in the Apo]ogia251
to Palamedes as a man who died unjustly and we also meet Palamedes as a clever inventor
in a tragic context in the Respub]ica;252 but the most important passage, that is a
source for Palamedes’ oratorical skill, could well have been in Syrianus’ mind when he
made this reference, is Phaedrus 261b:

"ANN 1) Tag NEotopog kal *OduooEwg tExvag povov ept Aywv dkikoog, 8g
gv "Ihiep oyolalovteg ouveypayatny, tdv 08 [Tahaundovg dvikoog yEyovag;

This reference is important for several reasons: firstly, because it refers to
Palamedes as a man who practised oratory. Secondly, it refers to Nestor and Odysseus as
well, i.e. the reference is to the three out of the four persons Syrianus brings in for
example (only Phoenix is missing). This is enough, I think, to sustain the idea that it could
well be this passage of the Phaedrus that Syrianus had in mind here. And thirdly, Plato
mentions manuals on rhetoric written by three epic heroes: this is a piece of quite early

and rather important evidence of the already discussed, namely that rhetorical theories
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could be found in Homer’s works. Of course, we should not forget the humour or irony
in Socrates’ words at Phaedrus 261b; but even so, I do not think that the Socratic irony
undermines the value of the information the passage gives on rhetorical theories in
Homer.

Last but not least, Virgil refers to the glory of Palamedes, and to the Pelasgians’

254 reminds us

betrayal of the innocent hero in the Aeneis II 82-85;%3 R.G. Austin
that Palamedes’ unworthy death (mors indigna Palamedi) was a common rhetorical
school theme in Rome, as the Ad Herennium II 28 reveals.

The name of Phoenix is mentioned in the Ilias sixteen times overall?> He is
an old man, loyal to Peleus and his son, Achilles; it is he who taught Achilles to be a
speaker of words and a doer of deeds.”>® The most characteristic example of his
rhetorical abilities, as well as of his influence on Achilles, is at II. IX 432-605, where he
tries to persuade Achilles to stop being angry with Agamemnon.

This embassy consists of Odysseus, Phoenix and Ajax. These three men are the
most likely to influence Achilles, for, as he himself admits,257 he loves all of them. But
apart from their potential influence on Achilles, we know that the three men’s rhetorical
abilities are considerable.?8 It is then quite probable that this Homeric episode could
well have been a source Syrianus had in mind, when he referred to Phoenix’s rhetorical
skills during the Trojan expedition.

As far as Nestor is concerned, one of his most characteristic qualities is his
oratorical skill: from the first book of the Ilias onward, where Nestor is presented for the
very first time, his ability to speak in a fine way is praised.>® We also notice Nestor’s
ability to act as an intermediary between opposing parties; he is able to do this because
of his authority, which derives from his age and experience, his position and his mild

character, as well as his ability to persuade people through his sweet and wise words; in

other words, Nestor’s use of language is very closely connected with his power.
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We can hardly think of any work of the Trojan cycle in which Odysseus is not one
of the leading heroes; as far as his oratorical skills are concerned, there are many
examples of his ability to give good and persuasive speeches both in the Ilias and the
Oclyssea.260

The whole episode of the embassy to Achilles seems to have been quite popular
in late antiquity: as D.A. Russell remarks,! it was much studied by later rhetoricians.

It had drawn the attention of Aelius Aristides,262

and, generally speaking, it seems to
have been a quite popular example of a rhetorical exercise.26> JF. Kindstrand?%*
stresses the fact that Aristides’ work shows the importance of the episode, and more
generally of Homer for rhetorical studies.

To show how famous the embassy episode was in antiquity we will give just two
examples: Ps.-Plutarch refers to the embassy and stresses the different style of speech each
of the four members of the embassy has adopted, in order to convince Achilles to return
to battle. He devotes much space to the elaboration of this subject; but the most
interesting thing of all is his actual reference to the embassy: he just says &v abt{} 68 T
TipeoPeiq without giving any further explanation (for instance, embassy to whom?). This
speaks for the fact that by Ps.-Plutarch’s time every reader was familiar with the
episode.26

Our second example is from Porphyry, who dedicates much space to the treatment
of the episode: he tries to bring in evidence of Nestor’s absence, as well as of Phoenix’s
presence in the embassy. He discusses issues such as why Achilles is found playing the
kithara, or how can the poet have the members of the embassy sit twice for dinner, or why
Phoenix in his speech mentions the story of his father’s concubine etc. For once more we
remark that the issues discussed presupposed from the reader’s part familiarity with the
266

episode.

One last thing that should be examined is Syrianus’ phrase v &v "Thip dntopwv:
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does it imply only the afore-mentioned Homeric heroes, or does Syrianus mean Trojan
heroes (e.g. Polydamas, Agenor) as well? I think that in a lecture-like (or even note-like)
text this structure is not unusual; maybe what Syrianus wanted was first to lay emphasis
on the skills of the Greek heroes, and then of the Trojan ones, but without mentioning
the latter by name. Or, maybe, he just wanted to speak of the Greek orators he himself
mentioned above and in the course of the lesson the meaning became obscure, against his
will.

It is probable, therefore, that Syrianus’ reference to the orators in Troy included
more than one Homeric passages, and bore influences from the philosophical tradition
as well. Anyway, the passage is quite important for Syrianus’ consideration of the

Homeric heroes as orators, following a tradition established long before his time.

Passage 12 (7.12-15)

Only a few lines further on, at 7.12-15 Syrianus says:

el yap aloviog 6 &v yuyi) Aoyog, mpodnrov Ot kal 7| Todtov dtevkpivodoa TEXVN
kol Thv ayAdv adtod - xatd THv ‘Opnpikfiyv "ABnvav - kal thv anawdevoiov
Swakabaipovoa (...)

The mist (&xAig) that Athena removes first appears at II. V 121-132.267 Athena
takes the mist from Diomedes’ eyes, so as to enable him to discern gods from men and
avoid hurting any god. The second case of mist removed by Athena is at I. XV 668-
70.268 As R. Janko remarks?® "Athena, as if responding to Nestor, scatters the
mist from the Greeks’ eyes on both the side of the ships and that of the battle, so that
all can see the peril'. Syrianus must have had these two passages in mind, when he wrote
kol TRV &yAv adtod - katd TtHv ‘Opnoikiiv 'AbBnvav - kal Ty danoadevoiav
Olaxabaipovoa.

In Homer’s works the appearance of the gods is often accompanied by mist; but
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Syrianus makes a more specific reference, having in mind cases in which the gods take
the mist from mortals’ eyes. So, regarding the idea of education as one of the most
prominent, he applies this Homeric image to the idea of the lack of education, where he
suggests that it can be taken away from a student’s mind in the same way mist was taken
away from the Homeric heroes’ eyes.

A key-word of Syrianus’ remark seems to be diakaBaipovoa. It can well have been
a philosophically-influenced technical term, as we can relate it to kaBapudg (purification)
and its ritual meaning: we know that in the society of late antiquity theurgy played an
important role in religion.2” It is also very well known that after Iamblichus, and
especially in the context of the school of Athens, theurgy became an important part of the
Neoplatonic philosophers’ theory and practice.?”! So, we have a word belonging to the
philosophical tradition that may involve extra-rational (theurgical) elements.

We could also relate diokoBaigovoa to the Aristotelian notion of ka6apoig, a very
well-known and controversial notion both in antiquity and in modern times.2’”? In any
case, whether it is theurgical or Aristotelian in origin, the use of such a word would
certainly fit Syrianus’ philosophical career (i.e. after he became a member of Plutarch’s
circle and turned to Neoplatonism); yet it is found in his early rhetorical work. Given the
close relations between Neoplatonic philosophy and rhetoric we may regard the reference
as a further proof of this interaction. The use of the word in this context, then, need not
imply Syrianus’ involvement with theurgy during his first period, but indicates how close

the borders were between rhetoric and Neoplatonic philosophy.

Passage 13 (7.21-8.4)

At In de Statibus 7.21-8.4 Syrianus refers to the men of the golden yévog who

used to live on earth:
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gbdnAov Yap Og kékeivol Ta te Bela Stapepovtng ETipwy, el ye ToTE pdhiota 87
ol Beol "mavtoiot teAEBovieg EmeoTpwdOVTo TOANaS" (Od. XVII 486), xai toig te
GyoBodg 8V £maivev fyov kol todg mpometeig ¢uoswg ETi TO Yeipov OpuAvVTAG
gENo1dopovwy, &mep 1dia ThHG Tavnyvpikig id€ag.

Of course, the idea of the gradual decadence of avBp@mva yévn (human races) is
Hesiodic. In the Opera 106-201 Hesiod refers to each race separately, giving details of
their qualities. The golden race is the perfect one, and from then onwards decadence
begins.2’® But in this passage, apart from the Hesiodic echo, a Homeric verse is also
quoted, in order to show the relation between the gods and the human beings of that era.

We see that Syrianus accepts (or at least uses) the Hesiodic idea of the golden
race®’* and refers to the role of the gods, who praise the virtuous mortals and punish
the unjust; Hesiod stresses the fact that, as the gods see everything that happens on earth,
the mortals who are not just do not escape the gods’ anger.

Syrianus seems to have had the Hesiodic passage in mind, when he referred to the
gods’ presence on earth and its consequences for mortals. And it is quite possible that this
passage may have sparked off the Homeric reminiscence in Syrianus, or his source, exactly
as it did in M.L. West’s commentary on Opera 249 {275 After all, this co-existence of
the traditions of Homer and Hesiod is of course many centuries older than Syrianus.

Ps.-Plutarch is yet another possible source of the idea of the gods’ presence among
mortals; what is also interesting is the fact that the same verse, i.e. mavtoiol teAéBovteg
ETEOTOWHOVTO TIOANOG, is used by Ps.-Plutarch, in order to show how the gods stand by
mortals.?7®

Aratus’ Phaenomena may well have influenced Syrianus in his use of the idea of
the gods’ presence among mortals: at the beginning of his poem, Aratus explicitly states
that all streets, all agorai, all ports and the sea itself are full of Zeus, who is the origin of

human race.?”’ The idea of the gods’ presence among mortals is the same, although

Aratus mentions only Zeus (and not any other god), probably because he wants to stress
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Zeus’ superiority over the rest of the gods.

We should also note the adapted tense of the verb in the Homeric citation:
Syrianus uses it in the past tense (¢Tectpwddvto), whereas in the text of Homer it is in
the present (¢motEod®at). This seems to suggest Syrianus’ tendency to suggest that if the
presence of gods among mortals was accepted as an idea, this took place not in Syrianus’
time, but in the past; Syrianus thus expresses some scepticism for the idea that the "golden
age" had passed without return.

Even with that limitation as far as time is concerned, we can suggest that in this
point we might have a further element of Syrianus’ theological beliefs, as far as the
relations of the gods with the human beings are concerned. It is true that for the
Neoplatonists gods showed providence for the Earth and the mortals: Proclus refers to it,
arguing that it operates automatically.?’® He also attributes to the Henads the job of
being provident.2”” But I do not think that in the later Neoplatonists we have any
evidence of the gods’ presence among mortals, not even in the remote past, the "golden
age": it seems that the general theme of providence is exploited by Syrianus in a different
way; thus his scepticism towards the idea of the gods’ presence among mortals is

justified.280

Passage 14 (17.2-5)

It is worth drawing our attention to another Homeric echo, through a proverb this
time. Syrianus comments on Hermogenes’ words at 28.15-29.5:

Katl mpdtov ye, 6 T €oti molTikov {nTnua, Qntéo(‘)au Toivuv GupLofnnoig
Aoywn £Ti HEQOUG EK TOV TIOQ’ EKATTOLG KEWEVOV VOpwV 1| £0dv Ttepl Tod vopobevtog
dikaiov 1} Tod xahod 1) Tod ovupEQovtog 1 kai TavTwv due 1 Tvav

Syrianus’ remarks on this passage are at 17.2-5:

gtegov 62 TO dokolv Tapd td 4ANOEG, olov GAN6Eg pev Sikaldv €0t kai cuudpEgov
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todg dpioToug dpyew ekaotayod, kbv “Ipou TTWYXOTEQOL TVYXAVOOLV.

It is evident that the beggar Irus, who at Od. XVIII fights with Odysseus and is
defeated and treated in a very humiliating way, had remained famous for his poverty.

The epigram 7.676 from the Anthologia Graeca®™! shows clearly that the
expression mevinv "Ipog (= as far as poverty is concerned, he is as poor as Irus, he is
extremely poor) was already in use when the epigram was composed. Unfortunately, as
we do not know the author of the epigram, we are not in the position to decide with
certainty whether the epigram is Hellenistic or later.?8?

It seems then that Irus and his poverty and misery had become a topos in
antiquity. When someone wanted either to give an example of poverty or a synonym of
the word "poor", then Irus seemed to have been the best choice. Both pagan and Christian
writers use this scheme.

To start with the pagan, Lucian holds that there is no difference whether a dead
man is buried or not; as far as honour in the underworld is concerned, Irus is not
different from the great Agamemnon.®3 Dio Chrysostom says that the beggar, who
seeks to appear like a Croesus, is confounded by Irus. 23

Libanius uses the name Irus to denote the word "poor" in three cases. In the first
one, in his effort to defend a friend of his, among other praises he says that he would
rather become Irus than Cinyras, as far as the honour of gods is concerned.?®> Cinyras’
name became proverbial for riches and beauty; therefore, the name "Irus" in this case is
proverbial for poverty, and the contrast between Irus and Cinyras is clearly a contrast
between a poor and a rich man. In the second case, where Libanius defends his friend
Orion against the charge of stealing money from a temple, we also see that the name
"Trus" is treated as a synonym of the word "poor".286 The same applies to the third case,

where Libanius accuses certain persons who were the king’s representatives in Antiochea,

of acquiring wealth illegally so that in a short time from the state of Irus they have moved
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to the state of Callias (a rich Athenian of the 5th century B.C.).2%7

Among Church Fathers, Athanasius uses the expression yuuvog "Ipog koi mévng
on one of the many occasions when he refers to the rich and the poor.28 Gregory
Nazianzenus refers to the Homeric Irus along with the hero Agamemnon, son of Atreus,
in order to stress that both were mortals and, regardless of their different status in life,
both died.??

»290

If we also add Herodianus™”” and the Suda’s references s.v. 'Igog,zg1 along

with Eustathius’ information that in his time people who lived above Sinope, speaking

292 it is clear

Greek rather like foreigners, used the word &tpog as synonym to mtw)0g,
that Irus’ poverty used to be a very well-known and widely used topos and that the word

"Irus" was treated as synonym to the word "poor". This is why Syrianus, having in mind

to lay emphasis on poverty, says kév “Ipov ttwyxOTEQOL TUYXAVWOLV.

Passage 15 (23.17-24.1)

Hermogenes at De Statibus 29.12-30.9 deals with the question which mpocwmna
(persons) can provide a basis for argument; he mentions seven and describes them in
order of argumentative force: t& dpiopéva kol kvpia (determinate proper names), td
1pog T (relative terms), ta Srofefinpéva (prejudicial terms), td HBka (characterising
terms), td katd oupmAokiv Svo TEoonyopldv (terms combining two appellatives), td
KQTO OUUTTAOKTV TIPoo®ToL Kol Ttpdypatog (terms combining person and act), td GmAd
npoonyopika (simple appellative terms). Syrianus, referring to the kotd cupunhokfy dvo
Teoomyopidv (terms combining two appellatives) says at In de Statibus 23.17-24.1:

oldev £KkaTeQOV T@V TTROONYOELKAV 40oBEVEG 0hOSPE TIEOG EUTIOPIAY CUOTAOEWS
urapyov Kai did Ttodto Svo mMEOG TaLTd ouviyayev. 1 Te Y vedtng meodniov pEv dt
QG ETtinav dppoveatepa Kol pilapyog - del ydp "dmhoTEpwv avipdv PpEveg Nepebovtar"

(I1. 111 108) -, omavieg & k&v Td® dppovelv doota SladEpet - O yoiv Aropndng "kai Bouvlq
ueTd mavtoag ounikag Emhev dowotog" (11 IX 54).
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The two Homeric examples are used to specify the qualities of youth: the first to
show how quick-tempered young people are, and the second to stress the mature thought
that most young people do not possess. Syrianus is well aware that the second verse refers
to Diomedes, and he mentions this in his example. We notice that both verses, i.e.
OmAoTEQWVY avOopdv ¢pEveg TiepeBovtarl and kol PouAf) petd mavtag OumAtkag ETMAgy
dpwotog are very well suited to Syrianus’ point.

Eustathius rightly acknowledges the fact that the second verse refers to Diomedes’
ability to take the right decisions and draws our attention to the fact that his abilities in
battle are equally stressed by the poet in the previous verse IX 53 (Tudeidn mepl pev

TOAEUQ EVi KaPTEQOG Eo0n).2%3

Passage 16 (26.25-27.5)

At De Statibus 30.10-12 Hermogenes, after having dealt with the mpécwmna
(persons) which provide a basis for an argument, makes the interesting remark that one
should adhere to the topics of encomium and use whichever are relevant:

Td pgv obv ¢Eetalopeva todv mpooknwy tadte, kol Sei toig ykopmaotikoig
dxolovBodvta tomolg xefobal tolg éumintovow

Syrianus seems to consider toig éumintovow (the ones who are relevant) to be
of major importance and dedicates several lines to illuminate it. His interpretation is:
Toig Katd texvikiyv Bswpiav @ AEyovti Avortelodow (25.13-14). He gives several
examples of this and then argues at 26.25-27.5:

O pav olbv TEOXELQOV THG TAV EYKWUACTIKAV TOTIWV XOTIOEWS TOLODTOV E0TLY
®ote 0w maong Exew Quhokfg, un TL kol TEoEcBul dvaykacBdpev Emog "dmep T
doentov duewvov' (Od. XIV 466), GAAL T ugv Tpdg cuoTaoty UETEQAY poluey, Td 62
PAaTTTOVTO CLWTTOOUEV.

The expression 8mep T dppntov duewov (Od. XIV 466) is from Odysseus’ words

to Eumaeus with reference to the consequences wine has on men. The point Syrianus
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makes is that every speech has to be written in such a way that it exposes whatever is in
favour of the case, and passes over all that does harm to it. The Homeric verse is
therefore an example not of what the orator must do, but rather of what he must avoid.

The Homeric expression in question seems to have been quite frequently used in
rhetorical treatises as well as in other works, in order to show either the bad
consequences of drunkenness or, in a broader context, what should be said by someone
and what should not. We first encounter it in Aristotle, who, as we learn from Plutarch,
used it as an example to show the difference between the state of exhilaration (oivwoig)
and of drunkenness (u€6n): in the first case one has the feeling of well-being, in the
second the inclination to talk too much.?*

Athenaeus quotes the verse with reference to wine, remarking that when the wine
is correctly mixed, then one can laugh a little or dance and not talk too much; at this
point the corresponding Homeric verses are quoted.?> Plutarch uses the same words
and the same Homeric example twice, in order to refer to laughing, dancing and talking,
as Homer did in the first use of the expression. Drunkenness is considered dangerous,
almost as bad as madness and anger; its basic disadvantage seems to be the fact that it
leads to intemperate and unlimited talking.2%

Aelius Aristides deals with the problem whether it is possible for someone to lead
a life which is characterised by justice, while having great power to do wrong. He uses
Plato’ s definition of the orator (someone who has the power to do wrong) and concludes
that if, under those circumstances, the orator passes his life justly, then he surpasses the
common people in justice, since he abstains from doing wrong by choice, and not by
necessity. At this point, Aelius Aristides uses Homer’s remark: kai T £1og mpoénkev,
Omep T Gppnrov (’ip.ewov.297
Libanius uses the verse twice: in the first case, he writes to someone who had

spoken ill of Athens and wonders what the consequences might be in case this should
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reach Athens. In his own words: dpa. odv, 8Tt &mohoynoy 1eds ABnvaiovg: olpal 8¢
o€ &mopnoELy, MV i TOV Epwta TV el udg altidoalo, St dv fidn Tig Emog TEoENKEY
dmep T Goomrov Guewov.2’® In the second case, he writes to a friend and complains
that he did not open the door of his house to admit the men who take part in the
celebration of Dionysus. He holds that there are circumstances under which someone
prefers either to stay silent, or to speak and then regret it, because he said something that
should have better not been said. Libanius is doing his best to make his friend have a
third choice the next time, and to open his door and speak.?%

Ps.-Plutarch mentions the verse in his discussion of Pythagoras’ preference to
silence concerning things that are to be mentioned: there he quotes Homer’s view over
people who drink wine.3%

Proclus also uses the Homeric expression Omep T 8ppntov &pewov without
actually referring either to wine or to Homer. Proclus deals with how divine knowledge
is acquired and holds that it cannot be characterised by the qualities of human knowledge;
therefore, he is in agreement with Porphyry, who believed that the way knowledge is
acquired varies according to the intellectual capacities of those who acquire it.30!

Ammonius, son of Hermias, uses the verse as an example which proves that one
can say the same thing affirmatively and negatively, provided that one knows how. In
particular, he says that the Homeric phrase "kai tv £10og mpogérnkev, dmep T &gpntov
Guewov" does not differ from "ti Tdv elpnuévev dnBRvar ovk &5e1" 32

Finally, Olympiodorus, commenting on Socrates’ words, uses the Homeric verse
in a very interesting way: he holds that Socrates’ words in the Alcibiades parodies
Homeric verses, one of which is the verse in question.303
It is evident from all these cases that Homer’s opinion on wine, which was

expressed at Od. XIV 463-466, influenced many writers to a greater or a lesser extent. But

apart from that, the verse which claimed that something should better remain untold had
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,m)

its own influence, as it was used by many late writers, often without reference to Homer,
in different contexts. In other words, the expression OTxep x> app~xov apeivov did not stay
associated with its Homeric context, but, by becoming a sort of proverb, was widely used
throughout antiquity. Syrianus - like Libanius - is, then, one of the many who used the
expression in this way.

Moreover, we can argue that Syrianus’ point is interesting for an additional
reason: he seems to think highly of the orator’s ability to know when to talk and when to
be silent (xct pév ngo¢ oliaxaaiv gpsxégav sgoOpsv, xa 6¢ pXaixxovxa oicoTiflcrop8v). Seen
under that perspective, the Homeric reference is put in the context of the political
consequences of talking: talking can be rather dangerous in certain situations, and this is

why Homer’s advice oitsg x> aggqxov apsivov can prove itself to be quite useful!

Passage 17 (185.5-14)

The last Homeric reference appears in the course of the analysis of the issues
made by Syrianus, and is the only one that is not placed in the introduction of the work.
After dealing with the first nine issues, i.e. conjecture (oxoxaapég¢), definition (6go¢),
counterplea (avxiXr|\j/i¢), counterstatement (avxiaxaaig), transference (pexaaxaaig),
counteraccusation (avxéyKAqpa), mitigation (ouyyvwpr|), objection (p8xaXri\/i¢) and
procedural exception (Txagayga~Tj), Syrianus has reached the tenth: the practical
(jigaypaxiKij). As usual, he defines it and goes on to discuss separately the different cases
to which it applies. He then mentions a division that he himself has cited in the analysis
of the Progymnasmata: there are three types of rhetoric, each with different aims. The
court speeches (sikaviKoi Adyot) aim at justice (xé oiKaiov), the speeches of advice
(oupPouX8uxiKoi Xoyoi) at profit (xé aup~égov) and the epideictic speeches (TxavrjyugiKol

Xoyoi) at good (xé KaXov). In turn, xé Olkeeiov is divided into vopipov, 6iKaiov and 80og,
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T GuppEEOV into Yooy, dvaykaiov, Suvatov, 9¢diov and Ekpnoouevov, and TO KaAdV
into mpgmov and &vo&ov.

Syrianus analyses each one of the sub-aims. As he proceeds, he reaches duvatdv.
In his own words at 185.5-14:

tolito 08¢ mMP®dTOg PEv “Opnpog memoinkev: "AYAAedg yap £mOTEEYAL TOV
BaoAéa Bouldpevog elg ThHv UTIEQE TOV TTAQOVTWY POOVTION TEOTEQOV KO.TATAT TTEL AEYWV
"* Atpetdn, viv Gppe molpmhayydéviag Oiw Ay &movootnoely, &l kev Bavatov ye
dpOyowev, &l O Opod mohepog te Sapd kal Aowodg “Axaodg" (I I 59-61), eita
KaTamAnEag ob ouykex@ENKe TEaTfval 1tpdg &bupiav, AL Thv taow £deike mnoiov
brnapyovoav elndv "&AN &ye o1 tva pavty Epeiopev fy lepija” (I1. I 62).

Both passages referred to here are from the first book of the Ilias and are spoken
by Achilles. Syrianus wants to show the way Achilles handled a difficult situation, i.e. how
he first made an extreme statement, pleading the impossible, and then proposed a solution
to the problem. This is indeed a common practice in the speeches of advice. Syrianus is
well aware of the use orators like Demosthenes make of the pattern; but apart from giving
an example, he makes an attempt to trace its origins.

Both quotations of Syrianus are from the first book of the Ilias, which was very
famous in antiquity, as we often notice in the work of many writers, where quotations
from it are more frequent than from any other book of Homer. Especially the verses 4AN
&ye 8 Twa pavty gpeiopev fy lepfia f kal dvelpomdrov are very frequently quoted, in
order to make the distinction between pavtig, lepedg and dveiponorog: the Homeric
scholiast,>**  Ps.-Plutarch,®> Apollonius,3% Porphyry,3®”  Herodianus®® and
Eustathius®® set out to explain the difference between the most general notion of
uavtig and the specialised tasks of the other two. To be more specific, all the above-
mentioned sources agree that the word pavtig refers to everyone that can foresee the
future in any way, whereas the word dveilponolog clearly refers to the art of interpreting

the dreams and the word igpedg to the art of telling the future from either the animals’

inward parts (heart, lungs, liver, kidneys etc.) or the flight of birds.31® We should also
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mention that the widespread belief in divination and bird-omens was shared by
Plotinus®!! and Proclus.312

Nevertheless, the importance of the two Homeric references is that Homer is
regarded to have been the first who made use of themes that are later to be found in

speeches of advice, e.g. in Demosthenes’ speeches.
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2.4 Remarks on Chapter 2

When one goes through Syrianus’ use of Homer in his rhetorical work, one is left
with the impression that each Homeric quotation is what we would have in fact expected
from a teacher of rhetoric, who commented on an important technical work.

To start with, the first thing one notices is that the majority of Homeric references
in the In Hermogenem commentary actually comes from the Ilias: in the 17 passages, in
which 21 Homeric verses appear, only 6 verses actually derive from the Odyssea, whereas
no less than 15 verses come from the Ilias. In the exegesis we also have four examples,
where the reference is not to an actual verse, but to general themes related to the
Homeric tradition (e.g. in passage 11, where the oratorical abilities of certain Homeric
heroes are mentioned, in passage 12, where the qualities of the Homeric Athena are
discussed, in passage 14, where the echo of the Homeric Irus is treated in a way that
shows that its use had become proverbial). The fact that in either form the references
from the Ilias are more numerous is not surprising, as the Ilias was indeed more widely
used in the Homeric exegetical tradition than the Odyssea.

As to the content of each reference, linguistic examples, which are to be found in
many writers on rhetoric, appear in the exegesis: to be more specific, passage 4 refers to
natural diffuseness and passage 6 has remarks on metrics. Stylistic elements can also be
traced in Syrianus’ reference in passage 10 to how a good speech should be composed.
This very passage shows how Syrianus, using evidence that actually referred to military
practices, managed to apply this method to the composition of speeches. In passage 3
another matter that has to do with stylistics is enforced by a Homeric example; the latter
becomes more interesting if we take into account that Hermogenes himself used the same

verse for stylistic reasons in his own exegesis. Passage 8, which refers to springs also can
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be included in the stylistic remarks Syrianus made, assisted by the Homeric tradition.

In passage 9 Homer’s reference went together with a reference from Demosthenes,
in a context of judicial rhetoric: from this reference we conclude that Homer’s authority
was not lesser than Demosthenes’, even when the question comes to composition of
speeches.

Furthermore, some of Syrianus’ references aim at the common knowledge of
Homer that any educated man of his time was expected to have acquired. For instance,
the famous quotation concerning Odysseus that we have encountered in passage 5 "loke
ye0dea TIOAAL Aéywv &Topototv dpoia’, as well the equally famous quotation "dyvn &1
Oxvn ynodokel, pihov & &l piAe, avtdg £nl oTtadulf) otaduir, odkov 6’ £mi ovke" in
passage 7 can easily be remembered by any student.

Syrianus’ use of famous passages goes together with the use of Homeric elements
that had become proverbial by his time: this is the case of the example of Irus (passage
14) and of the expression dmep v &ppnrov duevov (passage 16).

Widespread opinions are also supported by Homeric examples: in passage 15 the
reference to the qualities of youth is enforced by two Homeric citations. In passage 1
Syrianus’ remark concerning human nature is also sustained by a Homeric example.

In Syrianus’ In Hermogenem we also encounter the indirect transmission of
others’ opinion on Homer: in passage 2 the Iamblichean stylistic view that Homer, along
with Demosthenes and Plato, are models of writing is presented by Syrianus. This
reference of Syrianus is our source for the Iamblichean work ITepi kpicewg dpiotov
Aoyov, and we cannot but regret that the remaining surviving works of Syrianus do not
provide us with further evidence of Syrianus’ knowledge of this work.

Back to the treatment of Homer: as the subject of the exegesis is rhetoric, the
Homeric heroes’ involvement with it could not have escaped Syrianus’ notice: in cases

such as passage 11 the oratorical skills of Homeric heroes are mentioned. We have tried
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to draw the threads of the different traditions Syrianus might have exploited to reach his
conclusion. The case of passage 17 is also interesting: Homer is regarded as one of the
teachers of rhetoric, as devices used by model orators such as Demosthenes are to be
found in Homeric diction.

But Homer is also used, in order to support theological beliefs that are mentioned
in the exegesis. In passage 12 Athena’s properties are discussed with the aid of the
Homeric tradition, whereas in passage 13 the important belief concerning the gods’

presence among mortals is supported by Homeric verses.

77



CHAPTER 3

3.1 HOMERIC PASSAGES IN THE IN PHAEDRUM

Passage 18 (16.16-17)

The first Homeric reference of this commentary is at 16.16-17: in order to explain
Phaedrus’ double answer to Socrates’ double question where he is going and where he is
coming from, Syrianus says that this chiasmus (oy7jua yieotov) is a Homeric echo that
is used in order to make things clear:

"Epwtnbeic 6 véog OLmAfjv Thv Epwtnoy SMAT kal thv dndkplow dEdwke, ARV
T0 p&v pawopevov katd {fjov ‘Ounpwkdv cadnveiog xaowv yracag adtiv (1dg yap to
T O 0 € v &vinoe... Katd TO

... olpwyn te xal evywA...
OMvtev te kal OMwpEvev (I1. VIII 64-65)

The A scholia on VIII 65 have no reference to chiasmus; nevertheless, the way
in which Syrianus mentions this phenomenon shows that at least the relevant terminology
had already been established and that it was quite well-known to the scholars of his
age 313

Numenius made use of the Homeric passage that includes this very chiasmus in
his fr. 25, which refers to Arcesilaus and Zeno; as Lamberton remarks,31* "Numenius
is not quoting Homer here: he is making a complex pastiche of Homer". The
adaptation of Homeric vocabulary to Numenius’ own needs is, of course, a far more
sophisticated use than that of Syrianus in the case we are examining; nevertheless, it
seems to be worth mentioning, as it includes Numenius’ sharp criticism of the early

Academicians and Stoics. Now, if Syrianus was aware of that passage of Numenius, the

evidence from the passage we are examining is not enough to prove anything.
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Surprisingly enough, Ps.-Plutarch does not include chiasmus in his section, where
the paternity of many grammatical and rhetorical figures that have to do with syntax is
attributed to Homer3!> But Eustathius offers an illuminating reference to chiasmus;
the example he adduces for the phenomenon when it involves words is this particular
verse. He also offers evidence of chiasmus when it has to do not only with words, but with
whole phrases.31 Syrianus, however, did not introduce an example that involves phrases
and not words, in spite of the fact that in his text phrases and not words are involved: he
used a simple Homeric example, perhaps in order to make things easier for his students,
may be in order to stress the Homeric origin of the phenomenon (td ugv ¢avouevov

Kotd {Hhov "Ounotkdv).

Passage 19 (26.18-25)

At 26.9-25 Syrianus discusses knowledge and ignorance; he divides the latter, which
concerns what is outside human beings (mepi td £kt6g), into simple and twofold
ignorance. He then mentions Socrates’ self-awareness (yv@6t coavtdv) and says at 26.18-25:

BOewpnTikdTEQOV 88, HTL TO pev Adylov "yvbL cavtdv' mogoivel dvakivoidv olov
Tov dvBpwTtov, oy tva uh odoav yvdowv Aapy ntept avtod, GAN tva pévovoav Exy TadTnv
kol dvemidnotov. ‘O yobv pn EmAeAnopgvog gavtod AN eiddg tig £otiy, Ekeivog kal
T £kTOG 0UK dyvonost, O 08 dyvodv Td £kTOG kal dg EotdTa Td pevyova Aoy Opevog,
gxelvog kol &avtod EmAéAnotal, elddg T "Ounpukdv

oudev dkidvotegov yaia TeEpeL avBpwmoro (Od. XVIII 130).

The philosopher’s point is that the famous saying yv®61 cavtdv is in accordance
with Socrates’ view of knowledge: one is advised to retain all one’s knowledge about
oneself inside one’s mind and not forget it. He who does not forget himself and knows
who he is, is not ignorant of the things which are outside himself. On the contrary, anyone

who is ignorant of what exists outside himself and considers the unstable things to be

stable, will forget himself, according to the Homeric saying that there is nothing weaker
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on earth than mortals.

We acknowledge that the widely-accepted Homeric opinion on mortals is given
serious consideration; we can go as far as to suggest that the way Homer’s view is fitted
in a gnosiological context shows that he is considered as an authority whose opinion on
a philosophical matter has a weight of its own.

It is the first time in this commentary that Homer’s authority is brought in, in a
way that points towards the evaluation of Homer not as a poet, whose poetry is loved and
admired, but as a "learned man" of the past.3!

As far as the verse itself is concerned, it has not passed unnoticed, especially by
writers of later periods. We find it in Plutarch,318 Hermogenes®! and Clement of
Alexandria. 320 The pattern ovS8v &xidvotegov is also present in an epigram, which has
the same meaning as the Homeric verse: "nothing is weaker than mortals"3?! More
interesting is Olympiodorus’ mention of the verse: he holds that man needs more care
than animals, regarding not only the body, but also reason. This happens because inventive
reason is inside human beings, following desire and varying passions, as in the case of
Odysseus. At this point the verse is quoted.3??

Eustathius refers to the verse as a saying (t0 yvouikov) and is of the opinion that
there is an exaggeration in it; he is of the opinion that man, regardless of man’s
superiority to any other living creature, is more susceptible to pain than any other animal;
following the Christian tradition, Eustathius attributes this to man’s fall from the heavens.
It is also worth mentioning that, according to Eustathius, this fall is due to bad luck

(dvyig) 3

Passage 20 (41.14-20)

At 41.14-20 a passage of the Ilias is mentioned as a linguistic example of the usage
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of a verb:

kol todto onpaivel apd tolg Beohoyolg T O & A a 6 & TO katd Ty oiksiav
idotnta &vepyelv kal pn katd thv TOV nepkeluevoy aitiav ouprvorav: Ttodto yaQ
onhot kal td piyvuobor todg Beodg

dilovg AnBovte toxfag (11 XTIV 296)
0 kotd v oikeiav £avtdv oboiav kol idiotnTa Evepyelv pi| dvatewvougvoug £ Td
altio abt@v unde €xeifev Suvapévoug.

What makes this reference quite interesting is the fact that it does not involve
language only: Syrianus is trying to explain to his pupils the usage of the verb AavBavew by
the theologians. Homer is obviously included among them for the first time in the
commentary; of course, it is not Syrianus’ innovation to consider Homer as a theologian.
As far as the identity of the other theologians mentioned is concerned, as the commentary
proceeds, Syrianus will clearly state their names.

Moreover, in this passage the Homeric theological, so to speak, tradition is
combined with the traditional scholarly explanation of Homer. This example could
therefore be very useful, as it shows that in his perception of Homer Syrianus considered
Homer as a multi-faceted unity. He did not distinguish between Homer as a theologian
and as a source for examples of linguistic uses; both aspects seem to be expressed
simultaneously.

It is worth noticing that the verse in question belongs to the very famous passage
from the Ilias, in which Zeus’ union with Hera is described. As Proclus informs us,32*
Syrianus had written a special monograph dedicated to this passage (as is well known, the
passage had been bitterly attacked by Plato in the Respub]ica325). It is a pity that no
further elaboration of this subject is attested in the present exegesis; no single hint is
dropped concerning either Plato’s criticism, or Syrianus’ view on the matter. Although the
verse quoted in this case belongs to Zeus’ union with Hera, the purpose of the quotation

is completely different; perhaps that is why the "immoral" context of the verse, which had

been the object of Plato’s criticism, is not commented on at this point.
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Eustathius in his turn refers to the episode twice: the first time32 he speaks of
Hephaestus’ conception in allegorical terms, and along the way mentions the well-known

verse of Hera’s union with Zeus. His second reference>2’

is to the episode in itself: he
perceives it as an allegory for the union between air (Hera) and aether (Zeus).

But the verse gig gbviv pottdvte pilouvg AnBovte toktjag was not only used by
philosophers and thinkers who knew Plato’s views. It appears in literary texts, as for
example in the Anth. Gr. IX 381, where the secret meetings of Hero and Leander are

described, without any hint of Plato’s reservations as to the moral dimension of the act,

and of course without any attempt at allegory.3?

Passage 21 (47.1-4)

In his commentary on 236d of the Platonic text, Syrianus has a Homeric reference
without actually quoting any verse: talking about the vow of Phaedrus to Socrates, he
mentions the Sun’s vow to Zeus (47.1-4):

'O 8¢ Bpkog avtod kal TO Opvivar &t "gav potl piy elnyg tov Adyov, obdEmnote
oot £tepov Aoyov £mideifw", fovlopévov doeAnBijvar Eott kal dnhot 8Ty, el pi) cuveNBor
adT® O ZwkEATtng, TavtelMg avtdv kabekel oteépnoig, domep 1 katl 6 filog duvuor Td
Ati.

The verses implied by Syrianus when he refers to the Sun’s vow are Od. XII 382-
383:

el 8¢ pot ob ticovotl fodv EmEke’ auolPiv
ovoopar gig "Atdao kai &v vekieaol pagivw.

Syrianus’ remark focuses on the consequences of the vow and the overall chaos
that will follow, if the Sun indeed realises his threat. Moreover, the fact that Syrianus just
refers to the Sun’s vow, without considering it necessary to quote the relevant verses, can
be explained by his pupils’ increasing familiarity with Homer from their schooldays

onwards.
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An echo of this verse is in Aristophanes’ Nubes 585, where the Sun is supposed
to realise the same threat, in case that Kleon becomes general; but I do not think that
Syrianus had the Aristophanic passage in mind, when he talked about the Sun’s vow to
Zeus. Familiar with Aristophanes though Syrianus may have been (especially because he
had had a rhetorical background), his knowledge of Homer was undoubtedly better and
deeper.

Eustathius praises the two verses containing the Sun’s vow for their
characterisation (fiBomoita), their simplicity (&¢€reia) and their sweetness
(YAkitng);>? the point Eustathius makes is a purely rhetorical one, belonging to the
Hermogenic tradition, as the terms clearly show. It is interesting in itself, but stresses

another aspect of the Homeric text, and not the one Syrianus adopts here.

Passage 22 (49.29-50.2)

A passage of the Odyssea, along with a passage from Hesiod’s Opera, is cited as
an example of the usage of an adjective at 49.29-50.2:

To 68 aipv Ao g avtl tod dnatedv kal movoipyog katl 66Aog elhnrtar

aipviiolol Aoyoiot
BNy, dnwg '10akng Emknoetar (Od. I 56-57)

ot alpdra kwtilovoo (Hes. Op. 372).

Syrianus here comments on the Platonic use of the adjective aiuvAog, which is
found at the beginning of Socrates’ first speech on love. He makes a purely linguistic
comment on an adjective used by both Homer and Hesiod.

In the case of this adjective (also found in the Hymni Homerici, 33
Hesiod,3*! Theognis,33?2 Apollonius Rhodius®3? and even Gregory

335

Nazianzenus334) the V scholia®™” give several completely different explanations:

alpviiolot] mapahoyiotikois. | ebvotkoig kal olov cuyyevikoig, 1| Tolg pet éumnelpiag
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ouveTtolg kol TIPOCTVEDLY.

On the other hand, Hesychius s.v. aipvhiolg writes kohakevTikoig, s.v. alpwola
TIEOOMVT), s.v. aipuliolot cuvetolg kai mpoonveat, whereas s.v. alpvhog we find doteiog,
ouveTdG, 050G &v T® AEyewv.

The Etymologicum Magnum s.v. aipdhog has the following: &uneipog, cuvetog,
KOMOKEVLTIKDOG: €k ToD Alpwv, & onpaiver tov eidnpova kal Eunegov: kol aipviiolot
[koAakevTikOiG] AOYOIGC.

Photius s.v. aipdhog has koAa&, dmatewv; Photius thus offers a meaning which is
almost identical to the one proposed by Syrianus.

In any case, we are dealing with an adjective, which is found in Homer only once
and whose etymology is rather uncertain. But, in my opinion, after trying to fit each of
the afore-mentioned meanings of the adjective aipdrog to the Platonic text, we come to
the conclusion that Syrianus’ and Photius’ interpretations seem to be the closest to the
Platonic text.

We should also add Ps.-Plutarch’s remark concerning the use of adjectives in
Homer: the wealth of the adjectives, which are properly and successfully fitted to the
subjects, makes them have power equal to the proper names33® In our passage,
Syrianus does not make any reference to the use of the adjective aipuolog; nevertheless,
nothing prevents us from assuming that he shared Ps.-Plutarch’s views concerning the use
of the adjectives in Homer. This very passage seems to a explain a difficult word, with the
aid of both the Homeric and the Hesiodic epics. But the view that Homer made a

distinctive use of adjectives was surely accepted by Syrianus.

Passage 23 (54.25-31)

At Phaedrus 238c Socrates himself interrupts the continuity of his first speech on
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Love, in order to address Phaedrus, and asks him whether he thinks that Socrates has
experienced a divine passion. Syrianus explains Socrates’ self-interruption, by attributing
it to three causes. The first reason is logical, since it was necessary for Socrates to prove
the definition of Love, according to which Love is both passion and excess. The second
reason of the interruption is moral, because Socrates wanted to see Phaedrus’ reaction
to this definition. And the third reason is scientific and theological, as we receive
emanations and illuminations from the gods which correspond to our own particular types
of life. In Syrianus’ own words:

Toitnv 08 amodoing &v Emotnuovikwtatny kal Beohoywkwtdtny OTL Taig
TEoodopoLg Hudv kai totalode Lwaig Tpdopopot kal ENApyELS kKal Emimvotar fuiv £k
oV Bedv Evdidovtal, kai dGAAote AN Bed oikelovueBo katd TV ToLAvOe MUV Lwnyv.
Todto yap onpaivet kal td tov 'Odvocea viv pev tf) Koluyoli, &hhote &8 Tty Kipky
ouvveival kol GANote GANY Bed- OTL Yap katd Thv Tolavde gavtod {wiv peteiye GAhote
dNwv Beloteépwv duvapewy kal Evehauneto kol gkelodto &M Be.

Syrianus’ point is theological, and the examples used are Homeric. Indeed,
Odysseus had relations with two different goddesses, i.e. Calypso and Circe in the
Odyssea. But what about Syrianus’ words kai d\\ote GAhy 6e®? In Homer (and in the
Homeric tradition in general) we find only those two goddesses being related to Odysseus.
Does this imply that Syrianus was not aware of this fact?

Syrianus’ knowledge of Homer cannot have been insufficient, so as to lead him to
such a major mistake. We would rather consider the pattern &A\ote 8¢ tf) Kipky cuveivor
kal GAAote 8AAY Oe® as hendiadys (&v 6ud Svoiv), and thus conclude that Syrianus had

indeed only Calypso and Circe in mind when he made reference to the different

goddesses Odysseus was related to.

Passage 24 (61.7-10)

At 61.7-10 Syrianus comments on the expression ®g Avkotl dgva grhodowv of the
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Phaedrus and says:
TOSE g AVkKoL &pva ¢rLhodotamnd tod "Ounotkod napddntar
@G otk £0TL AEovot kal dpvaotv Bpklo TOTA
o0& Aokot te kal dpveg dpoppova Bupdv Exovor (11.XXII 262-63)

The first thing to note is the form of the verb: map@®dntar may stand as a
simplified version of memap@®dntar, something not rare in texts as late as the present
commentary; in that case the correct reading is <me>mnoap@ontal. Another possible
version of the verb could have been mapdeitai, as the phenomenon of iotacismus was
already a fact both in Syrianus’ and in G. Pachymeres’ times.33” In any case, whether
the Syrianus’ actual words were menap@ontatl (= stood as a parody) or mapedeital (=
stands as a parody), Syrianus’ point does not change: we have two Homeric verses, written
by way of parody. Moreover, the two verses seem to have been a very common expression,
from which a proverb had stemmed.338

It should not escape our notice that it is in the Platonic text itself that this proverb
appears; this means that the proverb already existed in Plato’s time. What Syrianus does
is to trace its origins and its character, for the sake of his students.

The two verses appear in Eusebius in a passage where he discusses virtue (&pgtn)
as the supreme element of happiness (ebdapovia) in Plato and Aristotle. Eusebius is of
the opinion that Plato’s and Aristotle’s views on that matter are radically different; at this
point the Homeric quotation is brought in.3%

The verse II. XXII 263 as the source of another well-known proverb is mentioned

by the bT scholia ad loc.:

b. &\wg- ovd8 Akou te kal dpveg {_Exovow): &vtelbev 1 mapowpia- "Spova
¢1holot AKOL, VEOV OG ¢L)\éoum[ gpaotai.

Finally, Eustathius mentions the verses XXII 262-263 and their proverbial
.340

character;™ it seems that the proverb in question (which is different from the one the

bT scholia mention) had a Homeric beginning, as Syrianus rightly outlines, and, as we
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saw, already existed in Plato’s days; it also survived as far as the 12th century. Syrianus
is thus a chain in a tradition that concerns another aspect of Homer: that of the use of

Homeric survivals in everyday language (mostly in proverbial form).

Passage 25 (68.5-141

At 68.2-14 Syrianus discusses the divine voice which Socrates used to hear: he
draws his attention to how these voices are heard and to the wider theme whether divine
entities speak at all:

*ETxeiof) 6¢ 80TI"Ktti xiva o wvfv édo~a aKOUoa i" 6fXov 6¢ oxi
oaipovia f|v f] otovi) (f) yap av Kal 6 Oajopoc¢ fl[KouQ8), "**~xéov nd)¢ aKoliovxai ai
xoiadxai 6cevai Kal 8i 6Xce¢ OcovoOaiv oi 6ai(jiov8¢. *0 peév ouv HXciUxivoc év xw Txpciixcp
xwv TT8 p1 a Tro p i ) V oudev WX OTOV (Yrlai ()(uvflv 20i8vai xoluq daipovag & v
A 8 p i biaixii)|JL8Vouc- T xoictée yap xoi aépog eoxl $wvf). *Etxsiot) 6¢ Kal xoic
oipavioic 080iC (jxjuvfjv TX8pixi0éaaiv ol 08ioi avop8¢ Kal aiaOf|a8ic-

flsXio¢ 6¢ Txavx’ 80op9
Kal

6 S¢jAlMse (Jipévag TXeE
Kal Txavxl 6¢ xw KOopw Oo)vflv Tt8pixi08aoi, ("x"xe0V kowvov xiva Xoyov 6¢ 8$appdo8i
T&CT X0 (D) Vot Kal 6Xcog TKAD aloOAvovxai xa KpSixxova yévr].

The first example relating to the senses evidently refers to either Od XI 109 =
Od. XII 323 (’H8Xiou, 6¢ Ttavx’ € opg Kal Ttavx’ 8TtaKOUSi) or to /L I1l 277 (*HéXiog 0,
o¢ Ttavx’ ¢”opge Kal Ttavx’ €TiaKotei¢). The second verse used by Syrianus (6 6¢ p’ &¢
Opévag f|X08), though not Homeric, will be discussed later on.

The whole context deals with a quite serious and fundamental matter for Syrianus’
theology: Syrianus argues that, according to the "divine men" (oi Osioi dvégsg), the gods
placed voice and senses in the heavenly bodies (ev 70 ovgavioig).

Syrianus’view on the heavens is not an idea of his own, but a view common to the
cosmology of Neoplatonic philosophers. According to their belief, the heavens represented

a divinity of lower rank, interposed between the Forms in the intelligible world and those

in the material world. As far as the heavenly bodies are concerned, they have divine
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characteristics, but they are not gods.34!

Moreover, the circular movement of the heavenly bodies was a concern of the
school of Ammonius: as has been pointed out,3*2 they cite Plotinus’ answer that they
imitate the divine Intellect, which, by returning upon itself, thinks all intelligible things
and itself. In particular, the heavenly bodies are supposed to aspire to reach the
immortality of the demiurgic Intellect. Their rationality is shown by their circular
movement, which cannot be caused otherwise than by reason.>*3 They are supposed to
acquire knowledge by a single application of their Intellect without experiencing any need
of discursive knowledge.3*

We therefore see that in antiquity the heavenly bodies were believed - at least by
philosophers - to be alive and to have sight and hearing; the idea actually originates from
Aristotle, as we shall see later. These senses are active rather than passive in perceiving,
contribute to a superior mode of existence and, further, are more appropriate to the
special kind of immutability the heavenly bodies enjoy.3*

Syrianus goes a step further and applies the senses not only to the heavenly bodies,
but to the divine soul as well. In that point Iamblichus’ tradition seems to have been
followed: according to Iamblichus, the human soul’s union with its leader-god is brought
about by the theurgic ritual. The ethereal vehicle is the receiver of the divine light. The
light is the conduit for the vehicle and the source of the uplifting noetic energy. The
ethereal and luminous vehicle that surrounds the soul controls the function of sense-
perception and imagination; all external and internal stimuli to the vehicle cease and only
images from the god are impressed upon it.34

Back to the Homeric quotation: the verse II. III 277 (= Od. XI 109 = Od. XII
323) is referred to by Ps.-Plutarch, in a passage where the Sun’s properties, according to

the Homeric cosmology, are discussed.3*’

Heraclitus also quotes this verse twice: once in the Allegoriae 3.1, where Homer’s
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piety is discussed,>*® and once in the Allegoriae 23.1-6, where he deals with the four
elements, which are claimed to exist in Homer.3*? Porphyry, in his turn, remarks that
Homer, by saying that the Sun was able to see "everything", actually means "the majority
of things", as the Sun is incapable of seeing what goes on in Hades. According to
Porphyry, the Sun is not capable of seeing everything at the same time, either.3 But
what is even more interesting is the fact this very verse was used by Neoplatonists as an
example of the senses that the heavenly bodies have. P. Courcelle®! refers to all the
Neoplatonists who made use of these verses in one way or another.

The case of Proclus®>? is interesting: he quotes the verse once and argues that
the visible gods (&upaveis Beoi) have both the senses of sight and hearing inside them.
But according to Proclus they do not have the sense of smell or taste. As we saw above,
Olympiodorus®>3 says that, according to Proclus and Aristotle, the senses the heavenly
bodies have are sight and hearing only; he ascribes this to the fact that sight and hearing
are the two senses which contribute not to being, but to well-being; and in order to
provide either an example, or a further sustainment of his argument, he quotes this very
verse. The evidence from Olympiodorus is valuable for one more reason: he is the
standard source of Aristotle’s view on the matter in question.>** According to this
testimony, Aristotle was the father of the idea of the attribution of senses to the heavenly
bodies.

Moreover, Boethius in the De consolatione philosophiae V II has a passage
which originates from verses Il. III 277 and Od. X1I 323:

ITavt £popdv kal Tavt Emakovely
Puro clarum lumine Phoebum
Melliflui canit oris Homerus.
Boethius uses the Homeric verse, which had evidently become a topos, in order

355

to begin a poem that in due course praises God’s properties. J. Gruber”™” remarks that

God’s omniscience renders him superior to Phoebus, of whom Homer had said that he
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could see and hear everything. The divine sight includes all present, past and future; but
this doctrinal element does not enlighten the relation between divine providence and
human freedom. It is evident that Boethius uses the Homeric verse in order to stress the
superiority of the God of the philosophers, i.e. the divine Intellect (vodg), when compared
to the pagan god, Phoebus.3*® The aim of Homer’s muse is completely different from
all the afore-mentioned; but still, Boethius’ passage can be considered as a further
confirmation of the fact that the verse had undoubtedly become a topos in late Antiquity.

The Jewish writer Philo of Alexandria has two references that remind us of the
famous Homeric verse: in the Legum allegoriae 3.171 he argues that, as the sun is
capable of 6pilewv everything, in the same way 6 ®god Aoyog 65LEPKETTEQOG £0TLY, OG
Tiavta Edpopdv elvar ikavdg. Philo’s second example deals with God’s power as well: in the
De specialibus legibus 1.279 he says that the power of God is such, that it makes him see
and hear everything. Therefore, the echo of Homer is not to be neglected in Philo’s case.
Even if what he is discussing has nothing to do with either Phoebus or any other pagan

doctrine, Philo uses a well-known scheme in order to express the omnipotence of God and

of His will.3%7

Lamberton>>8

argues that "Philo inherits the Stoic tradition of textual
exegesis, already thoroughly platonised'. It is no surprise, therefore, that in his
theological treatises he makes use of the widespread Homeric tradition, so as to give
authority to his arguments. Moreover, the fact that he uses this very verse is further
evidence for the verse being regarded as purely theological at a rather early stage.
Lastly, Macrobius uses the verse II. III 277 in the Saturnalia I 23.9, with reference

to the power (potestas) which both the Sun and Zeus have. P. Courcelle®®®

points out
that Macrobius’ knowledge of ancient Greek literature was largely based either on

quotations of previous writers or on anthologies. In any case, even if Macrobius did not

have direct access to Homer the fact that the verse of the Ilias is being quoted is further
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evidence that it had become a topos.3%°

It is evident, therefore, that the Homeric verses which mention the Sun’s ability
to see and hear everything were very well known; quite early, from Aristotle’s time, they
were used as examples of the theological argument that the heavenly bodies have senses.
The Greek Neoplatonic tradition, of which Syrianus is part, made use of the verses to
sustain this theological matter, quite characteristic of Neoplatonic cosmology. In addition
to this writers such as Boethius, Philo and Macrobius knew the Homeric topos, either
directly, or indirectly, and made use of it in a context that referred to the Christian God’s
properties.

Before finishing this discussion, we should notice that the quotation of 68.11 (6
08 W &g ¢pévag MABe) is characterised by Couvreur as unknown. In fact, Couvreur
followed the manuscript tradition, as these are the words found in the Par. Gr. 1810,
which is considered to be the codex optimus. Couvreur’s statement is true, as far as the
quotation as a whole is concerned. But if we look only at the second part of it, i.e. the &g
do€vag NABe, we find that it occurs to Herodotus’ Historiae 1.47.13-14:

"Odun W &G dpEvag HNBE KPATALPIVOLD YEADYNG
EYopeEVNG &v xaAkd G’ Gpveiolol KpEaow

The Herodotean passage is a poetic one, as it is part of the oracle Pythia gave to
Croesus. It is evident that the oracle refers to a sense, and in particular to the sense of
smell; therefore, the context of the two passages is similar. Furthermore, it seems that the
first part of the quotation Syrianus has (6 82 W) does not differ widely from the
Herodotean version (' Odun W’). The apparatus criticus of all the editions of Herodotus
do not offer such an alternative, though; but since the pattern "6 8¢ p™ seems to have
been misquoted, or misremembered for 66pn P, it cannot be expected to appear in the
apparatus criticus as a genuine variant.

Therefore, there are good reasons to propose that the example Syrianus made of
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the senses was in fact the Herodotean one, but either Hermias or some unknown scribe
made a mistake. This is why Couvreur was not able to trace in a poetic text the quotation
in the form in which it appears in the manuscripts.

As stated above, the basic argument that speaks in favour of the attribution of the
verse to Herodotus is the context of Syrianus’ quotation: undoubtedly in his passage
Syrianus gives examples of several senses. Additionally, the expression 60pf) p’ ¢¢ Opévag
f1X0e Kpaxaipivoio XGAwvqe seems to have survived through time in Antiquity, as we find
it in the Anthologiae Graecae Appendi}™ and in the Scholia in Lucianum?”" The
oracle itself is attested in sources other than Herodotus: writers like Lucian,™"
Origen™"" and Eusebius™* mention it, showing its popularity.

But the most interesting case is that of Porphyry: in the Vita Platini 22, the
discussion concerns god’s wisdom:

81 yag O8I xal¢ papxupiai¢ xpqcrBai xaig Txaga xwv 00"wv yEysvqpévaig, xi¢ av
eiq ao”coxegog¢ Oeoli; Kal 0800 xoti aXqBolg¢ elggKOxo¢ olda - aKotico.

It is thus possible that Syrianus was familiar with the Herodotean oracle, which
was well-known to writers of late antiquity; Syrianus, however, lays emphasis not on the
first, but on the second part of the oracle, in order to refer to the sense of smell. If this
is the case, Syrianus differs from Proclus, Olympiodorus and probably Aristotle, who
attribute to the heavenly bodies only sight and hearing. But, as we learn from
Olympiodorus,”” Damascius attributed to the heavenly bodies the other senses as well.
Syrianus thus becomes the first to attribute senses other than sight and hearing to
the divine bodies: Damascius must have followed him. Nevertheless, it should not escape
our notice that Syrianus did distinguish sight and hearing as agyosiSeoxegai Kal
TxagaO8iypaxiK0)X8gai Kal KaOago)xsgai at 69.9-13. 7y ;<

In other words, Syrianus’ thought was elaborated in two stages: firstly, Syrianus  *
k

attributed to the heavenly bodies the senses of sight, hearing and smell, and not only sight
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and hearing, as did the other Neoplatonists. In that point he was followed by Damascius.
In order to give examples of three senses, Syrianus quoted a famous Homeric verse, as
well as a part of a well-known oracle, first attested by Herodotus. In the second stage he
distinguished only two, more elaborated senses, i.e. sight and hearing, and attributed them
not only to the heavenly bodies, but to the divine soul as well.

My last point is the following: Syrianus himself attributes his theory to others;
nevertheless, to the best of my knowledge, he is the first to attribute to heavenly bodies

all five senses, and then distinguish sight and hearing from the others.

Passage 26 (69.9-13)

Continuing his argument, the philosopher says at 69.9-13:

aXk’ eiieiof) Tk xotxoov x0)v aioOfjaeii)v eloiv aloGfiosi¢ apxoeidéaxegai Kal
TxagadeiypaxiKcoxegai Kal KaBagciixepai ¢év xw nveOpaxi, 0qXovoxi Kaxa xalxac Kal
aKotiei Kal ogei q iguxf) xa Gela (t)aapaxa. Ai6 Kal povq aloGavexai naga Tiadvxac xoCg
ouvdvxace i

oiw (t)aivopévr|, xwv &’ aAAwv ouxi¢ 6gaxo. {II. 1 198)

A Homeric verse is Syrianus’ authority, in order to sustain the view that a human
being has two kinds of sense: the first kind corresponds to the bodily sense organs and
perceives the material world. The second kind of sense corresponds to more primary,
original and purer senses, which reside in the human intellect. It is through them that the
human soul comprehends the divine. We see that Syrianus applies the senses not only to
the heavenly bodies, but to the human soul as well.

This is a well-known Neoplatonic motif also found in commentators like John
Philoponus,™* who argues that the heavenly body of the human soul has senses of its
own, which enable the soul to know sensible things, when it is completely separated from

the flesh of its material body. Philoponus holds that the heavenly body of the human soul

is of the same form as light and the stars and is characterised by eternality. So, the senses
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of the heavenly body are much superior to those connected with the corresponding sense
organs.

The verse treated in this passage belongs to the episode of the first book of the

SO L o
Ilias, where Athena drags Achilles frem his hair and, being visible only by him, prevents
him from attacking Agamemnon. The episode is also referred to by Heraclitus in the
Allegoriae 17.1-4:
"E¢ekig & fuiv okentéov Ungp TS £protapevng “Abfnvag 'AxiAel:

“ElkeTo yap £k koAeoio péya Eipog, HNBe & *Abnvn

ovpavobev- d yap fke Bed Aevkdievog “Hon,

dudw Op®G Bupd PAgovad te kndopEvN TE.

2t & dmbev, Eavliig 08 koung Ele IInAeinva,

ol pawvougvr, Tov 8’ &Awv olte dpdto.

Oapupnoev & "AxtAeig, petd 8’ £tpanet, avtika & Eyvw

ITaAAGS’ ' ABnvainv: dewd 6€ ol dooe dpaavley.

TO pgv yap mEdYeLQ0oV £K TOV Aeyopuévov EoTwv elnely, dti petakd Tod onwpgvou
owdnpov Bead, Tavtdg dEvTEpa Taxovg THY obpdviov EkMmodaa dtatifiy, Eumoddv €0t
T{ wonpovig, mavu yoadtk® oynuatt Thg koung anpil dmobev "AxiAéwg Aofouévn.
Aapmpa ye piyv xal Alav ¢prthdocodog ULdedpeler Tolg vOoupevolg kaT aAAnyopioav
grnotiun. IIahv obv 6 Tedg “Opnpov dxdorotog &v T moAteig ITAGTwv EAEyyeTOL S1d
TovTwV TV ENdV TO Tepl Thg Yuxfg doyua voopioauevog A’ avtod.

What follows is Heraclitus’ opinion on the dependence of Plato’s dogma of the
soul on Homer. F. Buffiére, the editor of Heraclitus’ text, says that Homer evidently
nowhere says that the soul is divided into three parts; nevertheless he acknowledges that
the Homeric heroes are often motivated by their 6unog.3 In any case, Heraclitus’
attempt at allegorical explanation of the episode is interesting in itself, although Syrianus
drops no hint of such an explanation and prefers to incorporate the verse he uses into a
Neoplatonic context.

Proclus made use of this Homeric episode at In Rempublicam 114.4-21: according
to him, we do not need to make symbolic interpretation of it, since the presence of
Athena was indicated in the Homeric text only for the purposes of emphasising that the

goddess could be perceived only by one person and not by others.3®® This is exactly

Syrianus’ point, although he does not refer to the Homeric heroes but makes a remark
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on psychology.

Passage 27 (75.26-31, 77.9-78.3)370

As the commentary continues, two quotations at 75.30-31 and at 77.25-26 are also
placed in a most interesting philosophical discussion from a Neoplatonic point of view.
The Phaedrus 243a-b, as well as the corresponding passage in the commentary, deal with
the story of Stesichorus, who lost his sight because of his libel against Helen and regained
it after he had composed the Palinode, whereas Homer, who did not do that, remained
blind. Syrianus draws attention to this story and first mentions three different stories
about how Homer became blind.>’! He then tries to account for Stesichorus’ regaining
of sight: the Delphic oracle 006&v AavBaver Beodg o0bdE fpwag v TaTTeL dvBpwTOG is
put forward, in order to show how Stesichorus, having this oracle in mind, wrote the
Palinode and regained sight, whereas Homer, who uttered blasphemy against Helen,
remained blind.

Syrianus, on the contrary, is not of the opinion that Homer spoke badly of Helen;
he wonders at 75.26-31:

Ti obv Povdetar 6 ITAdtwv 81 Tolvtwv omnuaivewy; ob ydp &7 adtobev
Kotoynorovpeda g “Opnpog eig thv "EAévnv Edvodnunoe: tTig ydp GAAOg oltwg
gnfivece v 'EAévnyv; "ApTEp1d1 yap yovonAakate €otkviav abThy
koalel kol

OV vepeoig Todoag kal ebkvijudag "Axoiodg
To1{)d’ audl yuvaiki mohdv xpovov Ghyea aoyew (11 I 156-7).

He then describes the view that Plato’s aim was to prove that Stesichorus was
superior to Homer, whereas Socrates surpassed them both; Plato accounted for just three
gEeig. Homer did not realise that he had become impious and was punished; on the other

hand, Stesichorus realised his deed and, by writing the Palinodia, regained his sight.

Socrates was the best of all three, because he cured himself before being punished. The
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reason for the punishment is the fact that the three men turned to material beauty,
instead of the intelligible. This version then proves Stesichorus to be superior to Homer,
and Socrates superior to the other two.

But Syrianus does not seem satisfied by this explanation, perhaps because his
admiration for Homer can do better than that. So, he puts forward another version,
according to which Homer is superior to Stesichorus, whereas Socrates is third in
rank3’2 As the loss of sight prevents poets such as Thamyris and Stesichorus from
seeing mortal beauty, whereas it is capable of acquainting them with intelligible beauty,
Homer’s blindness is neither a curse nor a punishment, but, instead, a gift of the Muses.
Thus, Homer is apparently the most favoured by the Muses; Stesichorus used to have this
favour, but lost it, whereas Socrates never had this grace. As Syrianus puts it at 77.9-78.3:

Katl 60¢g 6t ovpdwvog pgv adtn i £Enynotg Td mavtayod Zwkpdtet E5vuvodvtt
todg BgohOyoug kal todg EvBoug mownTdg kal “Ounpov, Bovhopeve 68 adtoig Emeadar.
A Uméptegov Taviwv &dsifapuev katd tavtny Ty avamtuEtv tov “Opngov. TIAYv 1)
TEM TN &vantubig mpoodueatEpa kal oikelotépa £l toig Evtadifa dnrtolg. BEATiov &8
kal thv avamtuEy Ty katd v "Erévny kal td “Thov £kB€aBat kal TOv TOAEpOV TdV
Towwv kal t@v ‘EMvov, tva T kal €k tovtwv cadeg elg td Tpokeipevo AaPwpev.
“Ihov pgv voeioBw Nfuiv 6 yevntdg kal Evuhog Tomog Taed T 1Adv kol tiyv tAnv “"Thwov
OVOPaCPEVOY, &v @ kal O Tohepog kal T otdog: ol 68 Toweg td Evuha £idn kol al Tept
tolg cwpaot mdoar {wal, 61d kal 1 B a ¥ € v € € ¢ Aeyovtar ol Todeg: kal ydp oikeiav
v UAnv mepiEnovowy al mepl t& copata {wal maoar kal ai &Aoyor yuyai- ol &8
“EMnveg al Moyikal yuyal £k thig "EAMadog, Toutéotv £k Tod vontod, ENBodoat eig Ty
Uhny, 0w kal £ m A v 6 € g Aéyovtar ol “ENAnveg, kal kpatotol tov Toowv &te Tig
bneptEpag Hvteg TaEewg. Mayrn 68 avtolg yivetal epl t@ eldwhe Thg "EAévng, &g dnot
0 mownThg:

"Apdl ¢ 4o’ elddhg Tobeg kai 6lot "Ayxaiol

dfiouv aAAAwv auel otiBeodr Bosiag (11 V 451-2),
g "EAEvng td vontdv kaAog Snhovomg, £ A e v O 1 TG oboa, T Ederkopevn eig abThy
v volv. *Amdppoia olv toutou Tod vonrod kdM\oug &vigdotar tff dAy S Tig
" Appoditng, mepl g dmoppoiag kdAhoug payovtal ol “ENnveg dg dvBpwmov.

The first striking thing in this passage is how Syrianus expresses his admiration
for Homer: he places him among the theologians and the divinely-inspired poets.
Secondly, we are impressed by the etymological interpretations which are used in
Syrianus’ effort to allegorise Helen’s myth. The word &Aevom is not found in LSJ, but

Syrianus has explained his etymological attempt. He links Helen’s name with the word
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voig and argues that her name implies her intelligible beauty. We cannot say that we are
convinced by his etymology; but even though not convincing, the false etymology helps
Syrianus to give his interpretation of intelligible beauty (vontdv kdAog).3”3

The first who offered an attempt at etymology concerning Helen was no other than
Aeschylus in the Agamemnon>’* We cannot be sure whether Syrianus was familiar
with the actual text of Aeschylus, as we have no reference to Aeschylus or to any of his
works in the In Phaedrum and the In Metaphysica, whereas there is only one reference
to Septem 575 in the In Hermogenem (In de Statibus 18.4); nevertheless, we may
suppose that he might have been familiar with the etymological attempt itself, most
probably from some intermediary, or from some compilation containing certain passages
from the tragic poet’s works.

The bT scholia on II. V 449-450 say:

a. avtdp O eldwlov: eldwhov p&v dkove mav TO Snutoveynua Tod kéopov, dTeQ,
tnog Ov tod Oviwg Ovrog, VMO mavtwv pEv t@v €ykoopiwv Bedv koopeitot,
TEONYOUREVWG 08 UTd ToD HAiov, bg EoTiv yeudy mavtdg yevntod te kol 6patod. ovdev
8¢ fitTov Alveiov £oti to eldwhov, viod 'Appoditng xal Towog, & &0t T EyywElov
KaA\og: Tav yap &£ 'Adppoditng xdAhog €0t mept O al VAMKDTEQAL TV YuxdV olK
admaAlagoovtatr cuvtolBopEval.

It is clear that we have here attempts at an allegorical interpretation of the world,
which bears a Neoplatonic flavour. The hero Aeneas is also put in a Neoplatonic context
of allegory, as was Helen by Syrianus.

As far as the existing tradition of the myth of Helen is concerned, the use of the
word gf0wAov by Syrianus leads us to suppose that in all probability the philosopher was
familiar with the Euripidean version of the myth about Helen’s fate (how she did not go
to Troy herself etc.).

It is not only in his Helena that Euripides made use of this particular version of

Helen’s myth. As early as in the Electra, which is dated between 422-413 B.C.3"

Euripides drops the first hint of what later became a complete play; in the Exodus the
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Dioskouroi appear ex machina and say:

Zedg &, dg £ yEvorto kal dovog BeoThv,
eldwhov ‘Erevrg tEemepy’ &g "Thov. (EL 1282-1283)

G. Zuntz37 argues that all these details the Dioskouroi give differ widely from
the Homeric version; nevertheless, the phantom story is not a Euripidean innovation.
Before Euripides, the story was told in the Palinodia of Stesichorus. Herodotus at 2.113-
119 tells a story of Helen’s stay in Egypt, after she had committed adultery and run away
with Paris, along with Menelaus’ treasures.3’’ As M.J. Cropp>’® rightly remarks,
Herodotus seems to give a rationalised account of Helen’s adventures, but excludes the
phantom. Consequently, Euripides already had a quite interesting range of material, which
he mentioned in his Electra and later elaborated in his Helena. From those two
tragedies, as well as from the fragment 1082 N2 (probably from his Alexander),” and
some lines of the Orestes,>® we see that Euripides connected this story with Zeus’
desire to make strife and exterminate the human race. F. Jouan,38! who has a detailed
discussion of the pre-Euripidean tradition of the story, makes the good point that the
phantom story was so bizarre that the poet had to repeat it several times before he
succeeded in making it penetrate the mind of his spectators.

In our case, in giving an explanation of the Trojan myth, Syrianus seems to
presuppose knowledge of at least one of the above-mentioned texts that made reference
to the phantom story. The astonishing thing is that, in order to support his view, he
quotes Homer, who never in his works dropped a single hint that not Helen but her
phantom was present at Troy. In his quotation Syrianus uses a meaning of the word
glSwhov that is not the one Homer meant.*®? In any case, at this particular point it
seems as though we have a kind of indirect evidence that either the Palinodia or the
Euripidean tragedies Helen and Electra were known to Syrianus, something that is

certainly no surprise.
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The fact that the Palinodia is for us a problematic text makes things even more
difficult. P. Oxy. 2506 suggests that Stesichorus wrote two works bearing the title
Palinodia3® The claim is attributed to Chamaeleon, and, as D.L. Page remarks,384
we are not in the position to discredit or even to dispute his testimony, for he had certain
poems in front of him, which we do not have. But Page’s argumentation, convincing
though it is, does not give an answer to the problem of whether both Palinodiae were
extant at the time the papyrus was written; the evidence is insufficient to allow anyone to
make any supposition. We cannot argue, therefore, that Syrianus was aware of the
existence of two Palinodiae.

Another possibility is that Syrianus was familiar with the story from the
Herodotean tradition;?®> but Syrianus mentions no dream or oracle and, as we have
seen, when Herodotus refers to the story of Helen, he gives a rationalised account of it
and excludes the phantom. Consequently, although at least some parts of Herodotus’ work
were known to Syrianus, as both the commentaries on Plato and Hermogenes prove, 330
it does not seem very likely that this particular passage of Herodotus was Syrianus’ source.

The ancient Scholia in Aelium Aristidem hold that Helen did sail for Troy, but
travelled only as far as Egypt, for Proteus took her away there.3®” An influence on
Syrianus is not highly improbable: this version, which belongs to an era not quite far from
Syrianus’ time, is in accordance with the afore-mentioned papyrus and gives a satisfactory
explanation to the tradition that Helen never arrived to Troy, but it was her phantom that
Paris took there. Although we can never be in a position definitely to know Syrianus’
sources, the fact that the tradition of the scholia on Aelius Aristides mentioned this
version of the story makes an influence of this tradition possible.

| As far as the Palinodia is concerned, we cannot be sure whether he had read the

text of Stesichorus, or had just Plato’s testimony from the Phaedrus. Of course, it is

curious that he does not quote some verses from at least one of the three texts (Helena,
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Electra, Palinodia), which would be well-suited to his argument about the £idwAov etc.
We have to note that he does not say anything about Helen’s divinisation, either.38
But the fact that he neither quotes any of the afore-mentioned texts, nor refers to Helen’s
divinisation, is by no means sufficient to prove that he was ignorant of them.

Put in this context, Syrianus’ attempt to allegorise is thus well-placed. We may also
add that, as we know from several passages in Proclus, Syrianus made extended use of

allegory as far as Homer is concerned. Sheppard®®®

argues that there are good grounds
for thinking that systematic allegory of Homer in terms of transcendent metaphysical
entities was first developed by Syrianus. She also remarks that nowhere before Proclus
and Syrianus is there a detailed and systematic application of the Homeric myths to the
sphere of transcendent metaphysics.3®? Although the metaphysical type of interpretation
was being applied in Neoplatonist circles to the most important Greek myths, Syrianus
had a reputation for interpreting Plato - and, very probably, Homer - 8goAoyikdtepov.
This particular allegory can be characterised as originating from an existing tradition, as
we are going to see; nevertheless, it is well placed in Syrianus’ metaphysical system (where
the Noog is highly regarded) and is also elaborated in a way that reveals the philosopher’s
familiarity with the scheme of allegory. As Sheppard®®! remarks, in this passage the
philosopher expounds an allegory of the whole Trojan war, making use of etymologies and
interpreting the persons and places involved in terms of Neoplatonic philosophy; in this
extended allegory in terms of Platonic concepts we may well see the hand of
Syrianus.3%?

Moreover, the etymological approach to matters linked with the Trojan war can
also be found in Proclus’ In Rempublicam 136.15ff.; Proclus suggests the etymology of
Mount Ida as the place of the Platonic Ideas.3%

So, the last two references are very important because they are good examples of

the allegorical interpretation of Homer. This metaphysical allegory can be attributed to
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Syrianus. Additionally, the second reference and its context could be considered as
indirect evidence of the philosopher’s knowledge of at least the Euripidean tragedy
Helena (or even Electra), although he makes no explicit reference to them anywhere in

his works.

Passage 28 (85.23-29)

In the beginning of the second book of his exegesis, Syrianus comments on divine
madness. The whole "madness theme" was developed by Plato in the Phaedrus 244a ff. and
in the JTon. Before he starts his actual commentary on madness, Syrianus tries to define
and explain to his students the term &vBouvowaopog and its applications to the four
different parts of the soul (t0 &v g yuyfg, Siavoia, do&a, pavtacia). Primarily, the part
of the soul, which he calls "the one of the soul" (td &v tiig yuxfig) is the part of the soul
that unifies all psychic powers and all multitude. It is also the first part of the soul, which
accepts the goodness of the divine, in order to render the whole substance of the soul
good. Since this is the part of the soul which is united with the divine, and contemplates
it intuitively, the primarily true divine enthusiasm possesses this particular part of the
soul. A consequence of this fact is that the whole human intellect and the body of the
human being are illuminated by divine enthusiasm. In addition, the intellect (diavoia) is
possessed by enthusiasm, when it knows and discovers atemporal theorems in a way that
transcends the rest of human nature. Additionally, opinion (86&£a) is possessed by
enthusiasm when it completes admirable works, whereas imagination (¢avtacia) invents
arts.3** Finally, when the passions of the soul (Buudg) are possessed by enthusiasm, a
warrior acts in a way that transcends his own nature. In his own words at 85.23-29:

Aeyeta kal 1) 60&a kai 1) pavtacia EvBouoidv dtav TExvag evpioky Kol AmoTeA]

nopadoka &pya, olov Pewdiag &v ayahpatomouty kol dAAOg &v BAAY TEXVY, ©O¢ kai
*Opneog Tept Tod TooavVTog TOV TEAap®Ve glne
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ufy texvnoapevog und Ao © texvioorto: (Od. XTI 613)
Aéyetal kal 6 Bupdg EvBouoidv dtav v T@ TOAEPELV VTIEQHLDG EVEQYTY

paiveto & ag 8T “Apeng tyxeomnalog (I XV 605)

The philosopher adduces two Homeric examples of what £&vBovoiaopog means. His
use of Homer is incorporated in an exegetical passage that deals with madness (pavia).

The Homeric passages quoted by Syrianus are very interesting indeed. The first
(Od. XI 613) refers to human creativity in handicraft, which is due to the madness which
possesses human opinion (86&£a) and imagination (¢oavtacia). The V scholia ad loc. say
that the subject of both the verb and the participle of the verse 613 is either 6 voig or 6
&vBpwmog. Syrianus takes the view that the subject is 6 volg, as is clear from his own
explanation. The verse quoted immediately afterwards (II. XV 605) refers to Hector and
his attitude during the battle. The bT scholia ad loc. have the following remark: "6 82 (i.e.
the poet) kal © w a i v e T 0 mpoo€bnkev". We can trace a similarity between the
scholiast’s insistence on madness and how Syrianus uses the verse, laying emphasis on the
madness theme.

Porphyry also mentions the verse II. XV 605 in his discussion of the madness
caused by Dionysus in the Quaestiones Homericae ad Iliadem VI 149:

povopevog 88 Atdvuoog o koatd fAacnuiav elgntat, ANY TTOQACTATIKAG THG
tol Beod katd fakyeiav Opufg, dPAEyovTog loyvedg kol dxpalovtog EQPWUEVKG £V T{] THG
XOQELOG KOTOOTACEL Opoiwg t@ paiveto & ®g 8T "Apng éyx€- omn
ahog fy OA0 OV 1D (XV 605). kai &v tf) cuvnBeig 62 £mi Tdv UnegBarAOvVTwY TOIG
goyolg kat Gvdpeiov paivetal papeév, paviav Ty EvBouorlaoTikiv AL AEYOVTEG.

The use of Homer, therefore, makes the philosopher’s views clearer; additionally,

it proves that as a teacher Syrianus knew where and how to make apt use of poetry in his

exegesis.

Passage 29 (98.25-30)

In the following passage Syrianus still deals with divine madness, and especially
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with poetic madness. Here he distinguishes between possessed and non-possessed poets
at the time they compose their works. He then argues that the former are superior to the
latter. In order to show this very difference, he compares Choerilus and Callimachus with
Homer and Pindar; the comparison favours the last two. The text is as follows (98.25-30):

06g & &v &vev, ¢noly, &vbEov paviag tdv Movodv éx tEyvng &hmior yeveobar
gvloug moinTig, GteAg avtog te Eotar todto oilouevog kal 1 moinowg avtod
Katakpateital kal kahTTTETOL VIO THG TOV UOLVOMEVOV TIooews. Ti ydp Opotov 1)
Xotgihov kai Kahhpdyov moinotg mpdg thv Oungov 1i ITvdagov;

In order to stress an important factor of poetry such as poetic madness and the
poet’s relation to the Muses, Syrianus refers to Homer and Pindar, two poets who excelled
at their field. But what is more important is the fact that we have a further testimony of
Syrianus’ taste in poetry, written in a way that makes us suppose that it must have been
in accordance with the taste of his era. The first testimony is at In Hermogenem
commentary and concerns stylistic evaluations.3® In the present case the first thing that
occurs in one’s mind is the following: which Choerilus does Syrianus refer to? Taking into
account that Choerilus is compared with Homer, we could think that Choerilus of Samos
is actually meant. But C.O. Brink quotes the passage in question and rightly attributes it
to Choerilus of Iasos. His main argument is the fact that Choerilus of Iasos has entered
the ancient tradition as an unchallenged competitor for the title of pessimus poeta. 3%

Choerilus of Iasos belonged to the koAakeg of Alexander the Great®’ As
mentioned above, of the quality of his work no one seemed to have a high opinion.
Horace in his Epistulae 11.1.232-234 remarks:

gratus Alexandro regi magno fuit ille

Choerilus, incultis qui versibus et male natis

rettulit acceptos, regale nomisma, Philippos.
In the Ars Poetica 357-359 he says:

sic mihi qui multum cessat fit Choerilus ille,

quem bis terue bonum cum risu miror, et idem
indignor quandoque bonus dormitat Homerus
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Porphyrio, the scholiast on Horace, seems to have the same opinion.3%® As far
as Syrianus is concerned, Brink®® has a point in arguing that this passage can be
explained fully, if it is set Q'n the context of Hellenistic criticism.

Philodemus in his De poematis (Col. XXV Sbordone) says:

k(a)Td T ouveEy[o]v kai kuouwtatfov 88 tdV & mownTikiL Sradpgpetv Xorpilov
ka[t] *AvaEwevnv ‘Opnpov, kol Kapkivov xal Kiea[ilveto[v] Ebpeintidov, kal todg
&A[Aoug] Todg Tovnpodg £ TonTikA(L) TV GoioTwv.4®

Continuing this tradition, Syrianus compares Choerilus and Callimachus with
Homer and Pindar, and "classes Choerilus with Callimachus as a (Hellenistic) man of
t€yvn and contrasts both with the poets of inspiration, Homer and Pindar - a
significant Alexandrian echo".*%! Modern scholars, in their turn, have unanimously a
bad opinion of Choerilus.*0?

"Longinus" makes no reference either to Callimachus, or to Choerilus, but he

403

mentions Pindar in a way that has resemblances to Syrianus.**” "Longinus" compares

Pindar to Bacchylides and Sophocles to Ion of Chios, and concludes that Pindar and
Sophocles are superior.*04

It is evident that in this particular passage, as well as throughout his whole work,
"Longinus" considers poetry and poets in a clearly comparative and evaluative way.
Syrianus also faces poetry in this way, and we could possibly trace a similarity with
"Longinus™ evaluative attitude at this point.*®> Both "Longinus" and Syrianus accept the
distinction between "good" and "inferior" poets; this view seemed to be entirely plausible

in ancient Greek literary criticism.406

Passage 30 (99.1-9)

A few lines below, Syrianus makes use of the well-known verses of the second book

of the Ilias, in which Homer asks the Muses to help him remember all the Greek kings
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that participated in the Trojan war. Syrianus also quotes the pooipov of both the Ilias
and the Odyssea. The passage 99.1-9 is as follows:
ol pevtot &vBeor tointal povovouyi tag Bvpag T@v Movodv dpattovot Kol o0Twg
£keilbev TAnpolvtal,
£€omete viv ot Motoau (11 11 484)
Bodvteg, kal
ufviv &ewde ed (11 I 1)
Kai
&vdpa pot Evvene Moboa- (Od. I 1)
ael yap elg avtdg dvatewopevor OV EEAG Aoyov ag €kelfev A’ adtdv tdv Movodv
TIANQWOEVTEG SLaTiBEATLY.
In all three cases we have the motif of £énikAnoig (invocation), which is firstly used
by Homer and Hesiod and later becomes a topos in poetry.407
Heraclitus’ treatment of the motif is quite interesting: after quoting the Homeric
verses containing the motif, Heraclitus quotes the Phaedrus 237a, where the same motif
is used. But, according to Heraclitus, the pious Homer, whose place is on Mount Helicon,
invoked the Muses for serious reasons suited to the ethos of his heroes, whereas the
impious Plato used invocation in order to narrate not a cosmological myth, but a myth
concerning the love affairs of a young boy who had many lovers.*%® Heraclitus® bitter
irony and distaste for Plato is present even at the beginning of the next problem 4 Of
course, Syrianus approaches the Phaedrus, as well as the whole of Plato’s philosophy,
from a completely different perspective. However, it is interesting to see how two persons

with completely different attitudes towards Plato used the Homeric motif, in order to fit

their respective needs.

Passage 31 (122.19-123.2)

At 122.21 Homer is once more mentioned as belonging to the "EvBgot ountai.
The whole passage deals with the immortality of the soul (Phaedrus 246a) and Syrianus

analyses the famous comparison of parts of the soul with a charioteer and his horses. He
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then divides the horses into categories and examines the following ones: "katd tdg
Suvapers", "katd tag &vepyeiog" and "kotd tag oboiag". He then says (122.19-123.2):

Ob npdtog 68 0 IM\dtwv fvioyov kai Innovg mopgerafev, &AAG mEd alvtod ol
gEvBeor TV TouTdv, “Opnpog, 'Opdedg, Iapuevidng: GAN U Ekeivwv ugv &te EvBEwv
dvev aitiag slpntor évBouowdvieg yap EAeyov. 'Eneidn) 6& 6 ITAdtwv obdEv eig Thyv
gavtod prhocodiav tagalappaver 6 pf kol aitia Ndovato vrofariecbar, dnTeéov Hulv Tag
aitiag, el kol abtdg petd peilovog dLiwpatog mEodEpwy Todg AdOyoug Ttaptike TG aitiag
elnelv, kal téwg 6t kol ol TEO avtod &oikaowv &ni tdv Suvdpewv kal avtoi
Tagaloppavely Tov te fivioxov kal tovg {nmovg. Zedg yap mag’ ‘Ounee kexentatl Toig
tnmoig ol Aéyetoar Mewv 6 Ilooewddv, kal olk adel abtolg ypwpevog, GAAL kol
kaBelopevog &t Bpovou mapadedotar el 88 fv 1 odoia Ttod Aldg T &noyeiobar Toig
innowg kal fiv & Zedg dmep O fvioyog, ael v fvioyer vov 68 kal &AAa tva TOLRV
niapadidotot.

This is not the first time that he refers to Homer as to a poet inspired by the gods.
This case, though, is of particular importance: according to the contemporary view, all the
afore-mentioned inspired persons did write in verse, but the only poet in the modern

sense of the word was Homer (Parmenides was a philosopher,*10

while Orpheus’ works
are considered to be philosophical and religious). Even so, the fact that all three had a
theological dimension in their works, which, by the time of Syrianus and in the context
of Neoplatonism, had acquired a remarkable religious prestige, renders the reference well-
placed.

Equally important is Syrianus’ literary remark on Zeus: indeed Zeus is
traditionally considered to sit on his throne, but sometimes to be a charioteer as well.
Syrianus’ remark is sustained by the following:

a) Homer has an image of Zeus as a charioteer in the Ilias (VIII 438-441):

Zedg 8¢ mathp “IonBev Edtpoyov dopa kai trmoug

ObAuTovde diwke, Bedv § ££ikeTo Bwkoug.

@ 88 xai immovg pgv Aoat kAutdg Evvooiyalog,

dopata & &’ popoiot tibel, katd AMta neTaoo0g:

b) In the Orphica (fr. 40) we also have Zeus’ image as a charioteer:

Noo[wov] &p mediov t[f| dpovoev &vaf ToAIE]-

yuwv intoig dBavata[ior Kpovouv molvwvul-
pog viog.(...)
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c¢) The case of Parmenides is interesting, as we have a clear, though indirect,
reference to the charioteer image at the beginning of fr. 1 D.-K.:

innol tai pe pépovaiy, Soov T &M Buudg ikdvor,

TEUTOV, Enel W &g 080V Pioav TTOAPMUOV &yovoal

Saipovog, f| katd vt &dotn dEper eldota pdTa-

Tf) pEEOpNV: T Y pe moAvppaator dEpov inmor

dppa titaivovoar, kodpar & 650V fyyepovevov (...)

This fragment of Parmenides presents not Zeus, but Parmenides himself as a
charioteer, who is being carried by the Sun’s daughters to the goddess Justice. Even in
that case, the image, as it is presented by Parmenides, has a strong echo of the Homeric
image of Zeus as a charioteer, and this is the image Syrianus in all probability had in
mind, when he referred to the Parmenidean image of the charioteer.

Inspiration is a major issue discussed in that passage; Syrianus’ point is the
following: all three figures (Homer, Orpheus, Parmenides) were inspired. We cannot but
think of the Phaedrus 265b, where the types of divine madness are discussed. Apparently
Syrianus places Homer’s, Orpheus’ and Parmenides’ inspiration to the poetic madness,
which is definitely sent by the gods.

But, according to Syrianus, Homer, Orpheus and Parmenides, £vBeot as they have
been, have not given a full justification of the fact that Zeus is a charioteer etc.,
something that Plato does; in other words, divinely-inspired as Homer, Orpheus and
Parmenides were, nevertheless Plato was superior to them all. The justification for this
is clear-cut: Plato’s philosophy is not based on inspiration, but examines causation in
rational terms. This renders him superior to the others, who, nevertheless, do have their
own value and their own prestige. This statement is in absolute consistency with Syrianus’
attitude towards Plato: all other philosophy and all other fruit of human thought was

considered by him to be nothing else but an introduction to the greatest theologian’s, i.e.

Plato’s.
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Passage 32 (137.23-138.9)411

In an interesting part of the In Phaedrum, covering pages 135-140, Syrianus
comments on the Platonic theory of the immortality and essence of the soul. He expresses
his views on the soul’s relation to Zeus and finds the occasion to develop his theological
views on Zeus and the twelve gods. The hierarchy of gods, according to Syrianus, is as
follows: he distinguishes three different deities under the name of Zeus. In our exposition,
they will be referred to as Zeus,, Zeus, and Zeus,. Zeus, is for Syrianus the transcendent
Demiurge of the whole world. Immediately below him follow three subordinate gods, who
are called Zeus,, Poseidon and Pluto. Their role is not explicitly explained by Syrianus:
he only tells us that Zeus is the head of the triad. At this particular point we see that
Syrianus follows the traditional division. Each one of the last three gods is followed by
four deities, in a particular hierarchical order. The first deities of each of the three
tetrads are male gods, responsible for the giving of Being to the particular existing beings.
The second deities of each of the three tetrads are female goddesses, responsible for the
giving of Life to the particular existing beings. The third deities of each of the three
tetrads are male gods, responsible for the permanence of the world and the preservation
of its order. Finally, the fourth deities of each of the three tetrads are female and are
responsible for the reversion of all secondary existents to their ultimate origin, which is
the divine.

Thus, there are twelve deities (= six gods and six goddesses), which are
subordinate to Zeus,, Poseidon and Pluto. The leader of the six male gods is Zeus;. His
role is not particularly defined by Syrianus. It is only a suggestion that he may be the first
god in the tetrad below Zeus,. Anyway, their function, to give Being to the secondary
beings, is considered to be superior with reference to the function of other gods, which

are subordinate to them.
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This striking division is referred to by H.-D. Saffrey, who is sure that in this
particular passage Syrianus recalls the dynasty of the Orphic gods. He also makes the
following remark: "Sans doute, pour la premiere fois, le mythe de Phedre est
clairement interprété en termes orphiques, et Homere est aussi invoqué a coté d’
Orphée" " The fact that Syrianus quotes Homer in order to support theological views
influenced by the Orphies is not odd, if we accept the fact that here, as well as in other
parts of the exegesis, Homer is considered a BeoX0yo¢ whose poems contain philosophical
and religious truths.

Syrianus at 137.23-138.9 says:

"Ox1 6¢ kal "Opqgpoq o0ide xou¢ xpei¢ xolixoug Aiag X0V Xe €°qpqpevoV kei xov
Tipwxov ¢év x0i¢ xgioi Kal X0V rcgcoxov ¢v xoi¢ 6cuosKa, ka1 auxt|v xfjv *Eoxiav Gedv, 6qXol
O01a XO0)VO8 XWV eTtU)v«

oude xi¢ exX

peivai eTiegxdpevov, aKk' avxioi €oxav UlavxG(- {1 1534-535)

Tiegl 6¢ xoll €vog ka1 €*qgqpevou Xéyei AiogeévBa Tioiel xov Hooeidwva Aéyovxa- 2

xgelc yag xoi Kgovou eapév... {I. XV 187)

Zeug 0’ (eXax™>ougavov... {Il. XV 192)

Kal Kgaxegd¢ neg ¢wv pevexw xgixdxq évl pOlgq {II XV 195) m-"of-/
Txegl 60¢ xwv xgiwv Aiwv oa”w¢ XeyerCjrévBa xo-

OWOGKATq 6¢ xoi auBi¢ ¢Xeloexai OuXuprcovoe- {11 1425)
Kal

Zeug yag ¢ *UKeavov pex’ aplipovag AlBiOTiflag, {11 1423)
Tiegl xoti Kaxa xgixqv aTXOaxaoiv xoii év xoi¢ 6wOeKa Aid¢ Aéyei, 6ia xoi AlBioTtfjac xo
adavéce Txav Kal voqxdv aqpaivcov.

As stated above, all references to Homer are made in order to confirm a
theological point of Syrianus influenced by Orphic doctrine. But what Syrianus says about
Zeus is by no means close to Homer’s own theology. As O. Tsagarakis”*" remarks,
Homer gives the first literary evidence about Zeus as the most important figure of Greek
religion. But nowhere in the Homeric poems do we find either any hint of allegorical
explanation of the gods, their genealogy and their role, or any classification, involving
more than one Zeuses. Nevertheless, it is clear from the passage that this conception is

not Syrianus’ own, but is an already existing allegory.

Of course, Syrianus knew that Homer talked about one Zeus, who had many cult-
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titles, and that Homeric theology was far from his own. In this case, therefore, we have
a conscious attempt at an allegorical explanation, which takes things to extremes, as the
context of each verse separately has nothing to do with Syrianus’ Neoplatonic
consideration of Zeus.

Apart from that, the idea of the existence not of one god with many properties,
but of two or more separate gods is as early as the Symposium of Plato, with reference

415

to Aphrodite:*!* but, as Sheppard remarks*" it was Plotinus who spoke of an

Aphrodite of the sensible world, and one of the intelligible world.*16 A parallel for

417 who also refers to the existence of more

Aphrodite can also be found in Proclus,
than one Apollo\i.418 The existence of three Zeuses is also mentioned by Proclus.4!?
As Sheppard points out,*?? in Proclus’ system there is one Zeus among the intellectual
gods, one among the hypercosmic gods and one among the encosmic gods; it goes without
saying that this system derives from Syrianus.

More generally, there can be little doubt that the systematic formulation of the
theory of different manifestations of the same god at successive levels of reality is to be
attributed to Syrianus, but Syrianus himself inherited it from his predecessors. J.
Dillon*?! has dealt with the matter and proved that S}:ri_anfxs, and not Tamblichus, was
the first to do such a thing. We should also add that Ps.-Plutarch refers at De Homero
2.114 to the existence of an intelligible Zeus whose properties are traced in the Homeric
epic.

The verses II. XV 187-192 are mentioned by Ps.-Plutarch in order to show the
sharing of the elements between the three brothers Zeus, Poseidon and Pluto.*?
Heraclitus also quotes II. XV 190-193, in his discussion of the allegorical use of the
elements.4%3

What is fascinating, however, is the fact that in the bT scholia on XV 192-193

there is something that could be characterised as an attempt to explain Zeus’ and
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Poseidon’s powers and properties in a philosophical way. To be more specific, in the T
scholia we read that others claim that Zeus is the ether (aiffp) and others the mind
governing everything (6 diowk®v t& Ttavta Aoyog). The scholiast seems to accept that Zeus
is the cause of life (to0 {fjv altiog). Poseidon, in his turn, is considered as the cause who
holds the seawater together and the divine power of the sea (td ouvéyov thv Bdhacoav
altiov kat avtilg Bsio Suvaug).

The bT scholia’s reference to the properties of Zeus might be traced to
Aristotelian philosophy; especially in his work De caelo, ether is considered to be the
cause of everything. Stoic tradition could also have been a source, as the terms Sioweiv
and ouvéywv are frequently found in the Stoics.>*

As far as Syrianus’ view on II. I 423 is concerned, neither the A nor the bT scholia
make any reference to the philosopher’s claim, i.e. that Homer by his reference to the
Ethiopians wanted to show everything that is invisible (4¢aveg) and intelligible (vontov).
Moreover, Syrianus’ allegorical interpretation is in sharp contrast with the scholia, in
which we read: dioool 62 elow ol Aifiomeg ol pev mEdg dvatoAdy, ol 8¢ TEdg Svoy,
dplopevor Syt vmd Neilov. But even if the scholia bear no resemblance to Syrianus’
interpretation, Proclus seems to have followed Syrianus closely, when he claimed at In
Rempublicam 166.12-167.9 that this verse shows Zeus returning to his own intelligible

cause. As Sheppard remarks,*?

the Ethiopians are ol t@® 6eip ¢wti katahapumopevor,
Ocean flows from the vonti) mnyn and fills the demiurgic Intellect and the gods connected
with it.

It is evident that both Syrianus’ and Proclus’ interpretation have a distinct
Neoplatonic flavour; it has been rightly pointed out*?6 that the allegory is of the
metaphysical type which was developed by Syrianus. This allegory, a parallel of which can

7

be traced in Macrobius,*? 28

seems to have influenced Eustathius.*

Lastly, at 139.26-27 of our exegesis we have another Homeric reference, aiming
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at confirming Zeus’ powers and properties:

TO 82 p € y a g td Umepgyov avtod TEdg Todg &Ahovg dnAol
tinte pe keivog Gvwye peyag Beog; (11 XXIV 90)

This time Syrianus gives a reference that is quite suited to his views; we also have
a happy coincidence: Syrianus’ view of Zeus and his properties is in some ways not far

from Homer’s. But for a full treatment of this reference, see passage 33.

Passage 33 (139.11-18)

A few lines below (139.11-18) the philosopher discusses the properties of the other
gods, apart from Zeus, and remarks:

Tig 8¢ 1) £kaotov i610tNg, £k Thg Beoroyiag Anmtéov (...) Ol yap tod Aldg Adyor
Suvapemv twav glol 80oeig, Og dtav Aéyy edg TV *Appodityv:

ob tol tékvov £pdv 6€dotal moleuna EQya
4AAG oV ¢’ lpepodevta petépyeo Epya yauoro. (I1 V 428-429)

In the above-mentioned passage Syrianus gives an example, in order to show that
the duties and properties of the other gods are due to Zeus’ will. The goddess who is
brought in as an example is Aphrodite, and of course a Homeric quotation is used.

For once more, we see that the Homeric theology concerning Zeus as the chief
god, on whom all the other deities depend, is exploited in a Neoplatonic metaphysical
context. In other words, there is a kind of agreement between Homer’s and Syrianus’
theological views.

The verse in question used to be put forward in theological contexts, in order to

h429

refer to the properties of each god, as we see in Plutarc and Lucian*® It was

also used by Dionysius of Halicarnassus,*3!

in a passage where he wants to show that
every man should stick to his own duties, and not undertake tasks that belong to others.

Under this perspective we should examine the view we find in the bT scholia on V 428,

i.e. that the Homeric verse makes reference to the famous Greek concept of yvabi
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oabtov: Aphrodite (and not only she) must know the limits of her nature, properties and
duties, which, according to the mythological tradition, were given to her by Zeus. Of
course, following that view, the famous Greek concept of self-consciousness could be
applied both to mortals and gods; Syrianus could have been influenced by this very
concept, when he made reference to the knowledge of their properties that the gods
should have.

We should also consider Eustathius’ comment on this verse: [Tavtoiwg 68 Gvaikig
N "A¢poditn kal katd tov pobov kal kotd naoav dAAnyopiav NBkNv Te Kol puoukny. ob
y&p TOAEpwY ETuoTaTelv 008 abtdg & THG *Adpoditng Aéyetar &otip.*? He also says
that: Zedg 0& tadta mEdg v "Adpodityv ¢nol thv &varky, Aéywv kal &t tadta &
"Apnt Bo® xal "ABnvy peAoel, dg kol dAAYopkdg Kal pudtk®dg thg “Adpoditng pev
AmoAEPOU 0boNG, TOAEKGY 88 Tig "ABNVaS kal Tod “Apeoc.*3®  Eustathius informs
us that this very verse was favoured by certain allegorists and especially astrologists, who
referred to the star of Venus and its properties. But this use, interesting though it may
be, does not seem to have influenced Syrianus: his point, as it is clear from his text, is

purely metaphysical, i.e. theological, and not allegorical or astrological.

Passage 34 (139.25-30)

A few lines below, at 139.25-30, still discussing the Platonic expression 6 pgv 6
pEyag Nyeuwv, Syrianus adds:
To 88 p € v a g Umepgyov avtod mpdg Todg dAAovg Onoi:
tinte pe keivog Gvaye pgyag Beog; (11 XXIV 90)
To 68 vy e udvTd gEonuévov kol dpykov: duvatdv ydp peyav elvar aAN olk
gknonueévoy, kal &&Enonuevov AN olkétt kal peilova OV fyspovov: 610 Todto
aupotepa O ITAatwv tagérafev elnav" peyag Nyep o v

Once more, Syrianus expresses with consistency and precision those properties that

render Zeus the greatest deity. He lays emphasis on the expression peyag fyeuov, giving
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i)

an interesting theological, Neoplatonic dimension to the word #yeuwv.

The Homeric verse is used to show Zeus’ predominance among the other gods,
but I think Syrianus’ interesting point is the noun %yepwv, which, according to him,
reveals two chief properties of Zeus: the transcendent (¢£nonuévov) and the primal
(&oxucov). Those properties had been discussed by Syrianus just a few lines ahead: the fact
that he insists on mentioning them shows Ysg once more how important he considered
them to be.

As far as the verse in itself is concerned, to the best of my knowledge no other
writer had used it to lay emphasis on the epithet peyag, as Syrianus does: in the uses that
I am aware of (as, for example in the A scholia on XXIII 802-7 or in the bT scholia on

XXIV 90-1) emphasis is laid on the verb &vwys, i.e. on the fact that Zeus gives an order.

Passage 35 (143.5-10)

Continuing his commentary on purely theological matters, at 142.27 Syrianus
defines the objects of contemplation by "those who have elevated themselves to the level
of the divine" (tdg Ogag dg Oedvrar of dvayouevor). He then tries to prove that the
gods, unlike mortals, do not view the sensible heavens. But still, as Syrianus says, there
are some men who have wrongly claimed that the gods are "pleased by viewing the cities
of mortals". According to Syrianus, this claim is wrong, but at 143.5-10 he says:

Tweg pgv odv katayehdotwg elnov 6T "kal ydp ebdppaivovtar &TTOPAETIOVTES EiG
Tag dvBpwriwv oMTeiag @g kal o’ ‘Ounee 6 Zedg ETEQmeTO

kaBopowv Toowv te moAv kail Aadv "Axawdv (I1. VIII 52)
< voogw &¢’ inmomohwv Opykdv kabopdpevog atav. (I XIII 4)
The first thing that we notice in the text is that Couvreur has opened quotation

marks after elnov 6T, but he has not closed them. I think that the quotation marks should

be closed in the end of the sentence, just before the colon. Thus, the sentence in quotation
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marks should be the following: "kai ydp gddppaivovrar dmofAEmovteg elg Tag dvBpwmwy
mioMteiog". Immediately after that statement, the Homeric examples follow in logical
sequence.

In the text under discussion we have a direct reproach by Syrianus to those who
maintained this mistaken opinion. Syrianus’ criticism is basically turned against those who
have maintained that the gods please themselves as they stare at the cities of the mortals.
P. Couvreur in his apparatus criticus explains "tivég" as interpreters before Hermias (or
rather, Syrianus). I do not think that we are in the position of stating who those people
are. But the fact remains: those people, whoever they might have been, talked of the gods
in a way to be greatly laughed at. Homer does not seem to escape Syrianus’ criticism,
either.

We should, of course, point out that the criticism is being made from the
viewpoint of Neoplatonism.*** We should also remember Syrianus’ deep knowledge of
Homer, as well as his appreciation and respect for him. For Syrianus, Homer is divine;
there is no doubt about that. But still, no theologian is beyond making a mistake and no
authority is above criticism: an authority, no matter how highly placed in Syrianus’
esteem, is subjected to severe (katayehdotwg) criticism. But this by no means implies
that the prestige of the authority is questioned: Syrianus is just proved to have been an
open-minded person, who did not hesitate to express his strong disagreement with any
authority of the past, even one that he himself acknowledged and admired.

As far as the verse itself is concerned, it seems to have been quoted quite regularly
in antiquity, in order to give geographical information concerning Thrace and its
tribes.*35 Lucian also uses it twice: in the first case*® he shows the pleasure that can
derive from this contemplation, and not only for Zeus; in the second®” he refers to
Zeus, who could well contemplate other people and their deeds. The common element

between Lucian’s first use and Syrianus’ quotation is pleasure that is due to contemplation

115



of the earth: but, of course, Syrianus gives another dimension to this pleasure, which he

considers to be improper for gods.

Passage 36 £146.28-147.2f

Commenting on the Phaedrus 247c, Syrianus explains the following words of
Socrates:

TOV 6¢ UTtegougiviov XOtlOV oiixe xi¢ ijpvrjae tiod Xciv xfide 7x0iT|xfl¢ oilixs rcoxe
upvqaci Kttx’ aCiav. "Exei 6¢ wOG - xoXpr|xsov Ydg ouv X0 VS aXr|08¢ elrtelv aXAcog: xe Kai
Tiegi aXriBeia¢ Xéyovxa.

Our commentator is also of the opinion that the supra-celestial place has not been
adequately praised by the ordinary poets: they stick to the technical rules of poetry, in
contrast with the divine poets. The latter, to whom Homer and Orpheus belong, had the
power to describe the supra-celestial world. In fact, he says at 146.28-147.2:

El pév Tioirjxa¢ aKoioipev xolui¢c xpixou¢ aicd xf)¢ aXr|0siac, xouxeoxi xé nAqOoc
XV xflde avopeaTxikCav Tioir|xciv, clioxe é”aipeioBai xoii Adyou "Opqgov kei ’Opdea
(eigrixai ydg auxol¢ nepi xodde xoi xOtxou, Kai 'Hecriddow Kai Mouoalw), 7xp6or|A,ov xoi
Adyou xd aXrjBeég, 6xi xwv xoiofixciv tioitjxclv xclv noXAciiv Kai xeyviKeev oudeic éducveixai
QWY arictie, aXka xclv évBeciiv TioiT|xciiv oio¢ "Opqpo¢ Kal *Ogoeiic.

It is not the first time in this exegesis that Orpheus is mentioned. In this case he
is regarded as one of the évOeoi TCOirxai: the other one is Homer. On the other hand,
Musaeus and Hesiod are presented as having talked of the extra-celestial place, but they
are not clearly presented as divinely-inspired. But more will be said on this topic later on.

To start from an important point, Syrianus lays emphasis on how these evBeoi

Tiongxai spoke about the supra-celestial place. This belief is initially based on Platonic

concepts: we know that, according to Plato, the poets, as they describe the earthly world,

1ii-J* f ¢ t i Ti_¢M

1.e. the imitation of the real, the supra-celestial world, are third in the rank of truth.”"*
But Syrianus considers the Platonic idea of inspiration to be of major importance: he

distinguishes some poets, the divinely inspired ones, who have been permitted by the gods
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to describe the supra-celestial place. Orpheus and Homer are the most eminent ones, as
they are referred to twice in the passage and they are the first and last to be mentioned.
Other exegetical passages support this claim.

Naturally, these four poets are mentioned as the ones who, in one way or another,
talked of a matter of theological importance: as early as the 5th century B.C. we find
reference to the four figures together - or, at least, to the three, excluding Hesiod. The
clearly parallel reference to these figures as sages, benefactors of mankind and sometimes
divine men, was quite early well known and became a topos in the Hellenistic age and
onwards. Apart from the existing textual evidence that presents Orpheus to be either the
father or the teacher of Muaeuws,"""™ Homer, Orpheus and Musaeus (and sometimes
Hesiod) together are referred to in many cases.”"**

Moreover, in Herodotus’ Historiae 1l 53 Homer and Hesiod are characterised as
the ones who taught the Greeks about the descent of the gods, gave them their several
names, and honours, and arts and declared their outward forms.

Syrianus is thus a link in the chain of a long tradition that considers Orpheus,
Musaeus, Homer and sometimes Hesiod to be divinely inspired poets, who have been
privileged to learn the divine truths. But he goes one step further and acknowledges
basically Homer and Orpheus as inspired. In any case, the context in which he places them
is purely Platonic: all poets are in the third rank the truth, and only two are
transcendent and divinely-inspired.

We also notice that Syrianus himself makes a reference to Orpheus and Musaeus
as divine men in his commentary In Metaphysica. At 147.29-148.3 he argues that the
decad (O8KAg) contains in itself all numbers, in the sense that it is the sum-total of a)
number one, i.e. the monad (povag), which is the symbol of identity, sameness etc., b)
number two, i.e. the dyad, which is the symbol of otherness, multiplicity and division, c)

number three and d) number four."""* In the same way, the creation of the world by the
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demiurgic Intellect had already incorporated the immaterial Forms of the world: this is
a view shared by Orpheus, Musaeus and those following them. In Syrianus’ own words:

Tav Beiwv avdpdv Oekade TOV eldntikdv eimovtov aoBpdv O KOOHIKOV
napaderypa kol "dgov mepl maol teBevta”, kal dTL domep N dekdg Evidg Eovtiig ExEl
TeavTo TOV douBpdV 0UKETL KQUHIWG OGS T LoVAG 008’ 00oLWORG MG 1) TETEAS, GAN fidn odv
£TeQOTNTL TAEiovL kal Siap€ael, Ttodtov TOV TEoTov kal 1) voepd dmutougyic Tavta
TeoeiANdEY &v £aut]) Td TOV KOopwv £101. kal Tavtyy Ty S0kav &mo te *Opdewg kal
Movoeiov kai T@v &keifev kotayougvay UnodeLapévav O "Aplototéng @g dEka T@
400U 18€0g adT@v UTIoTBEPEVLY 0bTwg EVBUVEL TAG So0kag.

From this passage we may conclude that Homer and Musaeus are regarded as
mortal men, who spoke adequately of the divine and were followed by their successors.
Here we have no detailed reference to them as theologians, but the way their views are
presented reveals respect on the part of Syrianus, which is a consequence of the truths
they revealed. In this case Musaeus is included among the divine men who revealed
theological truths. I think that this view is not necessarily in contrast with that expressed
in our passage: it is true that in the exegesis of the Phaedrus only Homer and Orpheus
are exempted from the general rule of technical poets, whereas in the In Metaphysica
Musaeus is put in another level. But the latter case can be regarded as additional to the
former. In other words, even if Musaeus is not included in the divinely inspired
exemptions in the Phaedrus exegesis, his placement among the "divine men" in the other
surviving philosophical work of Syrianus restores him in his proper place. Needless to say
that this is not the case with Hesiod, who is also admired and quoted by Syrianus (and

sometimes in theological contexts), but he is by no means regarded as divinely-inspired.

Lastly, it should not escape our notice that other Neoplatonists such as

443 444

Proclus™ and Simplicius™" also refer to Orpheus and Musaeus together, as sources

who are very important for religious matters and have revealed theological truths via their
poetry. Proclus also regarded Homer, Hesiod and Orpheus as authorities whose works

could be used as authorities on theological matters.**
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Passage 37 (147.18-148.1)

A few lines below, Syrianus refers to Homer and Orpheus and after calling them
"theologians" brings further evidence concerning this property of theirs. In his own words
(147.18-148.1):

(katwdmediov aAnBeiag &g &av Aéyy, Tavtag aivittetar kal
{6iwg & aAnbeiav ol Beoloyor £kel idpvovawy. 'O yap tor 'Opdedg mepl ThHg NukTtdg
AEywv "Bedv yap Exel, ¢nol..." kol

poavtoouvny [8&] ol ddkev Exewv dyevdEa TAVTY).
Kol abtn Aéyetor pavievsw tolg Beoilg. "Evedeifato 88 mepl avtiig kal “Opngog:
povayod yap &uviodn tod thg Nuktdg dvopatog: mepl yap tod Adg Aeywv ¢noiv:

gl pfy NOE Sunteipa Bedv Ecawoe kal avopdv,

TV ikopny pedywv: § & EMaVOATO XWOUEVOG TIEQ

&leto yap uh Nukti Bof) amobipia pelot. (11 XTIV 259-261)
Tolunpdg 62 mepl abTig ¢mowv €peiv Emewdnnep anodotik®g pEMAEL Tiepl abThG
SloEyeoBar

The first thing to point out in this passage is the fact that Syrianus once more
treats Homer not only as a divinely-inspired poet, but as a theologian as well. In fact, the
authority of Homer and Orpheus is adduced, in order to refer to the mythical figure of
Night. We should point out that the figure of Night played an important role in Orphic
cosmogony: in the Orphics she was believed to have been the daughter of Phanes and the
mother of Ouranos. She was also the one who offered valuable advice to Zeus when he
took over the reign of the world.** In Homer, as the verse which Syrianus quotes
reveals, her prestige is a fact. Janko* rightly points out that "the Iliadic and Orphic
theogonies both adapt a myth which made the primeval waters, perhaps with Night as
their parent, the origin of the world". He also tries to account for the difference between
the Orphic-Homeric cosmogony on the one hand and the Hesiodic on the other, by
accepting that there is a possibility of divergent myths being current and by arguing that
these motifs are Indo-European.

Porphyry has an interesting view on the verses in question, in his discussion of the

results of certain positions of the stars on human destiny: in order to stress these results,

119



he mentions Eos and Night and then distinguishes between night (v0&) and Night (NOE),
the former being the result, the latter being the goddess, who is responsible for the result.
Thus the verses II. VII 282, Od. XV 392 and Od. XII 286 refer to night, whereas the
verses II. XIV 259-261 refer to Night. 4

We should also notice Syrianus’ remark that Homer says that he is going to speak
boldly of Night, because he is going to define her by means of privations (toAunodg 62
miepl abthig ¢nowv £pelv Emednnep AmoPatikdS PENAEL Tiepl altilg StaAEyeabat). The
terms that are used (&mogatikdg StoA€yeabor) are purely theological, showing for once
more that Homer is a part of Syrianus’ metaphysical discussion.

The last thing to point out is that the Homeric verse used by Syrianus is a part of
the episode of the love-scene between Zeus and Hera condemned by Ionian thinkers and
Plato. In Syrianus’ philosophical works there are several quotations from the "condemned
passages" (both in the In Phaedrum and the In Metaphysica commentaries). The
presence of these quotations in itself is a point that should be taken into account for
Syrianus’ attitude towards the condemnation of the impious Homeric elements. In fact,
there is sufficient evidence, both from Syrianus and Proclus, to show that Syrianus did not
agree that Homer should be condemned.

The key to this attitude seems to be Syrianus’ theory of inspiration. Sheppard has
shown the importance and the function of this theory, both in the In Phaedrum exegesis
and in Proclus’ In Rempublicam.**

Thus, having given (through inspiration) the solution to criticisms of Homer,
Syrianus was in the position to become one of "Homer’s defenders", like Heraclitus or Ps.-
Plutarch; in other words, to give Homer and its tradition the treatment and dimension

that he saw fit.
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Passage 38 (151.9-11)

Continuing his commentary on Phaedrus 247c, Syrianus deals with the genus of
science. He recalls Plato’s definition that this genus contains all sciences in itself in a
unified way. In order to give an example of what it is to contain everything in a unified
way, he then mentions the art of divination. This art reduces all time - past, present and
future - in itself. To justify this example he quotes the well-known verse of the first book
of the Ilias, which refers to Kalchas and his abilities as a prophet (II. I 70). At 151.9-11
Syrianus says:

'Opdg 68 dTL 1 pavtiki Tavta ouvolpsi TOv xeovov, kal té peAlovto kal Tt
TleEeANALBOTA (OG TOQOVTA OQY:

6g fion ta T &ovta ta v Eogdpeva o T &ovta. (11 I 70)
Td obv macav Thv dAnBsiav eviaing egtExov (...) 6 88 IIMdtwvEé Mo TR UM G
Y € v o g [sc. elnev], 8 Tdoag Eviaiwg Tag ETuotipag &v £avtd ouveilndey.

No wonder that Syrianus cites as an example a verse that refers to Kalchas, one
of the most famous prophets of mythical tradition: his role in the Ilias and, generally
speaking, in the Trojan expedition is eminent.

As far as this knowledge of Kalchas is concerned, Lamberton** rightly stresses
that "the distinction between normal human knowledge, which is restricted to the past
and the present, and the abilities of seers, who are capable of knowing the past, the
present and the future is a definite Homeric element"; but, apart from being a definitive
Homeric element, for Neoplatonic philosophy divination was a factor not to be regarded
as trivial. *!

Syrianus mentions divination more than once: earlier in the exegesis of the
Phaedrus he focuses on the contrast between the divination which is given to mortals by
the gods, and human divination, which occurs to some mortals, like Socrates.*2 This

453

special ability of Socrates is put forward by Plato,”™ who later classifies divination as

a type of divine madness and talks about seers possessed by Apollo.*** It is evident
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therefore that Syrianus finds in Plato’s views elements to sustain his own views on
divination.

At this point the standard Neoplatonic view concerning knowledge in time should
be referred to: according to Neoplatonists, for God there is neither past nor future, since
his knowledge of everything is conceived by him in terms of an eternal present.*>> The
common elements between the art of divination and God’s knowledge are self-evident.

The verse, in its turn, was one of the most well-known Homeric passages, that used
to be quoted very frequently by various writers in antiquity.456 Porphyry used it in his

457

works concerning Homer.””’ Three Neoplatonic philosophers of the school of

Alexandria quoted it as well: John Philoponus,458 when he attributed the power to

9

know the present, the past and the future to Moses; Olympiodorus*® mentioned it in

his talk of divination and Elias*? with reference to Pythagoras’ omniscience.

Passage 39 (156.26-157.3)

Commenting on Phaedrus 247d-e, and especially on the Socratic view about how
the divine mind is capable of sharing the real knowledge of the soul, Syrianus draws
attention to the image of the horses eating ambrosia and drinking nectar. Using the
method of allegory Syrianus understands that by horses Plato means the lower powers of
the human intellect. In detail the part of the human intellect in which opinions are formed
receives measures from the reason and imposes them on the impulses, the passions and
the desires of the soul. The ultimate derivation of the measures is to be found in the
contemplation of God by the divine souls, which is transmitted to the particular human
souls. Syrianus then explains how ambrosia and nectar are to be understood: ambrosia is
analogous to our solid food and nectar to our liquid food (156.19-26). He then gives a

quite ingenious and interesting explanation of the usage of nectar by the gods: they use
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nectar when they want to show providence to mortals. The example he cites is the
following (156.26-157.3):

pf| €6)vx8¢ ouv ol 0801 X80d00ai xa év xw KOope keei adxflv xfjv yu/fiv, véKxapi
atixfjv M ionalai Aéyovxai. Kal o6xav 0¢é Tipovooivxa¢ Tiapaélococri xouc¢ O8ouc,
XQcopévoue auxouc Tioiotiai xw véKxapi*
p8Xa 08 CIIQ TvOXVia "H(3T]|

véKxag ¢(pvox68i- xol ¢ xpuaéoic OSTXa8CTai

08i08xax’ aXXfiXou¢, Tpcdcov itdXiv 8laop6o)vx8¢* (11 IV 2-4)
7Xp08v60uv yoLO XOX8 x6)v Tp(l)wv niv8iv ouv Xéyovxai Kal oi viiv Innoi x6 véKxap cbg:
nQ)S(JX’I]KOXSC Kal WX\W(BIW 8a0I81V 6¢ apppooiav cbe év xoic 080IC

évidgupévoi.

Syrianus’ use of the Homeric image of the gods’ banquet could also aim at
explaining why the gods are not unjustified in feasting while a war is taking place on
earth. From the bT scholia on VI 4b we learn that the fact that gods were pleased by the
view of the war was considered to be improper (anp8Ti8c). As if answering to those
critics, Syrianus explains the divine banquet as an act of divine providence. It is not that
the gods enjoy themselves while the mortals fight with one another; they show their
concern by exercising providence, something which is an essential property of the
divine.""\*

A parallel relevant to apPpooia and véKxag can be found at In Metaphysica
41.30ff.:

€7X8l AUV xa pév auxole qvcoxai xoi¢ 08oi¢c xwv aTtoy8wwp8vwyv, xa 6é ou6éTiox8
auxol¢ apsCIOi¢ auva7iX8a0ai MYNUKS, xa 6¢ Ttoxé pev ouxco Ttoxe 6¢ ¢K8ivoig, év oi¢ Kal
x0 qpeéx8gov xsx Kxai, xa pév a8l Txgdc 08oui¢ dgwvxa xg8#8a0ai 0aoiv ¢K8i08v apPgoaip
Kal vsKxagi- rcagéxei 6¢ auxol¢ q pév appgooia xwgiox6v ané xq¢ y8véo8cog, év q 0
pgoxoc Kal f| aipaxobdqc aKalagaia, x6 6¢ véKxag xé pf) 0¢Xy8alai Kaxa xtlv xwv

x8A.8uxai(jov Txgopf]08iav, 2AA’ ap8iXiKxco¢ Kal axgértxwe xwv 6Xwv Tigovo8lv* xa 6¢ Txoxe
pév Tigde atuxoi¢ avax8ivop8va, TXEHUKOxa 6¢ ¢K8i08v Kal a0iaxao0ai, 2Xq08Uovxa pév Kal

A

8UagKoiivxa 0aoi xfjc apPgooia¢c Kal xoii vsKxago¢ p8xaXappav8iv, xoix’ ¢oxi®d 6vxcog
ov X8xapéva Kal xo 08iov 08pop8va, \j/Suddp8va 6¢ Kal éfiiogKoidivxa, xofix’ ecrxiv étxl xé
pf] ov Kal xf]v yév8aiv artOKXivovxa Kal xoii 08iou Kaxa*govqxiKWC éxovxa ax8giaK8CT0ai
xwv ¢K xoil vogxod xgoOwv- xa 8¢ Ovgxa Kal értiKqga pqéé p8xaXappav8iv alixwv txoxs.

The providence which the gods exercise on mortals is a distinctive theological

point, that, according to Ps.-Plutarch, is a common theme in many philosophers, but has

its origins in Homer.Proclus has also considered '(divine providence in his
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treatment of the Theomachy at In Rempublicam 87.95: as Sheppard has proved,
Proclus accounts for the fighting in terms of the providence of the gods and the nature
of the objects of their providence. Proclus’ doctrine of népa¢ and arxsipia, which has
originated from Syrianus, as well as the pre-Syrianic interpretation in terms of demons
and the allegory of the combats between pairs of gods are combined in Proclus’
consideration of the Theomachy, which seems to have derived from Syrianus.
Providence is also found in Proclus’treatment of Agamemnon’s dream: as we learn
from Proclus, Syrianus claimed that Zeus, under the wider perspective of his providence
f(')l;l mortals and of his intention to punish the Greeks, cheated Agamemnon for his own
good. This Syrianic solution to the problem is not preferred to by Proclus, who offered
a different interpretation, based on the doctrine of Tiapundaxaai¢.”*™ What is
interesting for us, though, at this point, is not Proclus’ own solution and what he owes to
Syrianus, but Syrianus’ use of providence for solving a serious Homeric problem.
Proclus also refers to apPpooia at In Rempublicam 138.4-15, where he speaks of
the meaning of ambrosia and of the oil with which Hera anoints herself. Here we meet
again the doctrine of procession and reversion; oil is associated with procession, ambrosia

with reversion.
Passage 40 £173.14-151

Beginning the third book of his exegesis, Syrianus comments on Phaedrus 249d
and summarises what has been said about the division of divine madness so far. Talking
once more about poetic madness, he says (173.14-15):

(...) T KoiTixiKt) 9081 KX 6 a 6 VOp w VKtti Ola XOUXO Ttaideidei x6 xwv avGpwnwyv

ysvoc.

The phrase KAFa avopwv is found at L IX 189, IX 524 and Od VIII 73. As 83

124



Hainsworth remarks,466 "

kAEa dvopdv (...) is the Homeric expression for all that is
now called heroic poetry'. Syrianus obviously had heroic poetry in mind when he read
Plato’s description of poetic madness.

The I1. IX 189 belongs to the very well-known episode of the embassy to Achilles,
while the IX 524 to the also famous Meleager story, which had a history of its own,
independent of the embassy episode, in which it is incorporated.*®’” We saw above68
that Syrianus was familiar with the embassy episode; in any case, had he not known two
Homeric episodes as famous as the embassy to Achilles and Meleager story, he could not
have become a teacher of rhetoric in the first place! But, famous though these Homeric
passages might have been, the phrase kA€o 4vopdv seems to be another example of a
Homeric expression that acquired a history and a significance of its own, independent of
the parts of the Homeric epic where it appeared.

Indeed, the use of the phrase kAéa &vSpdv by writers such as Plutarch,%?
Athenaeus,*”? Aelius Aristides*’! and Dio Chrysostomus*’? clearly shows that we
- are dealing with a cliché. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that when he referred to kAga
avdpdv Syrianus had in mind the very Homeric passages where the phrase appeared. As
many others before him, he used the phrase in his talk of poetry and poetic madness.

It should also not escape our notice that the cliché is also found in Porphyry twice:
the first reference deals with the phrase, giving it the usual sense of "epic deeds".*”> But
the second reference is much more interesting, as the phrase is used in order to speak of
spiritual deeds of men, and most importantly of philosophers, such as Pythagoras. 4’4
In this case, the deed for philosophers is not to be brave in battle, but to choose rightly
their dwelling in remote, sacred places.

Proclus, in his turn, mentions the whole Homeric verse twice. We firstly find it in

475

an educational context:"’> according to his views, one of the pedagogical aims of poetry

is to make people imitate ancient distinguished men, setting forth their glorious deeds.
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Moreover, his second reference also has an educational purpose:** the Homeric heroes
were open to gifts and could be persuaded by words, but this did not render them extreme
money-lovers. This Homeric ethos is considered by Proclus to be an example that deserves
imitation by youngsters of his age.

Eustathius mentions the phrase KXSQ avopceev several times: he distinguishes five
types of odes, in which the heroic ones are included."* He also holds that the subject
of Homer’s poetry is nothing more than the narration of mens’ deeds.""* Additionally,
he perceives the content of Achilles’ song as quite fitted to his ethos: by singing men(s"

deeds he rendered them famous, as Homer did for Achilles himself.~"
Passage 41 1183.14-151

Commenting on 251b of the Platonic text, Syrianus deals with the elevative powers
of the soul, which realise the desire of the soul to be united with the divine. The verb
used to describe this desire is the verb avaKt“i“co, which is actually taken from the
Phaedrus text. A Homeric example is being put forward, in order to make the meaning
of the verb clear. In his own words (183.14-15):

*AvaKT]Ki8i, TOXSCIXIV avenqo# Kai evBouaici Kai 8K(3aKXsi)8xai* 6
Txonrixfl¢-

- Ix0XOp 6’ av8KNKi8v loqeoe (7. XXIII 507).

Nor gnce more we have a Homeric verse used for purAAlinguistic reasons. Syrianus’
students obviously faced some difficulties with the Phaedrus verb avaKT|Kiii), which is used
by Plato in order to describe the state affecting the soul of a man™ who is beginning to
sprout wings; Homer was thus put forward, in order to illuminate Plato’s meaning.

What is interesting in this passage is the terminology used by Syrianus in this

effort: he uses not only the verb avanri6d), but also the verbs evGouaid) and 8 KpaKXs ifo,

the last two being closely linked to divine madness.
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Strangely enough, Hesychius s.v. dvaknkiet says avapépetat. Only a mistake on
Hesychius’ part can account for this meaning. Photius, on the other hand, has the version
+avaknkei+ - avarmnda.*8® We should also add that in Hesychius we find references
to divine madness and possession in terminology similar to that of Syrianus in the
following cases: é&kBakyevelr éktopacosl fj dofuvewg €optalel, EvBouvoialovor:
Bavpalovaot, EvBovoiaopdg oy, Ote Ny yuyh 6An EAhaumntal UId tod Beod, EvBovoidv:
pavopevog Opudv f| paviav £xwv. Moreover, Photius brings in the following evidence:
ExPakyevleic: Ekpaveig, EvBoug: +TedopnuEvog+ &vBouoidv, &vBouoiy: Umd £vBgou
KOTEYETAL TIVEUMATOG, &vBouoiaopog: Otav 1 yuxn OAn éNAaunntar imd tod Ogod,
gvBovoralopevor: EPopudvTeG Ty EANQUTIOPEVOL.

Thus, Syrianus’ familiarity with the terminology of possession is traceable in this
reference; evidence from Hesychius and Photius shows that this terminology antedated

Syrianus’ time.

Passage 42 (187.25-29)

Talking about Plato’s effort to give the etymology of the Greek word £pwg at
Phaedrus 252b, Syrianus finds the occasion to say a word to his students about the names
that the gods use for several things. He argues that the gods have different names, because
their essence is different from that of men. In his effort to prove this, he says (187.25-29):

Todto 82 xal “Ounpog £énoinoev einwv:

Xohkida kukhfjokovar Beol, dvopeg 68 kopwvdv (I1. XIV 291),
Kol ALY
6v Boiapewv kaAéovot Beoi (11 T 403).
It is evident that the incorporation of the passages helps the philosopher to prove

his theory concerning the multiple names of gods. In the bT scholia on XIV 291b! there

is a detailed discussion of xopvdwv: at first we have an extended version of the bird’s
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myth, and then a description of its colour and properties follows. But there is no reference
to the difference in names, which is central for Syrianus, as it helps to prove the
difference of essence between the gods and mortals.

It should not be neglected that both Homeric words, i.e. yaAkig and kopwdig are
Plato’s examples in the Cratylus 392a.*81 Sheppard®®? claims that it is Syrianus’
interpretation of the Cra t_yluslwhich Proclus uses in the In Rempublicam 169.25-170.26;
but this interpretation seems to have been received from earlier interpretations, probably
the 4th century Neoplatonists. This view, which seems quite logical, places Syrianus in an
exegetical - philosophical tradition; but what is of particular interest is the fact that it is
through Homer - and, of course, Plato - that the links of the tradition are traced.

Heraclitus in his Allegoriae 21 makes extensive referenceﬁhe Homeric passage,
in which Briareus, bearing the two names, belongs. But Heraclitus faces the episode from
a different point of view: in his opinion, the episode, which is nothing but a revolt against
Zeus, would be in for condemnation, had it not been allegorical.‘“g’3 But, interesting
though Heraclitus’ treatment is, Syrianus seems to have drawn his exegetical line from the

Cratylus and not from Heraclitus.

Passage 43 (219.21-24)

At 219.21-24 Homer is once more quoted as an example of linguistic usage. This
time Syrianus deals with the meaning of the words "00¢dg" and "co¢in", according to
previous generations. The text is as follows:

"Towg, ¢noi, Aéyovoi Lol c 0 ¢ 0 i td &8 0 0 ¢ 0 i Sdvator pev kai dg &v fder
AexBijvar, fiyouvv 8T Todg dmwg TtoTE [elddTag] TL MeEl Adyoug Exovtag codpodg Ekalouv
ol mahaioi, 6TOTE Kol TOV TEKTOVA “OunEog dnow

g0 eld0g coding. (II. XV 412)

Syrianus deals with the term "wisdom" and emphasises that traditionally this
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property was attributed to anybody who claimed to know something. An example of this
use is the verse in which Homer attributes wisdom to a builder.

The T scholia on Ilias XV 412b! claim that in this verse there is co¢ing instead
of téxvng. Soon afterwards we read: macav 68 tExvnv obtw kahodot, copodg (58) todg
TEYViTOG,

484 and Elias*®S used the same Homeric verse and elucidated

Ammonius
Syrianus’ point, in their effort to give an account of the meaning of wisdom: Ammonius
considered that the ancients, in which Homer is also included, did not define the meaning
of the term "wisdom" correctly, and Elias adds that Homer used to apply wisdom to
everybody who claimed to know something, whatever that was. Thus, Elias thought that
the ancients did not treat the meaning of this word justly, and polluted it.

Homer is then considered by Ammonius and Elias insufficient regarding the use
of the term "wisdom". Syrianus, on the other hand, simply says that the Homeric use of
this term has become a matter of habit. In fact, there is a sharp difference in the
treatment of Homer between Syrianus and the others: Syrianus just makes a linguistic

remark and does not accuse Homer of polluting the meaning of the word "wisdom" as the

other two philosophers did.

Passage 44 (260.22-28)

The last reference in the third book is at 260.22-28. Syrianus comments on
Socrates’ use of the noun maid1d at Phaedrus 276b5 and says:

“Omep &mi TG £yKkoopiov dnuiovpyiag tolg Beolg Exel TO maiyviov abtdv elval
TOV Ttavta KOopov, &g kal 6 montg ¢nov
dofeotog & G’ EvdpTo YEMWG pakdQeaal Bgolowy
&g t6ov "Hearotov- (I1. T 599-600)
(toutéoTiy, Mg {dov td dnuloveynipata, nidpoavinoay kat Eyéhacav), §Tep obv toig Bsoig
0 KO0oU0G, To0To kol Td omovdaip N Tepl TaEewg EvEpyeta: TaidLy Yo Eowkev, 1y 88 &v
Taig yuyaig omoudy).
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According to the Homeric verse, the gods laughed hea\»AIiiy when they saw
Hephaestus trying to serve wine. G.S. Kirk”** remarks that the gods burst out laughing
not because th*t Hephaestus is hobbling; their laughter is part of the comic effect created
by the lame god performing the role of wine-pourer in a bustling (and perhaps a
deliberately parodying) way. Syrianus places the verse in a cosmological context: for gods
the creation of our world is nothing more than a game, which makes them laugh. The
Homeric verse is being brought in asaéxample of their laughter, not in the sense of
mocking, but in the sense of joy, as his explanation shows (6¢ loov xa Oripioupyfipaxa,
rifi())paviT]aav keei eyéeXaoav).

The gods’ laughter had been attacked by Plato at Respuhlica 389a."* Of course,
as we have seen above, Plato’s criticism was famous, and Syrianus, more than any other,
was familiar with it. This did not prevent him from using the "forbidden" Homeric verses
in his works. But 1think that in this case he not only uses the verse, but places it in a
philosophical - cosmological context as well, as if he were to give an answer to Plato’s
criticism.

Ps.-Plutarch in his turn seems to have Plato in mind when he quotes the same
verse in his reference to Homer as the first comic poet: he holds that even the most holy
and elevated episodes can cause some laughter when they are narrated by Home.' But
Homer himself has just caused laughter without offending anyone: it is the comic poets
who succeeded him that used in comedy offensive and indecent words."""*

Porphyry has preserved the Cynic philosopher Zoilus’ objection to the indecent
laughter of the gods; Zoilus’ attitude is natural, as he is well known for his attacks on
Homer. Nevertheless, Porphyry is of the opinion that the episode’s aim is to declare
Aphrodite’s beauty

Syrianus’ inclination to give a different interpretation to the passage influenced

Proclus, who, as has rightly been argued/""* explained the gods’ laughter, along with
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their tears in other passages, as symbols of the gods’ productive providence. In the case
of laughter, this providence concerns the whole, while in the case of tears particular things
only. Orphic influences have been traced in Proclus’ explanation, and this is not a fact to
be neglected.

Proclus®!

also deals with Plato’s censorship of the verse; he chooses to place
the gods’ laughter in a cosmological context. According to his interpretation, Hephaestus
is the creator of the material world. The creation of the whole material world is
considered to be a game on behalf of the gods, who are also regarded by Plato as young
ones; therefore, mythographers, according to Proclus, have chosen to assimilate the
providence these gods exercise for the material world to laughter and this is the way he

solves the problem which Plato posed.*?

Olympiodorus*»

also used the verse, probably following Proclus: he spoke of
the divine activity with reference to the material world, and he quoted the verse in order
to maintain that divine providence is a game.

We should also note that the verse &ofeotog & &’ &vdpto YEAWG PAKAQECTL
Beoiow is also found in the Odyssea VIII 326: this time the target of the laughter is not
Hephaestus; on the contrary, Hephaestus’ cunningness towards his adulterous wife and her
lover, along with his skill, that enabled him to prove the adultery, has caused the laughter.
But we cannot be sure whether this very passage was in Syrianus’ mind when he made the
reference. It might have been, as the laughter gives them pleasure in this case as well. But

unfortunately we do not have the evidence in our text to sustain anything other than a

mere possibility.
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3.2 Remarks on Chapter 3

The first thing to remark on the Homeric quotations of the exegesis In Phaedrum,
which contains more numerous references than the other works of Syrianus (Passages 18-
44), is that the third part of this exegesis has very few references, either to Homer or to
any other ancient writer. This might be the consequence of the fact that the third part is
less long as a whole, compared with the first and the second. Limited as it is, it contains
few comments on each word, phrase or passage of the Platonic text. As a whole, it gives
the impression that it has not been reworked by the author. Taking into consideration the
fact that the last part of the Phaedrus deals with matters of the utmost philosophical
importance, and therefore the commentator on the dialogue, or the teacher, should also
devote much of his work to those matters, we may deduce the following: either Syrianus
had no time left to say what he should in his lessons, or Hermias, after writing down his
teacher’s lessons, had no time to rework and revise them. But if we suppose that, as the
Phaedrus was not the only dialogue which the syllabus of Syrianus included, the teacher
was probably out of time, Hermias must have made practically no alterations to Syrianus’
commentary. Of course, all this is pure speculation; nevertheless, the argument has a
point, as it is based on an existing problem, posed by the unequal articulation of the three
parts of the exegesis.

As to the type of the references, the linguistic tradition is present i$ this
commentary in 5 cases: in passage 18, where chiasmus is discussed, in passage 20, where
the meaning of the verb AavOavco catches Syrianus’ notice, in passage 22, where the
adjective alpbXog is discussed, in passage 41, where the reference is to the verb avaKT|Ktw
and in passage 43, where the usage of the terms 00”6¢ and oo())iir] are dealt with.

Moreover, passage 42 has a linguistic dimension, as the reference to the double names of
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certain gods has both linguistic and theological flavour.

That brings us to the other major category of the Homeric references of this
exegesis: the theological ones. This is something new to anyone who is familiar only with
Syrianus’ commentary /n Hermogenem, but something self-evident for the reader of a
Neoplatonic exegesis. As Syrianus’ chief aim is to explain Plato, so that his own
Neoplatonic beliefs are demonstrated, the literary evidence to be brought in is put in this
theological - and most times metaphysical - context.

In fact, passages like 25, where the celestial bodies are reported to have sight and
hearing, or 32, where the properties of the three Zeuses are discussed, have a distinct
flavour of Neoplatonic metaphysics. This is also the case with passages 33 and 34, where
the properties of the gods are dealt with, as well as of passage 35, where the gods are
reported to please themselves by staring\_!:l%‘f_he cities of mortals. The providence which
the gods exercise on mortals is the subject of passage 39, whereas the gods’ laughter is
discussed in passage 44. Passage 21 also deals with the gods’ vows.

Moreover, other aspects of philosophy, and not only metaphysics, are being
enforced by Homeric elements: passage 19 deals with Homer in a epistemological context
(gnosiology), whereas passages 26 and 28 deal with Neoplatonic psychology. Passage 38,
where divination is discussed, is a further proof of Syrianus’ use of Homeric elements
when it comes to philosophy.

But, even though the majority of references in this exegesis is philosophical,
Homer’s proverbial usage is for once more present in passage 24. Homer’s use for literary
criticism is evident in passage 29. In passage 40 we notice that the Homeric epics are
regarded to have a high educational value. Syrianus was familiar with all these usages even
since the first stage of his career, i.e. when he was a teacher of rhetoric.

Another important aspect of how Homer is treated by Syrianus comes forward in

the important passages 31, 35, 36 and 37, where Homer is considered to be a divinely
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inspired poet and a theologian. These properties, which Homer shared with figures such
as Orpheus and Musaeus, are quite revealing: by the time when Syrianus composed his
commentary, his philosophical thought had been formed. Seen under this perspective,
Homer (and the whole of the Homeric tradition) was indeed much more than a
convenient source for scholarly or literary reference: the status of a theologian had been
generously given to Homer by Syrianus, who, as we have seen, wrote a treatise bearing
the title flsgi rcGv nap' 'Opfjpov Oscov. Although this work has not been preserved, the
Homeric passages of this exegesis lead us to suppose that the Homeric theology that must
have been elaborated in this very work would have had a distinct Neoplatonic flavour.
Thus, Homer would have deserved a place among the other theologians of the
Neoplatonic universe.

Very important also is passage 27, where the allegorical treatment of Helen myth
is found. In my opinion this is one of the most interesting passages of the whole exegesis:
the celebrity of the Helen myth in itself is one main reason for this attitude. But, apart
from that, the metaphysical allegory Syrianus makes is important in itself, as it is one of
the proofs we have for Syrianus’ use of the method of allegorical interpretation.

Last but not least, it should not escape our notice that in this exegesis Syrianus,
devoted to Plato though he was, made use of Homeric passages censored by Plato. This
is also the case with the In Metaphysica commentary, which we will go througly. The

reasons why Syrianus used these very verses will be examined in our conclusions.
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CHAPTER 4

4.1 HOMERIC PASSAGES IN THE IN METAPHYSICA

Passage 45 (25.10-13)

Discussing the intellect’s ability to see, Syrianus maintains that the conjugate
intermediate forms (c0{uya €18n) conceived by the intellect move not in terms of bodily
motion, but in terms of intellectual activity. His general view was that there are three
levels of reality for every natural thing: in addition to a sensible thing, there is its
intelligible reality, but also its intermediate reality, distinct from sensibles and
intelligibles. This reality corresponds to incorporeal and universal reason - principles in
the soul, which are conjugate with the intelligible Forms and play the role of cognitive
principles. As an example of such an intermediate form, Syrianus refers to the intellectual
cognitive principles of harmony that the gods have placed in human souls as a gift, before
the existence of the perceptible universe.** In the same way, the gods, as well as
human beings, share the qualities of the Muses and the harmony owed to them. As
Syrianus puts it at In Metaphysica 25.6-12:

(-..) Eom 82 kol dupa Hudv voepdv kal Sivaurg Exeivou tod dupatog OTTIKY,
gotar 8¢ kal €i6n ovluyo tavty tf) OTTK] dkivnTa pEv THV TOV COUATOV Kivnowy,
Kwovpeva 88 Ty vogpdv EvEpyelav. Ti O€; TV AQpoviK@V Aoywv, dv O Bedg SEdwke T{
yuyf) Ted Thg davopévng drtakoopoewg, o’ 00deig E0TL Beatg; adtdv & t@v Movohv
kai Thg £€ abtdv Teotovong dppoviag ob Tavteg pev ol &ykoouiot Bgol petéyovoty, Og
¢now “Opnpog, mhnpels "Movodwv al deidov apeifopeval Ol kaAf)" (11 1 604) (...)

Syrianus had made several references to the Muses in his exegesis of the

Phaedrus;*® he honoured and recognised them as the source of arts and harmony in

human life. The dimension they had for him, therefore, was a part of his theological
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views.

The reference, apart from being a literary one, has certain religious aspects. In this
passage of the In Metaphysica the matter which Syrianus perceives differently from
Aristotle is theological - it refers to divine qualities that both the mortals and the
mundane gods possess, on the basis of the Neoplatonic theory of intermediates;
consequently, a literary reference to figures who played a certain role in religion is quite
appropriate.

As far as the Homeric verse itself is concerned, I think that its use by Athenaeus
is interesting: he quotes it in his discussion of music and its use by the gods.**® Thus,
it is not only Syrianus who quoted this particular verse, in reference to the gods’ relations
with music: Athenaeus used the verse in a similar context.

Eustathius, in his treatment of the episode of book One, to which the verse
belongs, mentions the verse as suitable to its context: the Muses’ song is well-fitted to the

gods’ symposium, which is filled with music.*%

Passage 46 (75.27-34)

At 75.191f. Syrianus comments on how Aristotle treated those who objected to the
axiom of contradiction. Aristotle criticized them for misunderstanding reality and thus
having false opinions about it. Syrianus brings in several views shared by Presocratics,
whom he considers to be the leaders among the Greek philosophers. Thus, he does not
accept that Aristotle’s refutation of their own arguments is correct. He believes, for
example, that evidently the same food may seem sweet to the healthy and bitter to the
sick, or bitter to a human being and sweet to an animal. In his own words at 75.27-34:

b0ev kal 6 Anuokpitog &nedaiveto pndev elvar GAnbEg <> Huiv dyvootoy,

"Eunedokiic te kal IToppevidng eig tadtdv fiyov @ odawvopéve TO GANOEG:
"AvaEoyopov te AOyov amopvnupovevst towodta fpiv Eosobor TA  TEdypoTo
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Suoyvp{opevov Omoloi moT &v dpev abtoi- kal “Oungog 8¢ ¢notv Tdv Tapadgovoivta
*Extopa opoing Exev ppovnowv el kal EAATy, 6AAG pf) Ty Tod bytaivovtog: "keito yaQ
aMoppovEwv". Tadto 82 dTL pev ol madatol oby obtwg elmov g viv O "AgLoToTEANG
gxhappavel, TEOSNAOV.

As to the Homeric reference, Syrianus transmits a different text from the one

preferred to by Allen. The original verse is XV 244-5; Apollo addresses Hector and asks:

“Ektop, vig ITpiapoto, tin 68 od voodiv ar’ GAAwv
Mo’ OMynmeléwy; | Tov Ti o€ kfjdog lkdavey;

The difference is then in the participle OMynmeléwv (=powerless) and
dModpoveéwv (=senseless). In fact, it was Democritus who made use of the participle
aMogpoveéwv, which is a Homeric word, found once in the Ilias*® and once in the
Odyssea.*”® Aristotle himself in his De anima 404a is the source for Democritus’

reading; he also uses the same verse at Metaphysica 1009b. Janko

regards
Democritus’ reading as a misquotation based on XXIII 698. Van der Valk mentions the
case when he discusses that "contaminations of different Homeric passages were apt to
occur, when typical words struck the imagination and were (by errors of memory)
interpolated into other Homeric passages">1

Democritus’ version, which was followed by Aristotle, was adopted by Syrianus, in
the passage we are discussing, and by other post-Aristotelian philosophers as well. To be

0

more specific, Alexander of Aphrodisias®®? and Asclepius®® refer to it in their

commentaries on the Metaphysica: their source is Aristotle’s passage in this work. As
Aristotle has a corresponding passage in the De anima, Themistius,>* Simplicius505
and Philoponus506 use the same expression, having the De anima as a source. The
tradition went as far as Sophonias (13th-14th cent. A.D.), who paraphrased the De
anima.>®’

But it was not only the commentators on the Metaphysica and the De anima who

were influenced by Aristotle: Theocritus uses the phrase keit” dAMo¢povéwv in his

description of the battle between Amycus and Polydeuces in his Idyll X110
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In the passage of Syrianus we are concerned with, the Homeric quotation is put
forward as reinforcing the opinion of Anaxagoras as well as of other thinkers. The latter’s
view is in contrast with the Aristotelian one.

Seen in a broader context, Homer’s presence among the philosophers is not
negligible; it seems that, for Syrianus, it was acceptable to include Homer and the

Presocratics among the philosophical authorities of the past.

Passage 47 (83.1-4)

At the beginning of his commentary on books M and N of the Metaphysica
Syrianus divides the Forms into three kinds: intelligible (universalia ante rem), intellectual
(universalia post rem) and enmattered (universalia in re). The intelligible Forms are in
the divine Intellect and are cognitive and creative. Their images are the intellectual forms,
which are in human souls and are cognitive. The material Forms are in physical objects.
Human knowledge consists in the recollection of the knowledge of the intelligible Forms
after the activation of the cognitive principles in the human soul. In order to give
examples of the forms, Syrianus first refers to the zodiacal cycle and then quotes a
Homeric verse about Hephaestus.

At 83.1-7 he says:

510 xal <ai> amodeifelg tolg dotpovopolg £k kaBohov Kol HEQLKOV TIPOTATEWY
yiyvovtai, Thg pév kaBoAov Ty altiav Exovong 61d T &v yuyf ThH TO mav vdLoTaVOLOT)
TIPOUTIAQXELY, TAG 02 UeQIKS £k TdV alotntdv elknuuévng: anébeto yap oM kal &v toig
aloBntoig td mavta, g &vily, O peyog “Héearwotog kotaokevaoag, &g ¢énow 1 Oeia
Toino1g,

"TopTag te yvantag 0’ EAkag kalvkag te kal dppoug
&v omtijt yhadup®." (Z1. XVIII 401-2)
kal tadta Eot T TorTTd £16M (...).

In this example, Hephaestus corresponds to the creative soul in which everything

to be generated preexists in a unified way. The whole passage gives an analogy which
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illumines one of the elements of the theory of the intermediates. Syrianus’ point is to
prove that material objects are (imperfect) copies of the intelligible Forms in the divine
intellect.

The same Homeric verse is quoted by Proclus at In Rempublicam 141.14-15 and
also at In Timaeum 11 70.24: in the first case, Proclus discusses Hephaestus’ modelling the
forms beneath the moon and quotes not the whole verse, but the second half of it, while
in the second, concerning the creation of the Universe, Hephaestus belongs to the third
level, i.e. after the intellectual gods and the Demiurge. The intellectual gods possess the
intelligible shape. The Demiurge receives the creative power from them and creates all
mundane shapes. After him, Hephaestus gives shape to everything mundane, to the
heavens and the generated world. Hephaestus creates the essence of the bodily world and
gives everything its appropriate shape. Hephaestus gives shape to everything through
working by himself, while the Demiurge creates through his intellection only.
Sheppard®® has discussed the role of Hephaestus in these and other passages of
Proclus and has also shown that, for Proclus, Hephaestus is the demiurge of the sensible
world (he constructed the Forms as they appear in matter); according to her analysis, the
passage of Syrianus which we are discussing entitles us to attribute to Syrianus
Hephaestus’ role in the Ares - Aphrodite story and probably Proclus’ allegorical treatment
of the story. Moreover, we should not neglect the In Phaedrum 149.18-21, where Syrianus
claims that Hephaestus was taught by the divine rank of Cyclops about all corporeal
shapes, an idea that reinforces the conclusion discussed above.

The verse is discussed by Eustathius, who analyses each word of it (Topman,
yvaprntal EAMKEG, KAAVKEG) separately.>10 What is interesting, however, is the fact that
Eustathius mentions this verse as he discusses the episode of Hephaestus’ first fall from
Olympus; in this discussion Eustathius describes how Hephaestus fell because of Hera and

his subsequent rescue by Eurynome and Thetis, and offers an allegorical interpretation
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of the story as well°!! The golden chain of Zeus in the IL VIII 7-17 is yet another
passage, famous for the allegorical treatment it received.’!? The allegory of Hephaestus’
first fall was not as widespread as the allegory of the golden chain; in any case, Syrianus
drops no hint of this aspect of the episode, and therefore the matter need not occupy us
any further.

Last but not least, I would like to draw attention to Syrianus’ remark ¥ Beic
Toinois: it is a further example of his deep love and admiration of Homer’s poetry, which
is regarded as something above human abilities: it is not only god-inspired, but divine in

itself.

Passage 48 (103.29-31)

Syrianus devotes a lengthy discussion to Plato’s theory of Forms. It was common
in Middle Platonism and Neoplatonism to view the Forms as numbers, which are in the
intellect of the Demiurge and function as the source of sensible things.’® Arguing
about Plato’s theory of ideas (or else eidntikol 4p1Buoi, according to the Pythagoreans),
Syrianus advances three arguments to prove that "Form" and "eidetic number" denote the
same entity. The first argument is that everything is similar to numbers, according to the
Orphic theology. The second argument is that, just as the Form (i5€a) assimilates to itself
all those things to which it transmits genus (e180¢), order, beauty and unity, thus the Form
is also called &iog, as it eternally preserves €iog and transmits it to everything
participating in itself. Thirdly, he relates etymologically the Greek term for number to the
terms for harmony and love, which are properties of the eidetic cause.

Concerning the third argument, Syrianus says at 103.29-104.2:

6 te 6018udg dpuoviag kal prhiag Tolg maov £Enyovpevog TavTNg TETOXMKE THG

TEOOPNOEWS* & 0 0 @ 1 udv yap T dppooar kahodotv ol maratol ("év 62 otabpodg
dpoe", Od. XXI45) kal & va o 010 v TO dvagpootov, Kal & o O O v Thv dprhiav: "aAA
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xal 0oV E0evto petd opiow". £€ OV anavtwv O aplBpdg KEKANTOL LETEMV TidvTo, Kal
dpuolwv kol dpile 0LV, dTEQ THG EidnTikAG altiag tSiov elvai papev.

Of the two references in our passage, only the first is Homeric. Syrianus, in his
effort to give the definition of the noun 4gi8udg, makes an etymological connection with
the verb dppottw, and more specifically with the infinitives &poar and dppooar, which
are treated as synonyms. In fact, the infinitive &poau is from the verb dpapiokw, a mainly

poetic verb; 14

so, Syrianus was right when he claimed that the form was no longer in
use (& p 0 o 1 pgv yag 1o dppocar kahodow ol mohatol). The Homeric verse quoted just
below is then used as a linguistic example; we found Homeric verses treated in that way
in the exegesis In Phaedrum.5' Although, as we said, the students who attended the
philosopher’s lectures on the Metaphysica were advanced, Syrianus used Homer to clarify
glosses just as he did when he taught beginners, as we saw in his commentary on the
Phaedrus.

The verse in question is used in a grammatical context in Herodianus as well: he
puts forward the participle &ooavteg and the verb &poe, along with this Homeric verse
when he refers to the phenomenon of yihwoig (writing or pronouncing with the spiritus
lenis),>1® but Syrianus’ use of the verb and its types has a completely different aim.

It must also be added that it is the only time in this exegesis that a verse from the
Odyssea is quoted. We have already seen that, in the exegeses on both Hermogenes and
the Phaedrus, the examples from the Odyssea were limited, compared to those from the
Ilias; this time the verse from the Odyssea is unique. Now, as a work of Homer, the
Odyssea was adequately known both to Syrianus and to his students; but, as we have
already mentioned, the exegetical tradition associated with the works of Homer favoured
one work more than the other. It seems, therefore, that Syrianus followed this tradition

in all his existing works.
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Passage 49 (146.8-12)

Commenting on Aristotle’s theory of numbers as expounded at Metaphysica
1084a2, Syrianus makes the distinction between how the numbers function in the
intelligible world, and how they function in mathematics. Evenness and Oddness have
correspondingly a particular function concerning eidetic numbers: they are used to
distinguish the two genres of deities. As far as this use is concerned, the philosopher
remarks at In Metaphysica 146.8-12:

TTpog tov pobnpatikdv &v Tig padhhov dnognoete tadta dikaing doBuov, ob mpdg
v Oelov kal etdnTikov- £kel yap &Mwg O GoTiov kal Td MEELTTOV, 0bY Mg ViV ovTog
Aapfaver, GANG parlov &g elwbaotv ol owmrai Beodg AEyewy kai Beag:

"KEKATE pev Tavieg te Beol maoai te Beawvar"- (Z1. VIII 5, XIX 101)

The verse Syrianus uses is found twice in the Ilias, whereas the pattern xéxAute
uwev is more common, when someone wants to attract the attention of others.>!” The
pattern in itself is also found in many late writers, either poets or lexicographers etc.18
Syrianus’ point, however, is totally different: he uses a symbolic terminology, according
to which Evenness in the intelligible world refers to gods, while Oddness refers to
goddesses. The Homeric verse as a whole, which, as mentioned, is found twice in the Ilias,
distinguishes between male and female gods.>! It is clear that the Homeric example
does not prove anything about the existence of intelligible numbers; but we would not
expect Homer to do so anyway. What Syrianus actually does is rather to use a simple
analogy, so as to make his difficult notions easier. Considered from this point of view, the
passage seems to be more appropriate as an analogy than an actual proof.

Apart from that, the fact that Syrianus initially refers to ol mowntai, but quotes
only a Homeric verse, justifies the view that Homer indeed was the most likely, the most

natural case of a poet to be used as an example, even to advanced students.

The verb eiwBaoiwv seems to declare that the motif of pleading to attract the
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audience’s attention not only had already been established by poets, but had become a
sort of technical procedure for their interpreters.>2

The verse’s history in itself is not negligible, either, as we have already mentioned.
At this point we should perhaps add some more cases, those of Porphyry and Proclus. The
former speaks of a dnunyopia by Zeus, thus tracing the link between Zeus’ words and
rhetoric;?! the latter includes the verse in a very interesting passage: at In Timaeum
2.316.2-9 Proclus discusses Zeus’ properties. In particular, he says that Zeus fills all gods
below him with all kinds of creative principles and turns all double ranks of gods and
goddesses towards himself. To verify this, Proclus quotes the verse of the "divine poet" (6
Belog TownTng) in which Zeus addresses his speech to all male and female gods. All these
elements are included in his effort to prove that "all Greek theologians attribute all

creation to Zeus".522

Passage 50 (168.9-12)

At 168.1-38 Syrianus deals with a purely theological matter: he argues that,
according to the teaching of the Pythagoreans and Plato, there is a principle depending
either on the One, or on the Monad which is joined together with the One. This principle
emanates from the highest level of the intelligible reality and then is responsible for the
arrangement of both intelligible substances and material bodies. In Syrianus’ own words
(168.9-12):

kal mpodniov dmwg amd ThHg uag Tdv dvtwv Gxfg | Thg £keivy ouvnuuévng
novadog domep amd tvog "pnhod Beomeciov” (I I 591) td dvti kaTamecdV & AOYOG
naong pev anwiode tig dowudtov T@v ooV SLoAEEEWS, avtdg 62 Tod &ykoopiov
mhatoug (...)

This time Syrianus quotes an expression which is found in a verse belonging to the

episode of Hephaestus’ second fall from Olympus.’® Syrianus’ whole argument, in

143



which the verse is incorporated, is against Aristotle, as is Syrianus’ tendency throughout
the whole exegesis. The use of Homer gives a more concise implementation to the
intelligible principle Syrianus refers to, i.e. the absolutely ineffable One or the
transcendent Monad. In order to render a difficult notion simple, Syrianus tried to make
his students recall a Homeric image (Hera throwing Hephaestus from the threshold of her
palace in Olympus down on Earth), so as to help them understand the descent of the
divine principle down to the material world.

The actual context of the verse is Hephaestus’ sufferings, which acquired great
fame in Antiquity, as did this verse: it is quoted with a slight difference by Crates of
Mallos’®* and by Diogenes Laertius.’®> The Crates case is interesting, because, as
F. Buffiére has pointed out,>20 Crates’ allegory of Hephaestus’ fall is not an innovation
of his own, but belongs to a much older tradition of allegory, that reaches back even to
Plato’s time (the case of Stesimbrotus from Thasos).>%’

Heraclitus in his turn rejects Crates’ theory about Hephaestus’ fall and proposes
that the allegory of the myth concerns the bequeathing of fire to men.>?8

Eustathius also gives allegorical explanation for Hephaestus’ fall: like Heraclitus
in his work, Eustathius considers Zeus to be the aether (ai6np) and Hera the air. Now,
the air is warm (&ho 6eouodg &%v), while Hephaestus is warmth itself (td 8gpudv), or even
fire itself. The aether and the air sometimes have a close relation, as they are both warm,
but sometimes they come to hostile terms, because of the opposition between the moist
and the dry elements (t& toivuv otoiyeia tadta nif) pEv drhing £xel, dg kal TEoeypddT,
ka00 Guow Beppd slvar doxkel, nf) 88 €ig ExBoav Siyalovror katd ThHv Tod Uypod kai
Enpod &vavtiotnta); in this quarrel the warm elements (Hera, Hephaestus) are united
against the dry (Zeus). Thus the quarrel between the Zeus and Hera, Hephaestus’

intervention and Zeus’ act to throw Hephaestus from Olympus are explained. %

Moreover, according to this allegorical explanation, Hephaestus cannot remain in
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Olympus, but should fall down into the air, as thunder.>30

Passage 51 (168.35-38)

A few lines below, Syrianus traces a contradiction in Aristotle’s text, with reference
to Metaphysica 1087b33, and quotes Homer once more. The contradiction Syrianus finds
is the following: Aristotle holds that there is nothing, which can be either measure or one,
which is not material. But Syrianus claims that when we count ten horses our measure is
not one horse, but the number one, which is used by our intellect as a measure; he also
finds in Aristotle a passage531 where he argues that the good is the most exact measure
of everything. In Syrianus’ mind, the Aristotelian Good is identified with the Neoplatonic
One. Thus, Syrianus finds that Aristotle spoke more logically there. With reference to that
passage he applies the Homeric phrase at 168.35-38:

®dote dfAov OTL Aok TEQOV aUT® VOV kal prhoveikotepov ol Adyor mpofaivouat,
kal dikatov Nuag kad Exactov TtV totovtwv T 'Ounetkdv Epbeyyeobor mpdg adTov:
"oloBa kal dAhov pudbov dpeivova todde vofican" (11 VII 358 = XII 232).

The verse is found twice in the Ilias: the first time it is Paris, who addresses
Antenor and expresses his disagreement with him; the second it is Hector, who disagrees
with Polydamas. G.S. Kirk®*? remarks that "the reproach is sarcastic but ostensibly
respectful'. We can argue that the same goes for Hector’s use of the verse in 1. XII 232.
Eustathius, on the other hand, dwells on Paris’ sarcasm and characterises him as
unfair;>3? additionally, when he deals with Hector’s speech, he characterises Hector as
arrogant and compares his attitude to that of the foolish Paris.** But I do not think
that Eustathius has interpreted the speeches correctly; in other words, I think that
Eustathius overdid it: he overstressed the reproach in the Homeric heroes’ remarks and

overlooked the positive elements in their attitude.

Syrianus does not seem to follow Eustathius’ extreme view: he criticises Aristotle,

145



using the Homeric verse for saying two contradictory things on the same matter in two
different passages. But this does not mean that there is any lack of respect for Aristotle
on Syrianus’ part: as with the Homeric heroes, Syrianus’ sarcastic tone does not exclude
the respect he feels for Aristotle.

This Homeric use, therefore, supports the view that Syrianus, although he was
attacking Aristotle on philosophical grounds, did this to reinforce his own "true"
philosophical arguments; this attitude, although it involved much criticism and
occasionally sarcasm, co-existed with his evaluation of Aristotle as a master of philosophy

(at least of logic) and with the respect which he consequently deserved.

Passage 52 (170.27-28)

At 170.27ff. Syrianus comments on Aristotle’s reference to the multiplicity of
Beings. At the beginning of the passage (170.27-28) he says:

"*Q) oToy, ) O dyaBog tep Edv UitgoThov Eeinieg”, i ITAatwv 0Mbwg HIopnoE,
kal pahota tag €v T@® Zodprot) peTIdV UOBECELS.

The Homeric verse at the beginning of Syrianus’ passage is found at II. XV 185
(where the verb is in the third pérson singular) and also at II. XVII 170 (the verb is in the
second person singular, as in Syrianus’ case, and instead of ¢’ &yaBog ep we read pa o
toiog). Eustathius remarks that in this verse there is a hidden scornful element.53
Syrianus in his turn maintains that the ultimate principle of everything is the One. His
disagreement with Aristotle is evident. Like Poseidon towards Zeus, and Hector towards
Glaucus, the Neoplatonist philosopher is scornful towards Aristotle and his attitude on
the philosophical matter in question. I think that the issue is the same as in the preceding
passage: Syrianus is undoubtedly scornful, but the perspective under which Aristotle is

criticised remains the same.
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Passage 53 (192.31-193.2)

Syrianus makes a general remark on how the work of ancient writers was
interpreted in his day. There is a possibility that this was the attitude not only of Syrianus’
contemporaries, but also of people who lived earlier than the 5th century A.D. If this is
true, then Syrianus criticises a whole tradition of interpretation of ancient writers
followed till his day. This sort of reproach is clear at 192.31-193.2:

‘Ot kal Tdv EEnyovpeEvey TdV "Ouneov Tveg T dkdAovBov Tipdg Eavtodg od
oweomlovot, kol tov Emyxelpobvtwv mpeliobor todg IMuBayopeiovg Eviol Thg dAnbBoig
avT®v OBewpiog amomintovowv &mi  yAMoyxpag Te kal katayeAdoToug UTovoiog
Kotaggpovral, ovyyweeiv del. &AN obdgv todto mEdg “Opnpov #| ITuvBaydpav 1 Todg
duvnBévtag €mi thv dAnBeotatny ékeivwv Bewpiav dvadpapeiv.

In this passage Syrianus shows us the diversity of interpretations with reference
to what Homer and Pythagoras really wanted to say. One might wonder whether this is
a polemic against predecessors, as well as against contemporary teachers of rhetoric and
philosophy, who misused Homer and Pythagoras in their lessons and in their theoretical
works.

It is indeed difficult to guess who exactly those scholars could have been. Syrianus’
information is unclear: he speaks of people who try to give interpretations of Homer.
These can well have been grammarians, teachers of rhetoric etc. Of course, philosophers
such as Porphyry had given radical explanations of Homer; but, in my opinion, had
Syrianus wanted to criticise Porphyry or any other well-known philosopher, he would have
given more details, to make his polemic stronger. Moreover, his tone would have probably
been more respectful.

As far as the interpreters of Pythagoras are concerned, in this case we can be more

confident that the polemic is indeed addressed towards other people who try to get

involved in the philosophy of Pythagoras. As D.J. O’ Meara has shown,>* in the second
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and third centuries A.D. figures such as Numenius of Apamea, Nicomachus of Gerasa,
Anatolius and Porphyry represented interesting approaches to Pythagoras’ teaching; these

are only a few names in the long interpretative tradition of Pythagoras.537

Now,
Syrianus seems to believe that there are people who try to imitate the Pythagoreans but
fail to do so: we could suppose that he implies people who are not included in the circle
of the Athenian Neoplatonic school. As we lack any evidence of a Pythagorean circle,
either in Athens or elsewhere, in Syrianus’ time, two possibilities arise: firstly, Syrianus
may refer to isolated instances of contemporary students, who did not participate in the
school’s lessons, or left the school in disagreement; secondly, he has in mind older

interpretative efforts, which came from the preceding centuries, when Pythagoreanism

flourished.

Passage 54 (194.5-9)

As Syrianus criticises Aristotle’s discussion of numbers and hours, he reprimands
him for not inquiring into the intelligible principle of the hours. According to Syrianus,
hours are ultimately derived from Zeus, the Sun or somebody else among the creative
entities. Commenting on Aristotle’s tendency not to consider the origin of all beings as
one, he quotes a famous Homeric passage at 194.5-9:

gnel xal t0 &v exaotolg dyabov Opdvta pi| aitiodoyelv altd xal td un dvaysw
miavta elg piav doxny, ad’ fig avtoig kal T dpoing Exew kal T dvé tOV adtdv Adyov
nipogAnAvbEvaL drao@letal, SlaomdvVTog ott th Ovta kal Emhavbavopgvov tod "odk
dyaBdv olvkorgavin" (11 II 204).

The verse comes from Odysseus’ speech in the second book of the Ilias, as he tries
to restrain the army from leaving (as a consequence of Agamemnon’s testing). Moreover,

Aristotle himself had used the same Homeric verse at Metaphysica 1076a4; so by using

this very passage Syrianus makes his opposition to Aristotle stronger, and perhaps a little
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ironical. He has found a contradiction in Aristotle and uses an example that not only
illuminates the case, but also implies that Aristotle was not as much of an authority as he
was supposed to be: the examples which Aristotle himself offers contradict his views
elsewhere.

What is more interesting about this Homeric verse is that it was widely used
before Syrianus; among its many uses maybe the most famous is its parodic paraphrase,
which, according to Plutarch,>38 Augustus used when he ordered the killing of the son
of Julius Caesar and Cleopatra, Caesarion: oUk &yafdv ToAvkaioapir. Aelius Aristides
uses the Homeric verse (not its paraphrase) in an educational context,>* while
Dionysius of Halicarnassus in his analysis of Odysseus’ speech from a rhetorical point of
view.>* Dio Chrysostom quotes it in his discussion of the types of government.>*!
Philo quotes it twice with reference to the Jewish God,>*? and John Lydus quotes it
twice in his discussion of dictatorship and obedience to the political authorities.’*?
Zacharias Scholasticus uses the Homeric verse in his argumentation against Neoplatonic
dualism>* Eustathius in his turn makes a theological point from a Christian
perspective: even more than human societies, the society of God should have but one
leader.>®

Ps.-Plutarch quotes the same verse in a passage that has a lot of similarities with
that of Syrianus: in his reference to Homer as the founder of Pythagorean arithmology
he speaks of the Monad as the source of Goodness and the Indefinite Dyad as the
metaphysical principle of evil. He therefore refers to odd and even numbers, of which the
odds are superiors, as they are perfect. According to Ps.-Plutarch, Homer himself regarded
the nature of the One to be participating in the Good, whereas the Dyad participates in
evil. One of the Homeric verses brought in to sustain this view is o0k &yaBdv
546

TioAvkotpavin- elg koipavog Eotw.

It is also interesting to examine the use of the phrase by philosophers. Alexander
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of Aphrodisias™’ uses the verse, mentioning that it is spoken by Odysseus. From later
Neoplatonists, virtually the whole school of Ammonius made use of the verse: Ammonius
himself,*®  Asclepius®®®  Simplicius,>> John Philoponus,>! Olympiodorus>?
and Elias. >3 As in Ps.-Plutarch’s case, the verse occurs in their discussion of the One
as the ultimate principle of all reality. We should also note that not every single of them
uses the verse in a commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysica: had this been the case, we
could have argued that the source of the verse was Aristotle’s work. But, as we saw above,
the verse appears in many non-philosophical writings earlier than the Neoplatonists;
moreover, the verse is used in different contexts. We may conclude then that a well-known
topos, which was already in use in several cases by philosophers, and not only them, was
put forward by the Neoplatonists so as to serve their own purposes.

It is clear, therefore, that Syrianus was one of the many writers who used this
Homeric verse. But Syrianus went further, and used Aristotle’s quotation of Homer in
order to stress Aristotle’s self-contradiction. Consequently, this is once more very well-

adapted to the whole context of the exegesis.
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4.2 Remarks on Chapter 4

Like his commentary on the Phaedrus, Syrianus’ commentary on books B, I', M
and N of Aristotle’s Metaphysica consists of lectures which he gave in Athens. This time
the philosopher addressed more advanced students, as the Metaphysica was not included
in the syllabus of preparatory works. In this commentary Syrianus’ aim was to show the
insufficiency of Aristotle’s theories expounded in the Metaphysica, in order to argue for
the supremacy of Plato. He also wanted to emphasise the contradictions he found in
Aristotle’s work. Such being the nature of Syrianus’ effort, the explanatory parts of the
exegesis are more sophisticated than his lectures on the Phaedrus and the literary
references, by which he makes things easier, are limited in number.

In Syrianus’ exegesis of Aristotle’s Metaphysica, there are ten Homeric passages
(Nos 45-54). We have already noted that only one comes from the Odyssea, for reasons
which we have examined in the previous chapters.

d®4 remarks that

Concerning the Homeric elements in this exegesis, Sheppar
we can learn quite a lot about Syrianus’ metaphysical views from this commentary, but
only a little about his views on Homeric poetry and allegory. This is true, as we have
already seen during the course of our analysis.

Indeed, the content of the Homeric references in the exegesis In Metaphysica is
not as varied as in the other works of Syrianus we have examined: of the 9 verses quoted
in the exegesis, no less than 7 occur in a philosophical context: for instance, in passage
48 a Homeric verse is exploited linguistically, in order to demonstrate philosophical
notions, whereas in passage 45 the use of the Homeric verse has philosophical and

religious dimensions. The Homeric verses in passages 49 and 54 are also found in purely

Neoplatonic philosophical contexts.
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Passage 47 should be regarded as belonging to the tradition of allegorical exegesis,
and the same goes for passage 50. In fact, the little information about Syrianus’ Homeric
allegory deriving from this commentary is contained in these two passages.

The case of passage 46 is remarkable, because no actual verse is brought in, but
the echo of a long Homeric tradition can be traced. And what is more, we are dealing
with the philosophical tradition”suse of Homeric elements, which has reached (and
surpassed) Syrianus’ time.

Passages 51 and 52 in their turn contain Homeric verses, which are used in
Syrianus’ effort to disagree with Aristotle. What is more, the quality of the disagreement
reaches the status of scorn, of bitter irony against Aristotle from Syrianus’ part.

The problem of Syrianus’ attitude towards Aristotle is worth noticing: Syrianus
does not accept the authority of Aristotle purely and simply; in the long dispute as to
whether Aristotle was in agreement with Plato, Syrianus keeps his distance from both
extremes and distinguishes between the Platonic and the Aristotelian positions.
Consequently, even if, like lamblichus, Syrianus admires Aristotle’s logic, ethics and
philosophy of nature (physics), he attacks him on the basis of Platonic arguments."*
Scornful or critical though his attitude may sometimes be,"* his respect for Aristotle
in the areas of logic, ethics and philosophy cannot be neglected, as is clear from the
beginning of his commentary on book M of the Metaphysical™ But, of course,
Syrianus’ aim is to make up for Aristotle’s insufficiencies and to reconcile his views with
the philosophy of Pythagoras, which, in his own words, is Ka>vXiaxt| keei agiaxri xwv
0LA.0aO(t)LCuV.A A

So, in our opinion, Syrianus’ tone does not reveal any lack of respect towards
Aristotle. It can be considered rather as evidence for Syrianus’ way of opposing others.
So, everything may well have been a matter of character from Syrianus’part (perhaps he

enjoyed himself complaining about other interpreters or philosophers).
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It should not escape our notice that in passage 53, where no actual verse is quoted,
a broader matter appears: the Homeric exegesis is being put at the same level as the
Pythagorean one. Thus Homer’s treatment as a theologian, which was a distincive element

of the commentary In Phaedrum, is also present in the In Metaphysica.
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CONCLUSIONS

As is well known, Homer was the poet for all Greeks and we can hardly think of
any writer, or any learned man of antiquity who did not have Homer in mind, or did not
cite his works during the study, or even the composition of a rhetorical or philosophical
work. At the beginning of the thesis we made a brief reference to the impact this long and
rich Homeric tradition had on major thinkers of antiquity, and especially on philosophers.
Homer’s accusers and defenders were convinced that the task they had undertaken had
been a major one. For instance, allegory as an answer to accusations of Homer’s impiety
was much more than a method of interpretation: it was in fact an effort to restore to his
throne a figure whose dethronement would have had a major influence on education,
religion and philosophy.

Thinkers of late antiquity, and especially philosophers, were perfectly aware of this
fact when they used the Homeric tradition in their works. Homer’s poetry might have
been used as an educational technique of reference and support of the arguments;
Homeric poetry might have also been used as a kind of script, with Homer being
considered as a theologian. In any case, it is important to see how Syrianus made use of
both these tendencies in his extant works; it is also interesting to compare Syrianus’ use
of Homer in his work on rhetoric, and his far deeper and multi-sided exploitation of the
Homeric tradition in his philosophical works.

Throughout the course of this thesis we made a close reading of the 54 Homeric
passages in Syrianus, in both his rhetorical and his philosophical works that have survived
(Passages 1-17 in Syrianus’ In Hermogenem, passages 18-44 in Hermias’ In Phaedrum
and passages 45-54 in Syrianus’ In Metaphysica). It is a pity that Syrianus’ treatment of

Homer in his Avogig tov "Ounpiwcdv mpofAnuatwy, in his monograph on Zeus and
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Hera’s union on Mount Ida and in his ITepi tédv nap’ ‘Ounpw Gsdv have not survived.
Nevertheless, evidence from Proclus helps us to complete the picture we have from his
existing works.

Syrianus’ Avoetg tdv ‘Ounpikdv mpofAnudtwv almost certainly included the
passages of Homer included by Plato, but, as Sheppard has convincingly argued,”? it
would have included all passages which had been attacked, on both religious and
philosophical grounds, over the centuries of ancient Homer interpretation. The
Agamemnon dream, discussed by Proclus in his In Rempublicam 115.27ff., as well as the
funeral rites in honour of Patroclus are two examples of these passages, both of them
having been attacked by Plato, but the latter being discussed by Proclus on a different
basis, and not just on the basis of the Platonic criticism.5%

The second work attributed to Syrianus is the monograph on Zeus’ and Hera’s
union on Mount Ida. Sheppard has proved®®! that Proclus’ evidence from his
commentary In Rempublicam, as well as evidence from the In Phaedrum commentary,
confirm that Proclus followed closely Syrianus in interpreting the episode; what is more,
this evidence suggests that it was Syrianus who in his lost work transposed physical
allegory into allegory in terms of late Neoplatonist metaphysics.

Last but not least, the Suda reference to Syrianus’ work ITgpi’ t@v nag’ ‘Ounoe
Pedv can only be taken into account as a further proof of Syrianus’ interest in Homer,
and particularly in what he considered to be Homer’s theology. We agree with

d%2 that it would have been a different work from the other two and that it

Sheppar
would have had a wider scope in its treatment of Homer.

Let us compare the use of Homeric passages in the In Hermogenem commentary
with the passages of the two philosophical commentaries: in the former we cannot speak

of striking novelties on Syrianus’ part in the tradition of Homeric exegesis, or even in the

tradition of exploiting Homer in the course of rhetorical exegesis. What we see in this
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commentary is Syrianus’ knowledge of and respect towards Homer as an authority on
poetry and rhetoric. In passages 12 and 13 we also encounter Syrianus’ use of Homeric
passages, in order to give some support on theological beliefs; but this is, of course,
natural, if we take into account first that Homer spoke of both heroes and gods and
secondly that the Homeric poems were considered to be texts of theology in the wider
sense at least since the 6th cent. B.C.; it is natural, therefore, for a teacher of rhetoric of
the 5th cent. A.D. to find in Homer the elements he might need in his scattered and
infrequent references to the gods.

If we now consider the use of Homer in the existing philosophical commentaries,
we realise that this tradition of exegesis is still there: in fact, this is what we would expect
from a teacher of rhetoric, who later turned to philosophy, bringing all his culture to bear
on his interpretation. If not Homer, who would be the authority to quote from for the
students’ sake? But, as we have repeatedly said, Syrianus’ use of Homer as a philosophical
authority in his philosophical commentaries, as well as his attempts at allegory, reveal that
Homer had become a much more important element in his universe.

Before going further, we should remember that in Syrianus’ works we found
Homeric passages censored by Plato in the Respublica. Having in mind that Syrianus did
face the problem in works that have not been preserved, along with Syrianus’ tendency to
give answers to Plato’s objections, as well as to express his own view on many matters of
Homeric criticism, nobody would then be surprised to find in his classroom discussions
on the passages censored by Plato: the master with his works and his lectures had already
given a solution to the problem.

Moreover, one of the most interesting issues in Syrianus’ treatment of Homer is
his Homeric allegories. We saw the passages in which these allegories appear and they are
not many in number: in the In Phaedrum we encounter the method being used once

(passage 27, referring to the Helen myth), whereas in the In Metaphysica twice (passage
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47, referring to Hephaestus’ properties and passage 50, referring to Hephaestus’ second
fall from Olympus). After examining this material, we can share Sheppard’s view that it
was most probably Syrianus who transformed earlier physical allegories on Homer into
transcendent metaphysical ones.>®3> Throughout the thesis we had the chance to see
Homeric passages treated in the traditional etymological or exegetical way, but we also
had the chance to notice Syrianus’ ability to exploit the Homeric tradition, in order to fit
his Neoplatonic needs.

Indeed, the fact that Syrianus uses allegory in his treatment of Homer reveals to
us his will to become a part of the chain of the philosophers who tried to defend Homer’s
importance. Furthermore, the fact that he was the Neoplatonist who went a step further
and incorporated existing physical Homeric allegories into the Neoplatonic universe, thus
transforming them into transcendent metaphysical ones is revealing: Homer and his
tradition were not just the means of sustaining one’s own arguments. They had a
distinctive philosophical value for Syrianus.

Nevertheless, as has been adequately shown,®* Proclus did not recommend
unnecessary symbolism, and, as we have seen in the course of this thesis, neither did
Syrianus. The fact that allegory played such a major part in Syrianus’ treatment of Homer
and in his philosophical teaching did not lead Syrianus to overuse this method; in our
opinion, Syrianus’ attitude towards Homer was a rather balanced one, and it is worth
stating that he knew when to use the appropriate type of the rich Homeric tradition, in
order to fulfil his - or his students’ - needs.

Moreover, as we saw in passages 31, 32, 35, 36 and 37, Syrianus considered Homer
as theologian, and indeed as superior to Orpheus himself. We saw that this was by no
means a novelty from his part: he was not the first philosopher, or even the first
Neoplatonist to have regarded Homer as a theologian. But this is of no importance

whatsoever; what we see in his existing works and in the evidence we have from Proclus
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is far more than esteem and respect. It is indeed the willingness to give Homer a
distinctive place in a sophisticated hierarchy of Being. Such was Homer’s prominence as
a philosopher that it was maintained by Proclus that Homer and Plato had the same views
on reality and the Homeric myths can be translated into the terminology of Platonic
metaphysics.>%> As has been rightly argued, Syrianus and Proclus allegorised Homer in
metaphysical and theological terms and sought to show the harmony between poetry,
religion and philosophy.566 By interpreting Homer 8goloyiwkdtepov, just as much as he
did Plato,®’ Syrianus raised Homer to a level no other philosopher before him had
ever done.

We can now go back to the questions we posed at the beginning of this thesis:
What was Homer for Syrianus? Evidently, the major Greek poet, not only because of the
poetical level of his works, but because of his theology, placed highly in Syrianus’
Neoplatonic system of truth. Syrianus’ deep knowledge of Homer - undoubtedly an
element of his rhetorical background - is also presupposed when we meet in his lessons
allegorical and theological uses of Homeric passages. Of course, Syrianus’ purpose when
he used Homer in his lessons seems to have been orientated more towards the
establishment of a Neoplatonic universe with the aid of Homer’s figure and poetry rather
than towards an interpretation of Homer for its own sake (although the lost commentary
to the Homeric works would be more illuminating than the existing evidence).

Thus, Syrianus’ place in Homer’s long exegetical tradition is double: on the one
hand he was one of the many teachers and writers who formed Homer’s scholarly
tradition. On the other, he was a philosopher who dared to incorporate purely Homeric
elements into critical philosophical and theological discussions. To the best of my
knowledge, transcendent metaphysical allegory seems indeed to have been his own
contribution to the tradition of Neoplatonic Homeric interpretation.

We saw in Chapter 1.1 that for Plotinus Homer’s poetry was probably considered
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to mean other things than the literal meaning of the poems; nevertheless, for Plotinus
Homer was a poet, not a philosopher and not a theologian either. Porphyry, in his turn,
made use of the allegorical method of interpretation, especially in his De antro
Nympharum, which is a philosophical and physical allegory; but he did not consider
Homer to be more than a poet. According to the existing evidence, lamblichus did not
seem to care much for this interpretation of Porphyry.

Following the philosophical tradition of those three major figures, Syrianus went
further concerning the use of Homeric poetry in his works: he used the rich Homeric
tradition widely, in multiple contexts, and went so far as to use Homer in the transcendent
metaphysical allegory developed by him for the first time. This contribution from
Syrianus’ part is enough, 1think, to give him a prominent place among those who formed
the tradition of Neoplatonic Homeric exegesis. Under this perspective, Syrianus’
contribution to the history of ideas does not seem negligible. Despite his Renaissance
"adventure", ie. Ficino’s attribution of his Phaedrus commentary to Hermias, "
Syrianus was still influencing posterior thinkers. This thesis is, I hope, a small contribution
to the understanding of the background of Syrianus and to his placement at his proper

place.
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NOTES
1. Marinus, Vita Pr. 11-12.
2. AD.R. Sheppard (1980a), 39-103.
3. R.L. Cardullo (1987), 71-181.

4. For a detailed discussion of the attribution of Hermias’ commentary to
Syrianus, see section 1.2 below.

5. AD.R. Sheppard, ibid.

6. See pp. Iv-lvii of vol. 1 of H.-D. Saffrey and L.G. Westerink’s introduction to the
Theol. Plat.

7. 1t is difficult to give a short account of the reception of the Homeric poems, as
well as of their interpretation, from the sixth century B.C. until Syrianus’ time, but some
introductory remarks are necessary, in order to illuminate certain threads of
interpretation that influenced Syrianus directly or indirectly.

8. See H.-I1. Marrou (1981), passim. Plato’s words in Resp. 606e are revealing: thv
‘EM\GSo Tiemtaidevkev oUTog O mounTc.

9. Aeschylus’ words "we all eat morsels from Homer’s table" (Athen. Deipn.
8.347¢) show the high respect the Greeks had for Homer as a poetical model.

10. See A.M. Harmon (1923).

11. At this point we should not forget the influences of the Orphic religion, which
becomes rather important in late Antiquity, but is assumed to have been active from the
fifth century B.C. A short, yet helpful section on Orphism is in W. Burkert (1985), 296-
299. We also have to state the role that the beliefs attributed to the mythical figure
Orpheus, along with the texts of Homer, Hesiod and the other theologians, played in the
formation of Greek religious thought, especially in later times. For more details on the
matter, see M.L. West (1983), 3-38 and (1997), 81-90; L. Brisson (1985), 389-420 and
(1990), 2867-2931; D. Obbink (1997), 39-54. We should also bear in mind that later
Neoplatonic philosophers (Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1.20.6-7) believed that Pythagoras was the
intermediary through which the Orphic teaching was incorporated in Greek theology. Cf.
O. Kuisma (1997), 14.

12. See R. Pfeiffer (1968), 8; J.A. Davidson (1955), 7 and (1958), 38ff.; N.J.
Richardson (1975), 65-81; J. Herrington (1985), 10-15; G. Nagy (1990), 21-28 and (1996),
113.

13. Xenophanes, fr. A1 D.-K.: y€ypade 8¢ &v Eneor kal EAeyeiog xai tappoug kad
"Howd60v kal *Opmpov, £mikontwv abtdv td epl Bedv eipnuéva; cf. frs. B10-12, 14-16;
also R. Pfeiffer (1968), 9; N.J. Richardson (1992), 30 and (1993a), 26. In Pfeiffer’s own
words, "Xenophanes is the starting point of ancient criticism on Homer". For the
rejection of the truth that can be detected in the rhapsodes’ words cf. Solon’s famous
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statement: TIOM yevdovtar dowdoi (fr. 29 West). L. Brisson (1996, 16-19) attributes the
change of attitude towards Homer to the intervention of writing, which rendered the
Homeric poems accessible not only to a minority of people, but to a wider public, which,
towards the end of the archaic period, found many of Homer’s beliefs anachronistic, or
even shocking.

14. Frs. A22, B42 (tov te "Ounpov £paockev GEov &k oV dydvov ExfarrecBor
kai panileobar), 56, 57, 106 D.-K.

15. When I refer to the allegorical interpretation of the Homeric poems I mean
that the interpreters believed (or were trying to prove) that the poems had a hidden
meaning. The ancient terms for this hidden (or oblique) meaning were Umovolar (see
Plato’s Resp. 378d-e) and aiviypato (Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride 354e; also aivitteofat
and aivittopevog, as in Plato’s Theaet. 194d). From modern discussions on allegory, see
J. Pépin (1976), M. Quilligan (1979), J. Whitman (1987), D. Dawson (1992) and A.A.
Long (1992). In some of these works there is a tendency to draw a sharp distinction
between the purpose of a second-level meaning on the writer’s part and the interpretative
tendency of later writers, who try to find hidden meanings (allegorical narrative and
allegoresis, according to M. Quilligan, strong and weak allegory, in A.A. Long’s words).
But, in my opinion, J. Whitman’s distinction between allegorical composition and
allegorical interpretation puts the matter on the correct basis: it is a fact that in the long
tradition of Homer’s reception many people tried to explain some part of his poems in
a way that certainly was not in accord with the poet’s intention (even though the
interpreters believed, or were trying to prove, that it was). Of course, we should always
bear in mind that, at times when science was not clearly defined as far as its methods
were concerned and its dependence on myth had not been absolutely overcome, every
technical term should be used with some caution.

Another important aspect of the issue of allegory is the types of allegorical
interpretation, which the ancients practised: they used to practise physical allegory
(representation of elements by gods, heroes etc.), cosmological allegory (representation
of the divine bodies and the universe), psychological allegory (representations of the soul)
and moral allegory (referring to virtues and vices). For these distinctions see L. Brisson
(1996), 49-50.

16. See J. Tate (1929b), 142-144.

17. Theagenes, fr. A2 D.-K; cf. R. Pfeiffer (1968), 9, 58; N.J. Richardson (1992),
31 and (1993a), 27.

18. Theagenes, fr. A1 D.-K,; cf. R. Pfeiffer, op. cit., 11.

19. A. Delatte (1915, 114-115) suspected that he was, as the Pythagorean
community flourished in Rhegium, whilst F. Buffi¢re (1956,105) had serious reservations
on the matter.

20. For the evidence on him see fr. B5 D.-K,; cf. R. Pfeiffer (1968), 10 and 12,
where it is stated that both Pherecydes and Theagenes are sure to have written in prose.

21. See Metrodorus, fr. A3 D.-K.: xai Mntpodwpog 82 6 Aapyoxknvog &v T Ilepi
"Ounpov Aiav enbwg Oieilektal mavta eig GAAnyopiav petaywv. obite yap “Hpav olite
"Abnvav obte Aia todT elvai ¢now Omep ol todg TepBolovg adtoic kal teuévn
kaBLdpvoavteg vopilovowy, puoewg 68 UIOOTACELS Kal OToLXEiwV S1aKOOUNOELS. Kal TV
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“Extopa 82 kai tdv “AythhEéa dnhadt| kai tOv "Ayouguvovo kol mavtag anafamhdg
"EMnvag te kal PapPfdpouvg odv Tty 'EAévyy kal t@ Ilapdr thg avtig ¢doewg
vnapyovtag xaov olkovopiog £peite mapelofybar 008evOg HVTOg TAOV TROELONUEVWDV
avBpwnwv. For what each god or hero represented, see fr. A4 D.-K. : "Ayapéuvova tdv
aifgpa Mnrtpodwpog elmev dAAnyopikds. kol Tepl vopwv kol £6wopdv tdv mog’
avBpwTolg, kai tov *Ayapuvova pEv alfepa slvar, Tdv "AyiMéa § fidov, Thy 'Erévny
08 yiiv kal tov "ArgEavdpov d€pa, Tov “Extopa 68 oeAnvny kal todg GANovg dvardywg
@vopacbor Tovtolg. thv 88 Bedv Thv Anuntoa pv firag, v Awdvuoov 88 amfjva, TOV
"ATOM® 068 xoAnyv. Cf. also J. Tate (1929b), 1, N.J. Richardson (1975), 69, R. Janko
(1997), 75-79.

22. See fr. A1 59 D.-K.

23. Plato, Prot. 316 d-e.

24. Frs. A 29-30 D.-K.

25. For this type of criticism on his part, see also N.J. Richardson (1993a), 30.

26. N.J. Richardson (1975), 65-81.

27. Ion 530d.

28. N.J. Richardson (1975), 76-77.

29. Op. cit., 71-74.

30. For Stesimbrotus’ various interests, see also R. Janko (1997), 72-75.

31. Antisthenes is placed by W.C.K. Guthrie (1969, 304-311) among the Sophists;
he is also connected with Gorgias, the Sophist. Nevertheless, we cannot be sure whether
he was a Sophist rather than a Socratic.

32. There has been a serious dispute over the matter: R. Hoistad (1951, 16-30)
argued that Antisthenes was an allegorist, whereas J. Tate (1953, 14-22) strongly disagreed
with him. R. Laurenti (1962, 123 ff.) followed R. Hoistad; cf. N.J. Richardson (1975), 78.

33. N.J. Richardson, op. cit., 79-81.

34. For the relevant evidence see Schol. in Pind. Nem. 2.1c, 3.29.11 Drachmann.

35. Porphyry, Vita Plot. 1 and 2; cf. M. Detienne (1962), 13.

36. For this trip, and especially the ancient sources for it, see A. Delatte (1915),
109, n. 4. It seems that the main ancient source was Hieronymus of Rhodes (fr. 42

Wehrli).

37. As R. Lamberton (1986, 35) remarks, early Pythagoreanism was less hostile to
the Homeric poems than were other religious and philosophical movements of this era.

38. Op. cit., 36.
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39. For instance, the alleged description of the music of the spheres by Homer,
metempsychosis, the personification of the monad in Proteus’ story etc. For more details,
see R. Lamberton (1986), 36-37.

40. For example, the etymologies of yuyn and odpa in the Crat. 399d and 400b
respectively have been considered Pythagorean, although not all scholars agree on that
issue. For more details on these very etymologies and their probable Pythagorean origin,
see V. Goldsmith (1940, 117-18) and T.S. Baxter (1992, 99-102). Moreover, Plato’s
reference to the petewporoyor in the Crat. 401b can be considered as another reference
to the Pythagoreans; see P. Boyancé (1941), 141-175 and T.S. Baxter, op. cit., 139-144. For
further discussion concerning the etymologies in the Cratylus, see D. Sedley (1998), 140-
154.

41. For a detailed analysis, see A. Delatte (1915), 115-120 and W. Burkert (1972),
passim.

42. A first examination of the frequent use of quotations was made by G.E. Howes
(1895), 153-210. C.L. Brownson (1896, xxxviii-xl) gave a brief, yet careful account of the
internal evidence concerning Plato’s use of references to individual poets and his citations
of the poets’ works. For the multiplicity of the Homeric citations as well as the verbal
influences from Homer, see J. Labarbe (1949), passim. Moreover, D. Tarrant (1951, 59-
67) has successfully classified the use of quotations (among which some Homeric ones)
in the works of Plato.

43. Although I believe that H.S. Thayer (1975, 3-26) has a point in remarking that
there is one poet who evidently was very much in Plato’s mind when the Respublica was
composed, and this poet is Simonides, this does not render the attack on Homer milder:
Homer was in all eyes the best of all poets, and therefore any attack on poets in general
would have an impact firstly on him and then on anyone else.

44. For a brief account of the ancient criticism of Plato’s views see C. Brownson
(1897), 5-41. For a brief reference to the attitude of modern scholarship, see T. Gould
(1964), 72-75. 1t is a fact that the bibliography that deals with Plato’s attitude towards
poetry and art goes further. The works I will refer to were chosen among many others
either because they give a clear and satisfactory account of the problem, or because they
are in support of my argumentation. One further point that should also be stressed is that
Plato’s attitude towards poetry in general and Homer in particular presents major
differences if we consider some of his works separately. But for the sake of brevity, what
I will try to do will be to draw some lines of interpretation, focusing mainly on the
problems posed in the Respublica, and using other works of Plato when necessary.

45. Among the first modern discussions that tried to account for the problem we
mention C.L. Brownson (1897, 5-41), W.C. Greene (1918, 1-75) and J. Elias (1984).

46. T. Gould (1964), 70-91.

47. The relevant arguments are elaborated in Book Two of the Respublica.

48. For the educative aspect of Plato’s views in the Respublica see J. Tate (1933,
93-101), E. A. Havelock (1963, 11-15), H.-G. Gadamer (1980, 48-52). Cf. C. Gill (1985),

1-26, who focuses on Plato’s concept of education in relation to character. For the idea
of the poet as a teacher in ancient Greece, see D.A. Russell (1995), 84-98.
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49. Respublica X 607b. At this point we can recall the Presocratic philosophers’
attitude towards poetry and, above all other poets, to Homer, an attitude which, as we
saw, was scarcely favourable. We might even remember Solon’s opinion, which must have
been shared by many philosophers: moA\a yevdovrtor dodoi. For an analytical discussion
of the problem, see L. Versényi (1970-71), 200-212.

50. These complaints can be seen not only in the Respublica, but in the Leges, the
Apologia, the Ion, the Protagoras and the Gorgias as well; cf. T. Gould (1964), 78-79.

51. For a brief discussion see P. Murray (1996), 14-19.

52. For a broad and multi-sided aspect of the problem, see T. Gould (1990),
passim. But when taking Plato’s attitude towards this quarrel into consideration, we
should not forget the point that S. Halliwell (1984, 49-58) made: in the Platonic works
there is explicit testimony that Plato himself, perhaps contrary to his own philosophical
views, was involved in the quarrel, acting as someone to whom poetry and the sentiments
it arouses meant a lot more than his philosophy would permit.

53. The problem of Plato’s attitude towards art in general is even wider: as H.S.
Thayer (1977, 595) remarks, Plato’s strictures on aesthetic production and experience are
developed in the wider context of ethical, epistemological, and metaphysical theory and
criticism. I. Murdoch (1977, 32-47) rightly points out that Plato’s respect for beauty and
the connection he made between beauty and truth rendered it too important a matter to
be left to artists or for art to meddle with at all. For Plato what he said in the Respublica
about the formation and the organisation of a state was indeed something of chief
importance: as M.H. Partee (1970, 209) remarks, to Plato, his state is more "real" than any
state actually in existence.

54. For Plato’s definition of imitation see E. Cassirer (1924), 1-27, J. Tate (1928),
16-23 and (1932), 161-169, R. McKeon (1936), 1-35, E.A. Havelock (1963), 20-31, W.J.
Verdenius (1962=1971), 1-23, I. Murdoch (1977), 31-32, G.F. Else (1986), 21-35, G. A.
Kennedy (1989), 108-119, P. Murray (1992), 27-46 and (1996), 3-6 and C. Janaway (1995),
esp. 106-157. I would also like to point out Plato’s related idea that the poet is as ignorant
as the sophist. The latter is described as an ironical imitator, limited by the inadequacy
of language and writing, while the former, by imitating the natural world (and not the
world of Ideas) and by confusing the knowledge by acquaintance with the knowledge by
description, diverts people from truth. See also H.S. Thayer (1977, 606-607) for the
connection between the fallacy of the imitative art of painting and the fallacy of sophistry.

55. The most revealing passages are: Apol. 22b-c, Ion 530a-542b, Phaedr. 245a,
Leg 719c.

56. For Plato’s ideas on inspiration, especially as they are presented in the Ion,
the Phaedrus and the Respublica, see E. Tigerstedt (1969), 5-77; P. Murray (1981), 87-100
and (1996), 6-12. For the concept of inspiration before Plato, see E.N. Tigerstedt (1970),
163-178.

57. For the Aristotelian notion of pipnowg and its difference from Platonic
imitation theory, see P. Woodruff (1992), 73-95. Woodruff argues that this notion is
independent of Plato: Aristotle in the Ars Poetica did not echo Plato on piunoig (except
perhaps at 1460a8) nor was he directly answering Plato’s pipnoig-based criticism of the
poets: in Aristotle the word pipnoig has an independent life.
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58. For the notion of kdBapoig see J. Lear (1988), 297-326 and R. Janko (1992a),
341-358. R. Janko in n. 17 offers bibliography of surveys of older works on kaBapoig. We
must always bear in mind that for Aristotle k@0apoig is achieved by £heog and ¢popog
(pity and fear); for £Aeog and ¢6Pog and their perception by later thinkers see W.
Schadewaldt (1955); for a more recent study on £\eog and ¢ofog in both Plato and
Aristotle see M.C. Nussbaum (1992). A. Nehamas (1992) also offers an illuminating
account of these two concepts in both the Ars rhetorica and the De arte poetica.

59. It is evident that Aristotle did not consider poetry dangerous; on the contrary,
apart from enjoying it a lot, he was of the opinion that it can help man in his effort to
acquire virtue. This could be achieved by the above-mentioned means (uipunoig, kabopoig
etc.). For more details, see S. Halliwell (1986).

60. In fact there are some points in Plato’s criticism which Aristotle accepted;
nevertheless, those which he rejected are more numerous and more important; see T.
Gould (1964), 79-83. But generally speaking, as P. Woodruff (1992, 83) remarks, Aristotle
falls squarely into the tradition that does not apologise for the deceptive character of

poetry.
61. N.J. Richardson (1993b), 32-33.

62. For instance, it is in this work (fr. 166 Rose) that Aristotle tries to account for
Achilles’ brutal treatment of Hector’s body by making the famous comparison with a
Thessalian practice.

63. N.J. Richardson, op. cit., 33.
64. De arte poetica, ch. 26.
65. For more details on the matter see N.J. Richardson, op. cit., 33-35.

66. For this work, its reconstruction and its attribution to Aristotle see R. Janko
(1991, 5-64), where he convincingly argues that at the end of Book IV and possibly at the
beginning of Book V of his work De poematis Philodemus attacked Aristotle’s lost
dialogue De poetis, which was no less than the major exposé of Aristotle’s literary theory
that existed. For the De poematis’ reconstruction see R. Janko (1995).

67. For the impact of Aristotle’s Homeric scholarship on the scholars of the
Hellenistic period, see G. Nagy (1996), 118-132. His words "the Homeric scholarship of
the Alexandrian critics, especially when it comes to information about performance,
was a continuation of traditions set by the school of Aristotle" (p. 132) are totally
justified by the existing evidence. His arguments on the existence of a missing link
between these two traditions (Demetrius of Phalerum) are rather convincing (pp. 153-
206).

68. The works of Homer were edited, commented on and used as examples for
linguistic and other philological purposes continuously from the 6th century B.C. up to
Syrianus’ time (and of course long after Syrianus as well). For more details on the matter
see R. Pfeiffer (1968), 87-104; cf. also L.D. Reynolds and N.G. Wilson (1991), passim.
"Critical editions" of Homer were also attempted by a number of persons well before the
Hellenistic age, during which this task became a science. We should remark at this point
that Aristotle was one of the first figures to take part in this procedure: Alexander the
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Great is said to have slept with a copy of the Ilias "edited" (i.e. corrected) by Aristotle
(Strabo, Geogr. 13.1.27; Plutarch, Vita Alex. 8.2). Last but not least, we should bear in
mind that the meaning of the ancient term "£k8001g" is not necessarily identical to that
of the modern term "edition"; on this matter see G. Nagy (1996), 115-116.

69. See R. Pfeiffer (1968), 210-252 and J.I. Porter (1992), 68-69. L.D. Reynolds and
N.G. Wilson (1991, 8) rightly remark that it is no coincidence that five of the first six
librarians of the Museum of Alexandria, i.e. Zenodotus, Apollonius Rhodius,
Eratosthenes, Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus, were among the most famous
literary men of their day and that it is in no small measure due to the success of their
methods that the classical Greek texts have come down to us in a state that is reasonably
free from corruption.

70. For more information on Aristarchus’ interests and methods see the older
works of A. Romer (1912 and 1924) and A. Severyns (1928), as well as the more recent
ones of K. McNamee (1981), R. Janko (1992b, 25-29), D. Liihrs (1992) and J.I. Porter
(1992). For the Aristotelian influence on him, as far as Homer is concerned, see J.I
Porter, ibid., N.J. Richardson (1993b), 17-27 and G. Nagy (1996), 107-152. Throughout this
interesting work, G. Nagy, committed to the view that there was a long period of oral
transmission before a text of Homer "crystallized", has examined the possibility of the
development of a tradition of a Homeric "script" as opposed to "transcript"; he has offered
a "scheme of five consecutive periods of Homeric tradition culminating with the text
of Aristarchus". R. Janko (1998, 206-207), though, has expressed his reservations towards
this possibility, by stressing some lack of evidence, in his review of the book.

71. As we see in fr. 17 of his Sphairopoiia (ed. Mette), he regarded the sense of
yoopuatucog as narrow and preferred to be called kpitikog, the latter’s task being maomg
NoywkTig sTuotiung Euneipov givat. For this issue see also N.J. Richardson (1993b), 37-38.

72. For Crates’ multiple interests on Homer see J.I. Porter (1992), 85-114, and N.J.
Richardson, ibid. In particular his interpretation of Agamemnon’s shield (II. XI 32-40)
is an allegorical representation of the universe (Sphairopoiia, fr. 23a-c Mette). We should
also note two things: firstly, the fact that, as Richardson remarks, it seems to us that he
did not offer an extensive and detailed allegory of the poems as a whole, but he used this
method of interpretation in several cases, one of which is the above-mentioned case of
the shield of Achilles. Secondly, we should keep in mind the possible influence on him by
the Stoics and the influence he himself exerted on the famous allegorist Heraclitus; both
the Stoics’ and Heraclitus’ cases will be discussed below.

73. See, for example, F. Wehrli (1928). J. Tate (1929b and 1930) quite convincingly
argues that Plato’s criticism of Homer and his interpretation did not act as an incentive
towards allegorising; if allegorisation continued to exist, we should look for reasons that
were in existence before Plato. For a brief account of attempts to allegorical
interpretations of Homer not only in antiquity, but as late as in the sixteenth, seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries see H. Clarke (1981), 60-105.

74. See Plutarch, Quomodo adulescens poetas audire debeat 19e; cf. E. Asmis
(1995).

75. See F. Buffiere’s edition of Heraclitus, pp. xxi-xxiv of the introduction.

76. Op. cit., p. Xxxviil.
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77. A.A. Long (1992), 45-49.
78. On the contrary, P. De Lacy (1948) regards him as a Stoic.

79. See F. Wehrli (1928, ix-xxvi and xxvv-xl) for an interesting comparison between
Ps.-Plutarch and Heraclitus. For Ps.-Plutarch’s allegory see also F. Buffiére (1956), 72-77.
Cf. also M. Hillgruber’s analysis of the Ps.-Plutarchean view in "Homer als Quelle allen
Wissens" in M. Hillgruber (1994), 5-35.

80. See F. Buffiere (1956, 74) and N.J. Richardson (1993a, 37).

81. P. De Lacy, ibid. Although some of the views expressed in this article need to
be updated, it is still a good introduction to how the Stoics used to treat Homer.

82. See, for example, J. Tate (1929a), 41-45 and (1934), 105-114, F. Buffiére (1956),
137-154, R. Pfeiffer (1968), 237, and A. Le Boulluec (1975), 301-321. P. Steinmetz (1986,
18-30) and G.W. Most (1989, 2014-2065) rediscuss some major issues, trying to put
matters into a new perspective, but do not totally deny the existence of allegory in the
Stoic circles: rather, they minimise its importance. In our opinion, the tendency to
minimise allegory should be reconsidered, especially under the light of evidence such as
the end of Philodemus’ De Pietate (see A. Schober’s 1988 edition in Cronache
Ercolanesi; cf. also D. Obbink’s 1996 edition).

83. A.A. Long (1992), 41-66.

84. See above, n. 77.

85. For example, he has a strong point in saying that probably Heraclitus was not
a Stoic, and in stressing the fact that Zeno’s work on Homer is totally lost and that
Chrysippus in all surviving fragments takes Homer literally, not allegorically; cf. P.
Steinmetz (1986), 27. His interpretation of Cicero’s passages, which were considered to
be main sources of the Stoics’ allegorical interest in Homer, has also convinced many.

86. Analysed on pp. 53-57 of his article.

87. On that point, cf. G.W. Most (1989), esp. 2018-2029.

88. P. Steinmetz (1986), 26-28.

89. Op. cit., 19-25.

90. Cf. N.J. Richardson (1993a), 36, n.45.

91. R. Lamberton (1986), 44.

92. For Numenius’ life and date see the introduction of De Places’ 1974 edition,
pp- 7-8.

93. Op. cit., 56-68.

94. Our sources for Numenius’ allegorical treatment of Homer are: Porphyry’s De
antro Nympharum, Macrobius’ commentary on Scipio’s dream in Cicero’s De re publica
(fr. 34) and Proclus’ In Remp. (fr. 35). But still, R. Lamberton (1986, 69) is right in saying
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that there is no reason to believe that Numenius undertook a systematic exegesis of all,
or even part of the Ilias and the Odyssea.

95. See V. Cilento (1957, 275-291) and R. Lamberton (1986, 90-107). It should not
escape our notice that one of Lamberton’s basic points is Plotinus’ sensitivity to Homeric
thought and diction.

96. We should not forget that the Greek word used by Plotinus is: aivittopevog.
97. I. Pépin (1955), 5-27, esp. 8-14.

98. As R. Lamberton (1986, 112) remarks, this work participates in a tradition of
commentary at least as old as Aristotle and had an enormous influence on the content of
the Byzantine scholia, an influence that has not been exhaustively explored.

99. Unfortunately, the date of the composition of both the Quaestiones
Homericae and the De antro Nympharum is uncertain. R. Lamberton (op. cit., 108-110)
questions the traditional theory that the former belongs to an early stage of Porphyry’s
career, and the latter to a later one. He thinks that we have no basis on which to claim
that the Quaestiones must belong to a different period from the essay.

100. See J.H. Waszink (1965), 62; R. Lamberton, op. cit., 109.
101. J. Pépin (1965), 235, 252; cf. F. Buffiere (1956), 173-176. Generally speaking,
it is a fact that Porphyry used to regard Homer as a philosopher, as we see in his Quaest.

Hom. ad Iliad. XV, ed. Schrader, p. 200, 13ff.

102. J. Pépin, op. cit., 238-240. On the contrary, Heraclitus and Celsus share
Plato’s views that, if they are not explained allegorically, Homer’s epics are impious.

103. See J. Pépin, op. cit., 243-246; cf. R. Lamberton, op. cit., 120-121.

104. For example, it is a source for the allegorical themes of authors such as
Numenius and Cronius; see J. Pépin, op. cit., 259-260.

105. For a detailed description and analysis, see R. Lamberton, op. cit., 114-120.
106. B. Dalsgaard Larsen (1974), 7; cf. R. Lamberton (1986), 134, n. 141.

107. See R. Lamberton, ibid.

108. See R.L. Cardullo’s 1995 edition of Syrianus’ fragments.

109. The words &ig & ITpoxhov are considered by Praechter (1926, 254) to be
glosses in the margin of the manuscript; they have been put here by an anonymous
Byzantine scribe. Had they been older, the expression would have been &v toig ITpoxAov
and not eig td& ITpoxAov. Praechter’s views are followed by Adler, the editor of the Suda,
who has put eig ta ITpokhov in square brackets.

110. Cf. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 46.

111. E. Zeller (1903), 818-890.

168



112. K. Praechter (1926), 257 ff.

113. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 46.
114. H.-D. Saffrey (1984a), 169, n. 28.
115. R.L. Cardullo (1986), 113.

116. H. Rabe in his 1893 Teubner edition of the In Hermogenem, pp. v-vii,
followed by S. Gloeckner (1901), 63-64 and G.A. Kennedy (1983), 109-112.

117. For this fact since the 2nd cent. AD. see G.J.P. O’ Daly (1991), 52-53.

118. For Plutarch being called "cogrotg", "tapiag Aoywv" and "Bacireds” see fr.
69 Taormina = IG II 3818 and fr. 70 Taormina = IG II 4224; cf. also H.J. Blumenthal
(1978), 373-375.

119. L.R. Cardullo, pp. 41-43 of her 1995 edition of Syrianus’ fragments.

120. As G.A. Kennedy remarks (op. cit., 53), the Neoplatonic philosophers,
beginning with Porphyry, played a major role in reorganizing the discipline of rhetoric on
a philosophical basis as an introduction to dialectic. Figures such as Porphyry, Evagoras
and Aquila tried to link rhetoric with dialectic in an educational system and wrote on
rhetoric from a Platonic point of view (op. cit., 77-79). G. Kustas (1973, 7-8) holds that
the reasons why so many Neoplatonists concern themselves with rhetoric are basically two:
firstly, they included this discipline in the wide range of their interests, along with
religion, literature etc; and secondly, the opportunities for employment in rhetoric were
more than in any other of the fields with which they dealt.

121. See Simplicius, In Cael. 119.7; cf. R. Sorabji (1987), 5-6.

122. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 86. For this particular commentary’s relation with
rhetoric see G. Kennedy (1983), 126-129.

123. A.D.R. Sheppard, ibid.

124. For the series of works of Neoplatonists, which were written dnd pwvijg see
M. Richard (1950), 191-222; cf. also A.J. Festugiére (1969), 281-296.

125. Marinus, Vita. Pr. 13; cf. AJ. Festugiére (1969), 281-296, L.G. Westerink, pp.
Ixvii-Ixxiv of his 1990 edition of Anonymous’ Prolegomena, H.-D. Saffrey (1992), 40 and
L.R. Cardullo, pp. 23-24 and 29-31 of her 1995 edition of Syrianus’ fragments.

126. For the sake of exactness, I have used the old edition of Damascius’ work,
as all my secondary bibliography has this edition as a source. The text, though, has been
re-edited with a new title (The philosophical history) by P. Athanassiadi, and this is why
I use a double reference to the text.

127. K. Praechter (1912), cols. 732-735.
128. Vita Isid., Epit. Phot. fr. 74 (= fr. 54 Athanassiadi): dt1 0 'Eppeiag y€vog

pev fiv " AheEavdpevig, mathp 8 'Appwviouv kai ‘HModwgou. oVtog gmekng fiv Ty
¢pOow kai amhodg to ffog, Nkpodoato 68 kail Zvplavod odv [TpokAg. prhomovig ugv oltog
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008evdG Tiv Sebtepog, dyyivoug 88 obti cdpodpa fiv 0068 Aoywv EVPETNG ATOSEIKTIKMY,
0082 yevvailog Bpa {nNTg dAnPeiag: obkouv 0bd’ oldg te £yeydvel mEOG dmoPODVTAG
KaTd T KapTeEdV dywvileobal, Kaitol spEpuvnto Og einelv mavtwv v te dknkoeL Tod
Sidackarov EEnyovpEvou kal Tdv &v Bihiolg dvayeyoappEvamy.

129. See the introduction to Zintzen’s edition of Damascius, pp. v-viii.

130. Vita Isid., fr. 316 (= fr. 118B Athanassiadi): 6 82 'Apuwviog aioypokedNg
dv kol mavta Opdv &lg yonupatiopdv Ovtvaodv, Opoloyiog Tibetor TEOG TOV
gmiokomodvta td Tvikadta Thy kpatodoav 60&av.

131. H. Bernard (1997), 19-23.

132. I do not claim that closeness in terms of chronology is always a guarantee of
reliability; especially in Damascius’ case, whose judgements are not always trustworthy,
as was pointed out above. Still, one cannot ignore the fact that only a few years separate
Damascius from Hermias and Syrianus; it would be surprising if Hermias had indeed
written works of some originality that were unknown to Damascius.

133. K. Praechter, ibid.

134. In Phaedr. 92.6-7: 'Hnopnoev 6 &taipog ITpdkhog g, el £k Srap€aemg
Aapfavovtar al paviat, Suvatdv ANy elval tapd tavtag; also 148.8-10 "E{ntnoa &
Ti ai yuyal ob Agyovtar 6pdv obgavov dAAd yiveaBor &v abtd kal ouvartteoBar adt®d, Toig
0¢ UmEp toOv obpavdv olkETL ouvanteotor GAAL 6pdv povov and 154.21-22: 'Hnopnoo
OGS TOV UTTEQOVPAVLIOV TOTOV 0pdaoal Tavtag KaBopdotv:

135. H. Bernard (1997), 4-12.

136. At this point I should say that I regret I have not encountered in H. Bernard’s
work basic bibliographical references to the work of Syrianus, such as L.R. Cardullo’s
works, for example. When a presentation of Syrianus’ philosophical ideas is being made,
and when Hermias’ independence from Syrianus as a thinker is the aim of the scheme,
works such as the ones by Cardullo, are more than valuable.

137. In Phaedr. 40.12.
138. P.A. Bielmeier (1930), 31-35.
139. op. cit., 29.

140. For instance, Bielmeier considers In Phaedr. 1.1-10.25 as the introductory
part, that indeed should have taken a teaching hour, with 10.26ff. as the repetition of it
necessary for a class. Further repetitions such as at 31.5-8 and 31.9, 54.10ff. and 55.16ff
and grammatical patterns such as at 3.18, 4.32, 5.1, 8.5, 13.9 etc. are also used as evidence
of school practice.

141. L.R. Cardullo (1993a).

142. Bielmeier rightly points out the double etymology of the name *Qpeifuia at
29.2ff. and at 29.17ff. This is also the case with the adverb daipoving in 39.9-23 and the
important philosophical notion of yuyn at 145.2ff. The symbolism of the téttiyeg in the
Phaedrus, as exposed at 213.14ff and at 251.1ff, also leaves much in obscurity, as we
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cannot say whether the word symbolises a metaphysical group (divine souls, heroes and
gods) or human souls.

143. We should also mention that scholars such as L.G. Westerink (p. x, n. 1 of his
1990 edition of Anonymous’ Prolegomena), T. Gelzer (1966 22), R.T. Wallis (1972, 141,
144), J.M. Dillon, p. 63 of his 1973 edition of Iamblichus’ commentaries on Plato, A.D.R.
Sheppard (1980a, 13, 20), D.J. O’ Meara (1989, 124) and H.-D. Saffrey (1992, 42) tend to
accept the In Phaedrum as a reliable source of Syrianus’ thought in general and his
lectures in particular. Dalsgaard Larsen (1972, 362) also doubts the possibility that
Hermias incorporated Iamblichean elements in the exegesis. His main argument is that
such an attitude presupposes the existence of both an oral tradition (Syrianus and Proclus)
and of a written one as well (Plotinus, Porphyry, Iamblichus and Harpocration), an
assumption that is uncertain.

144. C. Moreschini (1992), 451-460.

145. Especially on the Pythagorean influence see D.J. O’ Meara (1989), 119-141.

146. L.R. Cardullo (pp. 26-28 of her 1995 edition) discusses and criticises
Moreschini’s arguments. At this point we should say that Moreschini has, however,
contributed to our understanding of Hermias’ commentary by stressing the presence and
the use of the Homeric passages in this exegesis (see pp. 457-459).

147. H. Bernard (1997), 12-13.

148. See M.W. Dickie (1993), 436-438.

149. D.J. O’ Meara (1989), 117-122.

150. R.L. Cardullo (1993b), 197-198; p. 37 of her 1995 edition.

151. Among many references see, for instance, Proclus In Remp. 133.5ff.; cf.
A.D.R. Sheppard (1982a), 31, 62-74.

152. Proclus In Remp. 95.26-31; cf. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 43-46.
153. K. Praechter (1926), (1932).

154. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), (1982a).

155. R.L. Cardullo (1986), (1993a).

156. R. Sinkewicz (1981), 178-181.

157. E. Tempelis (1992).

158. See A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 39-103.

159. Proclus, In Parm. 618.4ff., 1085.14; Theol. Plat. 4.16, 215.18.

160. In Met. 183.151f.
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161. Among many interesting passages, In Met. 11.21, 81.33ff, 12.5ff, 48.6ff and
156.2ff. are very important.

162. Syrianus, In Met. 4.16-20, 5.16ff, 8.21ff, 41.29ff, 79.22-23, 113.2ff, 119.6ff,
178.11ff. Also Proclus, In Parm. 1118.35ff, 1120.32ff.

163. In Met. 5.34-35, 11.24-26, 48.8-10, 55.17, 112.14-15, 182.6-7, 184.9-11, 185.23.
164. A.D.R. Sheppard (1982a), 1-17.

165. Syrianus, In Met. 140.9-12; Proclus, Theol. Plat. 11.43-61.

166. Syrianus, In Met. 5.14-6.27, 112.35-113.5; Hermias, In Phaedr. 128.4-6.

167. Syrianus, In Met. 4.29-31, 9.37-10.10, 11.25-12.12, 43.6-44.36, 110.3-7, 165.33-
167.13, 180.6-9. Cf. Proclus, In Tim. I 175.2ff., 384.241f.; In Parm. 1119.4ff. See also J.M.
Dillon (1975), 3.

168. See E. Tempelis (1998), 60-61.

169. Syrianus, In Met. 8.22-25, 59.17-18, 107.5-12, 184.1-20, 185.19-22.

170. See E.R. Dodds (1963) on Proclus’ Instit. Theol., props. 112, 115 and 133, pp.
259, 261, 270-71. See also Proclus In Parm. 1062.20-34; cf. H.-D. Saffrey and L.G.
Westerink, p. bxxvi of their introduction to Proclus’ Theol. Plat., vol. 1.

171. Proclus, Inst. Theol. props. 113-165; Theol. Plat. 111 5-28; In Parm. 1061.23-
1062.34.

172. In Met. 48.8, 140.13.
173. In Met. 24.4ff, Hermias In Phaedr. 130.4-9.

174. Syrianus, In Met. 41.14-25, 48.8, 106.26-30, 116.6-10; cf. Hermias, In Phaedr.
55.6-9, 87.12, 136.19-139.30, 155.34-35, 189.17, 207.13-17.

175. In Met. 48.8; Proclus In Tim. 310.15ff. For the relation between these
demiurges and the traditional father of gods, Zeus, see chapter 3, passage 32.

176. In Met. 8.11, 10.34, 82.8, 106.28, 117.29, 132.25, 144.35.
177. In Met. 12.6, 81.33, 119.6, 147.12.

178. Syrianus, In Met. 27.30-37, 82.11-13, 106.30-107.1, 183.24-29; Proclus, In Tim.
310.12ff., 317.14ff., 323.20ff. Cf. D.J. O’ Meara (1986), 12ff.

179. Syrianus, In Met. 107.5-38.
180. Op. cit., 82.16, 88.13, 88.26, 132.15.
181. Proclus, In Tim. II 105.30ff.

182. Syrianus, In Met. 82.15-83.1, 88.26ff, 97.15ff.
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183. This is the case with the astronomer who can demonstrate the essential
attributes of the sky. Having in his soul an image of the divine exemplar of the sky in the
Demiurgic intellect, he can associate it with the visible sky; thus, he can know the divine
exemplar of the sky (Syrianus, In Met. 27.9-20, 27.30-37, 28.20-22, 83.7-20). Cf. R.E.
Sinkewicz (1981), 178-179.

184. Syrianus, In Met. 11.9-25, 14.19-21, 29.2 ff, 4131, 46.33, 48.9, 82.9, 85.26ff,
115.371f, 129.8-13, 118.10; Hermias, In Phaedr. 84.28ff., 101.15-35, 192.23-24.

185. Syrianus, In Met. 7.16, 26.1-8, 28.12, 82.16-20, 85.8, 88.13, 89.14, 132.15.

186. For more details on Hermogenes’ life see H. Rabe (1907), 242-260; cf. G.A.
Kennedy (1972), 619; D.A. Russell (1983), 6-7.

187. On the various problems of authenticity of the works included in the Corpus
of Hermogenes, see H. Rabe’s edition (1913), pp. vixii of the introduction. Also L.
Radermacher (1912), cols. 865.51-877.64, G.L. Kustas (1973), 19-20 and G.A. Kennedy
(1983, 102-103 = 1994, 2). They all agree that the works De ideis and De statibus were
written by Hermogenes. M. Patillon (1988, 8-22) attributes the Progymnasmata, De
Methodo Vehementiae and De Inventione to Hermogenes the sophist, and the De Ideis
and De statibus to Hermogenes the orator; nevertheless, the theory that posits the
existence of two persons under the name of Hermogenes, whose works have been
combined, needs further confirmation.

188. As G.A. Kennedy (1972, 626) remarks, there is a considerable body of
commentary on Hermogenes, both from late antiquity and Byzantine times. This includes
prolegomena to the various works by named or anonymous writers, as well as running
commentaries, such as that of Syrianus. In Kennedy’s words (1983, 109 = 1994, 220)
Syrianus was "an important commentator on Hermogenes".

189. G.A. Kennedy (1983, 110-112 = 1994, 220).
190. G.A. Kennedy (1983, 111 = 1994, 220).
191. See H. Hunger (1978), 75-91.

192. G.A. Kennedy (1983, 110 = 1994, 220).

193. For this opinion of Syrianus, see G.A. Kennedy (1983, 110-111 = 1994, 220).
I would like to stress Kennedy’s opinion that the introduction of Syrianus’ In de Ideis
"reveals the attitude towards Hermogenes in the Fifth Century, as expressed by an
intellectual leader of the time".

194. Syrianus’ commentary has not been translated as a whole so far; all
translations in this thesis therefore are my own. For Hermogenes’ De Ideis, each time
a translation was required, I used C. Wooten’s work (1987), which was very helpful,
especially as far as the technical terms are concerned.

195. Hermogenes, De ideis 213.14-214.3: ) yaptot pipnotg kai 6 {fhog 6 mpdg
gkeivoug puetd pdv Eumelpiag Yiliig kai tvog ahoyou Topfig yvopevog ovk Gv olpar
Sdvarto tuyydvety Tod 6pBod, kbv Tavy Tig XY PVoEWS £ TobvavTiov yap lowg &v abtdv
kol opaAAoL pEAAOV Th THG PUOEWG TTAEOVEKTHUATO XWELG TEXVNG TG dAOYWS fTtTovTa,

173



1pdg & TL kKol TOYOL:

196. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.307.14-15: 'Iotéov 6T T &tpEpag Moo
nopappalwv ‘Hpodotog 1ob ¢now- "dtpepilovtd o pakaorotov elvarn.

197. Herodotus, Hist. VII 18.3: $muotdpevog tadta yvouny elyov dtpepilovta oe
pakaplotdv lvat IEdG TavTwV AvOQWTIWY.

198. Xenophon, Mem. 2.58.5-15: 10 6& " Opnjpov £¢m O KATIY0EOG TOANAKLG aUTOV

Aéyewv 8T *Odvooedg

“Ovtwva pgv Baoifjo kat EEoyov vdpa kiyein,

Tov & dyavolg EnEecolv £PNTVOACKE TOAOACTAG:

dawovt, ob oe Eotke kaxdv &g Os1dioeoba,

GAN abTdg te kabnoo xal dAlovg 16pve Aaovg.

*Ov & ad dnpov T &vdpa idor foowvtd T Edpevpor

TOV OKNTITER ENOCOOKEV OMOKATIOKE TE MOBQ:

"Sopovy, atpgpag foo kal Ahwv pdbov dkove,

ol o€o ¢p€ptepor elol, ob & AmToOAepog Kal Bvarkig,

olte MOT &v MOAERP EvapBuog obT £vi Bouki).

199. Op. cit., 2.59.16-22.

200. The episode to which the verse in question belongs is also analysed in various
ways by Eustathius (Comm. ad Iliad. 1.303.19-310.24), who refers to Odysseus’ words very
often, mainly in order to show the contrast between Odysseus’ attitude towards the kings
and towards the people. But Eustathius’ treatment goes further than Syrianus’ use of
Homer at this point and is of no particular interest for our analysis.

201. For this widespread ancient belief see, for instance, L. Radermacher (1951)
and G.A. Kennedy (1957), 23-35.

202. See D.A. Russell (1983), 114-128. We should also note that, as part of the
rhetorical tradition, Hermogenes himself constantly refers to Demosthenes as the chief
representative of excellence in rhetoric. Now, on Demosthenes’ excellence in rhetorical
circles of the Hellenistic age and late antiquity, see G.A. Kennedy (1972), (1981), (1983).

203. For a brief yet convincing discussion on the author of the De sublimitate see
D.A. Russell (1964), pp. xii-xxx of the introduction.

204. See J.M. Dillon (1987), 907; cf. also H.J. Blumenthal and E.G. Clark (1993),
introduction.

205. See J.M. Dillon’s edition of the Iamblichean fragments (1973), p. 25 of his
introduction.

206. De Ideis 332.18-23.

207. Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.291.3-13: TIpooeoti 6& avtd (i.e. Zeus) podg
tf) anotopig kal dkpaoia, 8g Beacapevog Ty "Heav &mi tiig "Idng kexoounueévny od
KopTeEel pPEYOL TOV amodedetypévov avtolg Buldpwv ENBely, 4AN &mi tod Opovg yapal
diyag &avtdv ouykuvhivdeTal Tf) yuvaiki,

toiol &’ umd xBdv 8la dpvev veobnhéa moiny,
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Awtov 0 Eponevta 108 kpokov 1S’ LakwvBov.
TIOIKIATG OOV TEQWQEOUEVNG TAG TIONOE®S AvwPEANG T yooppatTikly pfy Suvapgvn
4moleitar tiov Totevtéov &otiv g GAnBeot kol tiow amotntéov ®g pubikolg
YEVOUOOTLY.

208. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 3.658.15-16.
209. C. Wooten (1987), 4.

210. On the various ways in which Homer, as well as other poets, were exploited
by the tradition of scholia, see R. Pfeiffer (1968), 87ff.

211. Dionysius, De Lysia 29.21.30.13. Syrianus probably made a mistake, when he
attributed the passage not to this work of Dionysius, but to a work named XapakTtrjpsg,
which is, to the best of our knowledge, nowhere attested as a work written by Dionysius.
We have not been able to trace evidence for Xapaktijoeg being an alternative title for
the De Lysia, either. For the De Lysia, which is considered to be one of the early
treatises of Dionysius, see S.F. Bonner (1969), 37-48.

212. Hesiod, Theog. 27: iduev yeudea TIoAG AEyewv Etopotow dpoio; cf. Theog
713: 00 el yevdea pev mowolg £topowow oOpoia. For more details, see M.L. West’s
commentary ad loc. in his 1966 edition.

213. For Odysseus’ ability to tell lies see his role in Sophocles’ Philoctetes.

214. Aristotle, De art. poet. 1460a18-19: edidayev 88 paiota “Ouneog kol todg
BA\oug yeuvd Aeyewv ag Oel. As D.W. Lucas (1968) remarks commenting on 1460a18-26:
"Here Aristotle’s ysudij Agystv &g S¢l is in direct conflict with Resp. 377D, where
Homer is condemned because u1 kaAdg yevdntar"

215. Polyaenus, Strat. 3.19-4.9: 'Avdpeia p&v yap, dotig dAk{] xONOAUEVOG
TIOAERIWV paOREVRV EKOATNOoEY, eVPovAia 88, apayel téxvy kal dohe TepryivecBat: wg
g0t pwtn SEVdV oTEATN YOV Codia, kTaoBor THv vikny dxivouvov. "Aptotov 08 kal Td
&v abti) Tf) mapata&er pnyavacbal, dwg &v 1 yvaun to kpateiv ETuondto, npohafodoa
O TENOG THG Moyng. Aokel 0€ poi ye tadta cupPovievev kol “Opnpog: dtav yap
TIOAAGKLG 807

f oM hE Pinor
dAwg ob mapayyENAeL, fj TExvalg kal otpatnynuact xofiobot katd tdv mokepiov: el 68
uelov &v tovtolg £x01g, TNVikade Tf) fig TOV CwUATwV ATTOKIVOUVEUTEOV.

216. Many of Odysseus’ devices (otpatnynuata) are mentioned, including the
Cyclops and the story of the Sirens. At 5.13-15 the writer asks:

Ti yap &v daing thv Tmpeav tod ntwyod; kal doa 1EdG Edpaiov, 1| mdg v
IInvehOTInV ETAGTTETO;

"loke yebdea MOAE Aywv Etdpototv duoia.

A few lines further on Polyaenus mentions some devices of Odysseus, as known
not from Homer, but from the tragedians (5.20-25):

Olov 8¢ kaxeivo otpatiynua 'Odvoogwg ol toayedoi §dovotl. TToAaundnv
gviknoev 'Odvooedg &v SikaotnEip Tdv " Axaidy, bofaidv abtod tf) oknvi} Bapfagucdv
yovoiov, kal O ocopwtatog tdv ‘EMAfveov éxeivog fihw mpodooiag 80hp kal
OTOATNYTHOTL.
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217. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Odyss. 3.20 (ed. Schrader): 'Evavtiov €0t todto
Wloke yevdoea TOAANL AéEywv Etopoitorv dpoia(t203) kal yap
TIEMVULEVOG UTtOKeELTaL. 1| 08 ADo1g €k ToD kapod: td ydp kotd Kalpdv Katemeiyovta
yeudeaOar, tolto ¢pdvnow elval pagoiv.

kol A O meTvupévog kal ouvetdg 'Odvooeigioke yevdea Mo Al d
A€y @ v; &AL TO TRdG pndev katemelyov yevdeobal, Todto kopd{) vnmiov &vopog.

218. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 3.331.6-9; Comm. ad Odyss. 2.167.5-6, 2.196.40-
41, 2.198.41-43. The most interesting remark he makes in his commentary in the Odyssea
is the following: olg &vafpivav tdv dritoga *Oduocea 6 oG ¢ T "loke yevdea
TOAM A€ywv &topototv Opoia". The word évafpuvwv shows that Eustathius also shared
the view that Homer praised Odysseus for this ability.

219. It would be tempting to go as far as to think that this very verse of Homer,
put in the afore-mentioned tradition, could have played a role in Syrianus’ choice of this
passage of Dionysius.

220. See, for example, G. Grube (1965), 207-230 and G.A. Kennedy (1972), 342-
363.

221. For the example from the Ilias, cf. R. Janko (1992b), ad Ioc.

222. See, for example, Syrianus’ reference to iambic trimeter and trochaic
tetrameter, as well as to their technical characteristics and variations (In de Ideis 30.18-
31.20). We have also extensive metrical references in the context of the Homeric passage
under discussion; at In de Ideis 29. 11 and 61.19 there are references to iambic and
dactylic metre respectively. Now, whether Syrianus’ knowledge of metre was profound, or
he was just adequately equipped to deal with the basic metrical issues that would emerge
in the course of his lessons, we cannot tell; what is certain is that had Syrianus not had
adequate knowledge of metrical issues, he would not have been a teacher of rhetoric in
the first place. But unfortunately, we are not in a position to have more details on the
breadth and the depth of his learning on those issues.

223. Hephaestion, Enchiridion de metris 4.13.1-17.

224. Op. cit., 6.17.19-18.5.

225. For the verse Od. VII 120 the lectio dyyvn instead of &yvn is preferred by
modern editors.

226. We can at this point remember the ancient aesthetic term €xdpaaig; for more
details see G. Fowden (1982) and A. Laird (1993), 18-30.

227. Aelianus, Varia Hist. 3.36.3-6; Athenaeus, Deipn. 1.16.14-18; Diogenes
Laertius, Vitae philos. 5.9.1-4.

228. For the tradition of epideictics see T.C. Burgess (1902), 89-261; cf. G.A.
Kennedy (1963), 152-203.

229. Theon, Prog. 118.6-119.2.
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230. Of course, £k¢paolg and description are two major issues for modern
criticism, as well. For the exploration of £x¢paoig from a narratological point of view,
and especially that of the relation of description to narration, see D.P. Fowler (1991), 25-
35; cf. also A. Laird (1993), 18-30.

231. Menander Rhetor, ITepi gmideiktikdv 335.1-8. We notice the detailed
technical instructions given by the writer, which show how this particular genre had
developed already in the 2nd cent. A.D. For the placement of the work in this century, see
D.A. Russell and N.G. Wilson’s edition (1981), pp. xxxiv-xl of the introduction.

232. Op. cit., 349.14-30.
233. C. Wooten (1987), 92.
234. Hermogenes, De Ideis 368.26-369.1.

235. "Longinus", De subl. 13.2: <> thv Eungoabev peydlwv ovyypadewv Kai
TONTOV pipncis te kol {Awaig; also 13.3: povog “Hpddotog 'Oungik@tatog EyEveTo;
Ztnoiyxopog £tL mpdteQov § te ' A)iloY0g, TavTwY 08 TovTwv KaAoT O ITAdtwv, &md
o0 ‘Opnpikod keivou vapotog elg avtdv pugiag Ho0g TTaQUTEOTAG &TIOYETEVOAUEVOG.
For Longinus’ belief that Plato imitated Homer - an attitude in sharp contrast with Plato’s
bitter criticism of Homer and poetry in general, which nevertheless, was not just one
man’s preoccupation - see D.A. Russell’s comment ad Ioc. We would like to mention
Hermogenes’ reference, in which he regards Homer and Plato to be model-writers of
epideictic literature; Homer is, of course, superior to all the others (De Ideis 389.25-26:
dpiotn te ydp momoewv 1 'Opngov kat “Ounpog nowntdv &ptotog, painv 6’ &v HTu kol
oOntopwv kal Aoyoypddwv).

236. Syrianus’ commentary on the De Statibus has not been translated as a whole,
either; for Hermogenes’ work the translations of R. Nadeau (1964) and M. Heath (1995)
were used.

237. In de Statibus 2.18-21: ¢aivetar 62 avip ebdokipog Eni Tf) TEXVY YEYOVAG
"Eppoyeévng katl kpivar ontopikodg Aoyoug lkavatatog, @g onlol avtod td ye elg Huag
EABOVTa OUYYPARPOTA.

238. Cf. Plato, who at Jon 540b ff. and 540d ff. expounds Ion’s claim that Homer
can teach one the arts of both rhetoric and strategy. No particular hero is referred to, but
the evidence is strong enough to allow us to form some idea of how Plato - and perhaps
his contemporaries, as N.J. Richardson (1975, 66) argues - estimated the rhetorical
elements of Homer’s epics.

239. I1. IX 443. Remarkable is G.A. Kennedy’ s point (1980, 10) that these are the
two great areas of distinction for the Homeric hero, and Achilles and Odysseus excel at
both. What I find interesting in this ideal is its unity. As A. Parry (1956, 4) has pointed
out: "speech and reality need not to be divided into two opposing realms of
experience, as we find them divided in the 5th century by the analytic distinction of
logos and ergon". For more details on the ideal, see also G. Thalmann (1984), 179-182.

240. G.A. Kennedy (1957), 23-35. For the Homeric origins of ancient rhetoric, see
also A. Karp (1977), 237-258.
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241. For the use of rhetoric in Homer see also R.B. Rutherford (1992), 58-72, who
traces well-known rhetorical techniques in both works of Homer that were elaborated in
the mid-5th century B.C. For rhetoric during the 5th and 4th cent. B.C,, see T. Cole’s
controversial views (1991, 71-158).

242. Chrestomathia, 103.25-27.
243. Op. cit., 105.15-16.

244. Fragment XXI in Allen’s edition is as follows: "TIaAaundnv 62 dmomviytjvai
TeoeABovTa &7 iyB0wv Bfpav, Atopndnv 82 tdv dmokteivavta elvar kat “Ofvooga
guheEapevog &v ETeotv olda toig Kumpiois."

245. 1 stress "surviving", simply because we do not have the text of the Cypria in
detail; speeches by Palamedes are quite likely to have been a feature of the lost text. And,
in any case, we should expect Palamedes, as an "Odysseus-type" character, to be skilled in
words, as Odysseus is.

246. Hyginus, Fabulae XCV. M. Grant (1960, 84) remarks that Hyginus tells the
story poorly, for he does not say that Odysseus revealed his sanity by turning aside the
blow to spare the child; but he also says that Hyginus follows a better version than that
given by Apollodorus, where Palamedes threatens to kill Telemachus.

247. Hyginus, op. cit, CV. Hyginus also refers to the revenge of Nauplius,
Palamedes’ father (op. cit., CXVI).

248. Hyginus, op. cit., CCLXXVII 3-6: "Palamedes autem Nauplii filius invenit
atque letteras undecim (...)".

249. For Aeschylus’ play, see frs. 478-481 Radt (pp. 295-298). For Sophocles’ play,
see frs. 478-481 Radt (pp. 386-387). Palamedes is also mentioned in Euripides’ Or. 433,
and in Aristophanes’ Thesm. 769-770, 847-848 and Ran. 1450-1451.

250. See J.V. Mun’s 2001 edition of Alcidamas’ works and fragments.

251. Plato, Apol. 41b: £y® pév ydp moAakig OEAw tebvaval, i tadt oty 4An6N-
gnel Eporye kol adT® Bovpaoth &v €in 1) Sratoifh abtob, omote Evriyoyut ITarapndet
kol Atavt t@ Tehapdvog kar el Tig GAAOG T@V TTohatdv 61d kEiotv 86ikov TEBvNKEV.

252. Resp. 522d: Iloyy€lowov yobv, £¢ny, otpatnydv "Ayouguvovo &v taig
toaydiong ITahapndng éxaotote dnodaivel. fj obk Evvevonkag &t onoiv 4oBudv ebpmv
TG Te Ta&Elg T® oTPatoTEdY kataatioal &v "TAip kai ££apBuijoor vadg te kai tdhha
Tiavta, oG 1ed Tod dvapibuntev dvtwv kal tod "Ayauguvovog, &g Eoukev, ovd’ dooug
nodag elyev €180tog, einep dpBueiv pi fiotato;

253. Virgil, Aen. 11 82-85:  Belidae nomen Palamedis et incluta fama
gloria, quem falsa sub proditione Pelasgi
insontem infando indicio, quia bella vetabat,
demisere Neci, nunc cassum lumine lugent.

254. R.G. Austin (1964), in his commentary ad loc.
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255. I1. TX 168, 223, 427, 432, 607, 621, 659, 690, XIV 136, 321, XVI 196, XVII 555,
561, XIX 311, XXIII 360, 744.

256. I1. IX 442-443; cf. G.A. Kennedy (1980), 10.
257. 11 IX 197-198.

258. For the type of rhetoric each one of them uses and for their influence on
Achilles, see G.A. Kennedy (1980), 11-19.

259. 1. T 247-249: (...) Toior 88 Néotwp
NdvenNg avopovoe, Ayvg ITuhiwv dyopnTrg,
o0 Kal &nd yAwoong peEMTog yAukiov 9€ev abdn-.

260. One example from the Ilias is Helen’s opinion of his ability of Odysseus’
rhetorical abilities at TII 223: otx’ &v &nert’ "'Odvoof|t y’ €picoeie Ppotdg &ANOG:
another is the embassy to Achilles.

261. D.A. Russell (1983), 5, n. 12.

262. Aelius Aristides dedicated an essay to the topic under the title [TpgoBevtixkog
meog "AyxiArga; cf. A. Boulanger (1968), 273-275.

263. See G.A. Kennedy (1974), 20ff.

264. J.F. Kindstrand (1973), 219.

265. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.169.

266. See Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Iliad. 9.167-688 Schrader.

267. To be more specific, at II. V 124-128 Athena addresses Diomedes and says:
Bapadv, viv, Aoundeg, ¢t Toneoor payeobor:
&v ydp Tol 0TIPECOL PEVOG TLALTEWIOV TIKO.
dtpopov, olov Exeoke cakeomnalog innmota Tudedg:
ayhdv 8 ad tol 4’ 0¢pBaMudv ENov, 1j Tiplv ETtiiey
00 €0 yryvookyg huev Bedv 162 kal avdpoa.

268. II. XV 668-70: toiol & 4’ d¢pBalpdv véd)bg ay\vog boev " Abiqvy
Beoneciov: poio 88 odL powg YEVET audotEQwev
Nuev 1pdg vndv kai opoitov ToAEporo.

269. R. Janko (1992b), ad Ioc. For the general theme of mist, see also J.T. Kakridis
(1971), 89-103.

270. See H.-D. Saffrey (1981, 153-169 = 1990, 33-49); (1984a, 161-171 = 1990, 51-
61); G. Fowden (1982), 33-59.

271. For the relation of the school of Athens to theurgy and other pagan practices
see Marinus, Vita Pr. 3, 18 and 26; cf. P. Chuvin (1990), 102-105 and F.R. Trombley
(1993), 310-324.

272. For instance, see J. Lear (1988, 297-326 = 1992, 315-340).
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273. Actually, the tradition of the gradual decadence of human races was
widespread in antiquity. After Hesiod many Greek writers and philosophers shared the
idea of a "golden age" that existed once upon a time. For more details on the matter and
variety on that tradition see E.R. Dodds, (1973), 1-25. Cf. also C.J. Fordyce (1961) on
Catullus’ Carmen 64.384-407: he speaks of "the general ancient belief in the degeneracy
of mankind and the decline from a primitive Golden Age" and gives evidence on the
matter from other ancient sources, both Greek and Latin.

274. Hesiod, Op. 249-251: (...) &yydg yap &v avBpamoloty 0vieg
4Bavator ppalovtal, doot okoAfjor Sixkpow
dAAMAovg teifovot Bedv OtV 0Uk GAEYOVTEG.

275. M.L. West (1978, commenting on 249ff.) argues that here we are dealing with
a piece of Indo-European heritage. E. Fraenkel (1942, 11) also pushes the matter of Zeus’
providence regarding the deeds of the mortals a little further: after referring to the
Hesiodic passage, he says that the idea that the sins of men and the names of the
offenders are written down by Zeus is a genuine Hellenic belief.

276. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.117: IIbg 6& kol avtoilg toig avlpwmolg
Ophodvtag motel todg Beovg, v ToAloig EoTt katapabelv, domep kal Ty "Abnvav ToTe
uev @ "AjxMiel, el 88 1@ “O8uooel, xail tov "Eppiv t@ IMowdpe kol ad malwv @
"Odvooel. kaBohov 68 ael Todg Beodg toig dvBpwrolg mapactatelv oletal: ¢noi yip

kai te Oeol Leivowow £owoteg dAodamoiot,
* miavtoiol TeAEBOVTEG, é:mct@b@dom TIOAMOG,
avBpwTwv UBpv te kal ebvopinv £popdvTeG.

277. Aratus, Phaen. 1-5: "Ex Awdg dpxopeota, tov 00dEnoT &dvopeg Edpev
doopnrov: peotal 68 Adg naoal ugv dyviai,
naoail &’ avlpanwv dyopai, peoth 88 Bdlacoo
kol Mugéveg: taven 68 Aldg keyonueda mAavTeg.
Tob yap kal yévog elpév...

As the scholiast (Schol in Aratum, ad Ioc.) remarks, Zeus’ presence in all the
afore-mentioned places corresponds to the names that he bears: Poviaiog, &€viog,
graipelog, ¢pilog, putaNmog, Emkapmog. J. Martin in his commentary ad loc. adds the
epithets &yopailog, Aypéviog, dyvievg. We should also notice J. Martin’s remark ad loc.
in his edition (1956) that the formula tod y&p kol yévog elu€v must belong to the
catechism of ancient Stoicism.

278. Proclus, Inst. Theol. prop. 122; Theol. Plat. 115, 74-76; cf. R.T. Wallis (1972),
149.

279. Proclus, Inst. Theol. props. 114, 120; In Crat. 79.9-15, 79.20-22; for this
matter, as well as for the influence that Proclus’ beliefs exerted on the school of
Ammonius, see M. Mignucci (1985, 237), L. Brisson (1992, 488, 491-92) and E. Tempelis
(1998, 148-151).

280. We should bear in mind that in this study all philosophical themes that
emerge in the examination of the rhetorical works of Syrianus are treated as evidence of

the interaction between rhetoric and philosophy in Syrianus’ time.

281. AG 7.676: Aodhog "Emixtntog yevouny kai odp’ avanmpog
kat meviny "Ipog kat ¢pilog &Bavdtolg.
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282. Macrobius quotes the epigram (Sat. 1xi.44-45): "De Epicteto autem
philosopho nobili, quod is quoque servus fuit, recentior est memoria quam ut possit inter
oblitterata nesciri. cuius etiam de se scripti duo versus feruntur, ex quibus illud latenter
intellegas, non omni modo dis exosos esse qui in hac vita cum aerumnarum varietate
Iuctantur, sed esse arcanas causas, ad quas paucorum potuit pervenire curiositas:

Aodhog "Emiktnrog yevouny kal odp’ dvanmeog

kol mevinv "Ipog kai ¢pilog dBavators."

H. Beckby, the editor of the epigram in the Anthologia Graeca, says that it has
been falsely attached to Gellius Novus Atticus. But more important is the fact that
Macrobius considers the epigram to have been written by Epictetus himself ("eius Epicteti
etiam de se scripti duo versus feruntur"). From the apparatus criticus we also learn that
in one of the manuscripts (Codex Marcianus 481) the epigram is falsely attributed to
Leonidas, who is the writer of the preceding epigram in the Anthologia, i.e. 7.675.

John Chrysostom is another source for the same epigram (In acta Apostolorum,
MPG 60, 111.29-33): "Eoct pgv olv 81 T kai &mog towodto toig EEwbev eignuévov-
Aodhog pev "Emiktnrog, odpa dvammpeog: meviny "Ipog, kai ¢pilog dBavatwy. AN
tobto pev 6 mévng. 'H 62 tod mhovoiov yuyh MAVIwY YEUEL TOV KAKQOV.

Unfortunately, the epigram is not included in Gow and Page’s selection; Al
Cameron (1993) does not mention it either.

283. Lucian, Charon sine contemplantes 22.30-31: katbav’ oudg & T &tupfog
avhp 6g T ENaye topfov, &v 88 if) Tpf “Ipog kpeiwv T " Ayopépvov.

284. Dio Chrysostom, De regno 66.20.5-6: tdv itwydv tov dhalova kal BEhovta
dpaiveoBor Kpoloov Eiotnow 6 "Ipog.

285. Libanius, Ep. 571.2-3: oUtog £ug ¢ihel pdv domep ) piene, aloyovetor 82
domep vlog, pofeitar 88 dg &v olketng. TO 68 peEyotov TAOV &v avt®, vopilwv thv
peyiotnv avayknv eig dpetig Goxnowv elvar Beodg Typdv gLt av "Ipog yevéobau
uaAov fj pf tndv Kivopag.

286. Libanius, Ep. 819.5: €l p&v odv £xeL yonuata tdv ispdv Qpiwv kai Sivart
av éxtioal, mauEcbw, kevieiobw, td tod Mapodov magaoyEtw: dikalog yap, el mopdv
4modovta amniiayBor yonudtwv €otiv fittwv kKol mavt &v Umopgvelev, Omwg €xot
yovoiov: €1 8’ &otiv "Ipog katl mewvdv gkownbn ToANGKLg, ovk olda Ti &v kepdaivopev
4o thg oikiag, 6U v ebdokiunoet ToEd tolg fHuiv Evavtiols.

287. Libanius, Or. 18.140: Ovtol toivuv ol Bacihéwg O¢Baipol kal Gpaokovteg
drnavta eig ¢dg Gdpetv kal Tolelv Todg ToVNEOVG peTEioug T Uiy EELEval AavBavety maoag
avieoav gig movnpiav 680dg kai povov olk éxmnputtoy, G dkivouva dpdoovow. Gad’ oi
kwhvtal tov adiknuatev adtol todg adikodvrag E0elov kuoilv £01kOTEG TUUITPATTOVOL
toig Akotg. Sl tadta toov fiv Bnoavpd te Eviuyelv kal TOUTwV HETATYETV TAV LETAANWY.
6 yap fikwv "Ipog &v Bpayel xoove Karliog.

288. Athanasius, Homilia de passione et cruce domini, MPG 28, 236.9-13: Kai
ol pev &vBpwrol pepadnkact Katadppovely Copatikod TTAOUTOL kal TAOUTODOL T® AOYQ
kail tf) yvooer 6 88 kavyopevog elvar mhodolog Spdkwv yeydpveTat, kKat vOv yupvog
"Tpog kai mévng £0Ti, KATAOKVAEUWEVOSG UTIO TIAVTWV.

289. Gregory Nazianzenus, Carmina moralia, MPG 37, 773.3-6: Ti mAgov &v

dGwevoloy; In kovig, Ootéa podva, “Hpwg 'Atpeidng, “Ipog &Antofopog,
Kwvotavtivog Gva, Bepanwv &uog: dotig dvorog, dotig Eoiktriuwyv: £v mMAEov 0TL
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Tagogs.
We notice that Grelory plays with the words “Hpwg and “Ipog, which had the
same sound at the time when he composed his work.

290. Herodianus, De dict. 526.19-20: dvopa kvprov &v "Odvooeig, 6 mtwydg kal
nevng (...).

291. Suda, s.v. "Ipog* 6 TTwXOG.

292. Eustathius, Comm. ad Odyss. 2.164.1-2: 'Iot€ov 6¢ kai 6t td tod “Ipov
Ovopa ¢egetar peEyor kai viv mopd tolg UmepBev Zwwmrng, ol tOv Alav mtwydv
vnopapPapilovteg trwydv "&rpov" Aéyouowv. Eustathius here implies that the right word

that should be used by them should be *Ipog.
293, Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 2.655.19-656.2.

294. Aristotle, fr. 16 Rose: kai T1 £T10g TROENKEV §TEQ T’ GoLoToV Guewov (...) kal
punmote (td {ntoduevov TaEd Toig PLrA0cOdoLS) Mwv O TonTg olvwoswg Kat uedng
Swapopdv elpnkev, oivioewg pev Gveoty, pebnv 6 pAvagiav.

295. Athenaeus, Deipn. 1 412e: Tiv ydp ovppetoov kpdow tod olvov LT
"Apgdiktoovog Booirevoavtog Swaxbijvai ¢aow “Abnvaioug, kol Sid tolto igpdv
Awovooovu 6pBob 15pvoacbat. tote yap 0pB0g €ott @ Ovti kol ol odparepdg, dtav
OUPMETPWG Kol KEKQAUEVIG TV TAL.

olvog ydp Gvayet
NAEOG, 8G T £PENKe TOAVPQOVAE TieQ AN deigor
kail 6 armaAdv yehaoor kal T 6pxnoacor avijkev
kai te 110G TROENKEY OTEQ T BppmTov duewvov.

296. Plutarch, De garrul. 503e: "Eti toivuv td pebuetv ntag dvBpwmnog aidniuwy kai
KOopog, olpat, puhakolt Bv- pavig yap OUOTOLXOG Mev 1| OEYR KaT &vioug, | 82 uétn
oUVOWKOG* paAhov 88 pavia t@ ugv xeove fittwy, tj) & altig peilwv, dtL T adtBaipetov
abTi) TEOoECTL TiG 08 puebng ovBev oitw katnyopodotv Mg T Tept Todg AOyoug dkpaTeg
kai doprwotov- olvog yap, ¢noiv,

EPENKE TIOAVPQOVA Ttep PN’ deiloal
kol @ amadv yehaoal kal T dpynoacBor dvijkev.
Kol ti o dewvototov; @M kol yElwg kal dpyxnotg; oudev &yotl Tovtwy:
kal T €Tog TIEOENKEY, OTtep T GpEnTov dpetvov.
00T’ {0 Sewdv kai Emkiviuvov.
Cf. Quaest. Conviv. 645a, where similar things about wine and drinking are said.

297. Aelius Aristides, ITpdg ITAatwva mepi gntopikijg 89: €l toivuv dntopedewy
uév oty adikelv dvvaocbar kat adbtov og, Suvatdv & €oti kal Sikaiwg Stafidvar
onropevovta, peilov & texunelov dikatoobvng td Suvapevov adkeiv Houyalew 1j To pi,
TIOG OV TIOAD T@V KOAAKwV Ameyovoilv oi towodtol, ol ye kal Tdv dvaykaiwg Sikaiwmv
T0000TOV TIROEYOVaLY; EotkeV 0DV TO Tod ‘Opungov cupfaively

Kai T £m0og mpoenkev dTep T Gpgntov dueivov.

298. Libanius, Ep. 1502.2.
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299. Libanius, Ep. 661.1-4: "Iotw viv t06e yaio kal obpavdg gbpdg Omepbev.
Tipoatifnui 8¢, €1 fodhet, kal Zthya kat tovg &AAoug Bgolg, R uiyv Ty ETUOTOAY Ekeivny
T0o0 IPOOTNKOVTOG TETUYTKEVOL XoOvou kal undev mempayBot te€xvy. ool 68 lowg ob kahdg
Exer ¢eidecBour TV olkeT@v katd TOV ¢ilwv kal dTwg Ekeivoug EEENOLO, TOUTOG
ieQLamTeEY altioag. AN UmEp pév tovtwv OAiyov otepov Sradikaooueba, KEhoov thv
yidov Tifspévoy, tijg Bakysiag 62 fuiv 1ot td mALov aufiivag Und Thg dmovoiag. o
Yo Eotv 8T &v T and kapdiag AEyolpev, 4AN | &l ovyav §) elnovta peteyvokgvar kal
gTTypdy T yAoTTy, 0TL £E8AaAnoey OTep T Gppntov duewov. ofuar 62 kol o TavTdv
TEEQPLECTNKEVAL, oLy f| pOPov. HTwg olv el e 0od ob T Hudv droravolg Ekdtepoi
te OV &AM wv EhevBepiog, Tolg otopaociy &vorye Tdg Bopag dpaveis.

It is worth noticing that the way in which Libanius makes use of the Homeric
expression speaks in favour of the opinion that, by his time, the expression had become
a proverb.

300. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.149: 'Emnei 68 &v tovtowg koi ITuBaydpou
guvnuovevooapey, @ pahota foeokev 1 Exepvbia kol tO ovyav & pd ol Asyew,
Beacwpeba el xai "Opnpog tavtny Eoxe THY YvopNy. €T TE Y& TOV TTaQovouvVTWV E4m

Kai T ETtog TEoENKeY O TEQ T GpEmnTov duetvov.

301. Proclus, In Tim. I 352ff: abtol && ol Beol kal td yevnTdv dyevntwg Kol T
draotatdv adlootateng Eyvokaat kol T peplotdv duepiotwg kat td £yypovov diatwving
Kol o &vdeyopevov dvaykaiwg: adtd yap T® voeiv mavta yevwdoty, & 62 yewdouy, ¢k
TRV dpepdv xal alwviov kal dAwv elddV yevwdowv: dote kol voodotv adtd todtov Tov
TEOTIOV. W) Y& oinBdueyv, 6t Taig TV yvwotdv pvoeotv al yvwoelg yapoktneilovtal,
pnd’ T T Py dpadg odk &papdg ot tapd Beolg, bg dnowv 6 prthdcodog Iopddprog -
tolto ydg 8v €kelvog dvedbeyEato, O mep T &ppenTtov GpueLvoyv, AN 6T Taig
TOV ywwokoviev Stadpopaig dAholog yiyvetal ThHg yvooewg O TEOTOG.

302. Ammonius, In de int. 118.3-5.

303. Olympiodorus, In Alc. 147.9-19: Bafai, olov, & &pwote, toito elpnkag: d©g
avaglov tig 10€ag": aAv drodvgetal 6 Zwkpdtng Tdv véov kal favtdv Kal oxethMalet
Aeyov dTL "dyavaktd Unep cod kal UnEp &pavtod: e cod pev, SLOTL CPIKQOTIPETNG
Umapyels, Lng gpoavtod 58, STl oukpoTpETolg ok Td 88 "olov tolto elpnkag" T
TOINTIKOV TIAAMV TIeOWOEL

niolov o€ €mog Ppuyev Epkog BOOVTWY
kai T

Kai Tu 710G TIPECENKEY OTEQ T GOQETTOV GUELVOV.
0 82 "avakiov TG 10€ag", toutéotv "eldog", "Emeotv" GAN odk EoTu Bin ¢ppeotv 00OE TIg
ahicn).

304. Scholia A on I 62 say: (...) dtL pavtig yevikdg, lepedg 82 kail OHVELQOTOAOG
eldikdg, €M pavtewv. Cf. also A and bT on I 62.63b: "Hpwdiavdg teheiav didwov &ig
0 &£peiopev, Iva yevikdv ein td pavtig. 6 88 Iopdpvplog teia admodExeTal, paviy AEymv
v S olovdv f| onueiov f| tepdtwv pavievopevov, iepg€a 0 TOV Sd Buoidvy,
Ovelgomohov 08 tdv dvelpokpityv.

305. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.212: 'Q¢elodvtor 62 ol &vBpwror, domep 4md
TG latowkfig, oltwg EoTiv §te kal &nd THG PavTIKRG. TAVTNG HEVTOL TO UEV TEYVIKOV
dpaow glvar ol Ztwwoi, olov lepookomiav kat olwvodg kai ™ Tept ¢iuag kat kAndovag
kol ovppoha, driep cVAAPONY Ottav kahoduev, T 08 &teyxvov kail adidaxtov, TOVTETTIY
gvorvia kol &vBouolaopovg. ovde tadta odv *Ounpog fyvomoev &AN olde pev pavtelg
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kal lepeig kal dvelgomolovg, £t 88 kal olwviotdg (...).

306. Lexicon Homericum, s.v. lepedg, 90, 9-11: &mi pev tod mpoeotdTog THig
Bepameioag thig Tod Beod, "Xpvorg lepeis”, £l 62 Tod Sid BuoidV pavtevopgvou "GN &ye
On tva pavtwy €peiopev 7 l€pera”. We notice the mistake in the quotation of the verse,
where the word "i€peia" has taken the place of the word "lepfja", as the iotacism made
it very difficult for people to distinguish €1 from 7.

307. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Iliad. 1.62-63 Schrader: &\oyov {nteiv mapd
iep€wg TGO Tepl TV pEAAOVTWV: 0V Yap O pavtelg ol iepeig, ol 68 Ovelpomolor
undevdg Oveigov viv {nroupévou magerkouat. Aetol 88 €k Thig AEEewg: TOV yap viv
Aeyopevov BOtnv "lep€a" dpaivovtar kahodvteg malal, domep kal ETtEpwbev: (...) O 68
OVeLPOTIOAOG abTOG 0P UTEp ETEpwv OVELQOULG.

‘Hpwdovog teleiav §idwotv elg tov pavt, tva § yevikov. 6 82 Ilopdvprog
Aéyer tOv OV olwvdv | onpeiov fj Tepdtwy poavievopevov, lepgéa 68 TOV Sud BuoldvY,
bverpomolov 8¢ tdOv dvelpoTtohovpevoy, Beatiiv dveipov yeyovoTo.

We can also read with interest Porphyry’s statement on the verse, op. cit., 24.221
and in Quaest. Hom. ad Odyss. 7.197 Schrader: (...) &ye 01 Twva pavtiv peiopev f] iepfja
i kol OvelpoTIOAOV. TO pev Yy yevikov, Td 8¢ eidukd.

308. Herodianus, De prosodia Iliaca 3.2, 22, 19-21: {pavtwv &peiopev fi lepfia 1
Kat dvelpoTiohov:) pEyet tod peiopev Sraotaltéoy, elta 1] lepfja i kail dvelpoToloy, tva
YEVIKOV pv f) TO pavty, €idn 68 ta Emupavopeva. obtwg ‘Hpwdiavdg.

309. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.76.31-77.6: YOt &v t® eimelv "aAN’ &ye 61 Twva
pavty gpeiopev" fiyouvv Epwtnompev ") lepfa | Ovelpomolov", GvelpoTolov ugv AEyetl
TOv el bveipoug otpepopevoy KakeiBev TO pEMNOV TPOELSOTO SLé TOD KEivELY OVEIQOUG,
lepga 88 tOV THv Butikiyv lt’ odv lepatikiy peTiovta kal SV EVIOP®WY PaVTEUOUEVOV
[fiyouv legeiwv opayeiwv], dmolov ZopokAfig tOv Telpeoiav iotopel. pavtv 88 ol pév
YEVIKOG kKol adiopiotwg elmov tdv AmAGG €idota T péMov ka® olovolv TtEdTIOV
povTikiiG, Etepot 88 kat £EoyNv pavtv Evtadba OV olwvookdTov Evonaoav.

310. For the term pavteig and their function see W.R. Halliday (1913), 54-98; for
augury, op. cit., 246-261; cf. W. Burkert (1985), 111-114. Cf. also Porphyry, Quaest. Hom.
ad Odyss. 5.334-337 Schrader: di1& onueiov yap kal oveipwv kol olwvav kal Buoidyv, olk
avdfig ¢pBEyyovtar ol Beoi.

311. Plotinus, Enn. 11.3.7, III 1.6, IV.4.39; cf. O. Kuisma (1997), 57-58.

312. Marinus, Vita Procli 757-768; cf. Hermias, In Phaedr. 71.4-7; cf. O. Kuisma
(1997), 36-37.

313. Earlier scholars (for example, Aristarchus) called the chiasmus Uotegov
TPOTEQOV  OpnEKds.

314. R. Lamberton (1986), 56-57.
315. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.27: "Idwpev xal tag Tthg ouvtabewg £kTPOMAG,

& KaAoVpeva oynuata, el kal tadta medtog “Ouneog Unédei&e. Among the phenomena
discussed below are pleonasm, hypallage, hyperbaton and many others.
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316. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.615.16-616.10: Kal obtw p&v 0 Aoyog
TEEQVEVONTOL Kol olov CUVECTRATITOL TQ CYNUOTIORG Kal CUYKEYLTOL HILNOAREVOL TOD
TIOLNTOD CLYKEYVREVOV GvBpwTiov Kai pi) Eveukatgodvta guotk() dvopdtwv taket. Tolodtov
8¢ kat &v tolg £ENG TO "olpwyn kal ebywAl dvopdv OAMIVT®Y Kol OANpEVEV". Suvatal 8
opoip M@ pi katd AéEelg povag yopyotepov, dAAG kol mhatitepov Katd AOYyoug
Towadtd TG oynuaticar: olov TAxtAAedg pgv jogtn ToAEpapyog, ol Pacilels 82 mept
OV vavotabuov Epevov, tva puf otevoywpdat todg Todag, 6 58 td nepg AMilnrat. o 62
Toroltov oyfjpa kol &ml mAsldvev ouluyidv vonudtev pebodevBnoetol Kotd thv tod
yoadovtog toxiv. Eoti 08 Tolto kail TePfAnTikdV Sid THY TAOV VONUATOV UETATTOOLY.
gyel 0€ T kal ocagnveiog To T pehaivy 000G cuvta&ar T katd ¢pvowv olkeiov, fiyouv Thv
I'flv, &g kai T ebwA{), TOuTETTL TY Kavynuatt, Todg OAAvTag, kal Toig factiedon T &v
Tooig pevev. katd puotv ugv yap &vradbo kal ebtaktov kal capeg 1| TV pEcwv Evwoig,
avaraiy 88 N tdv 8kpwv drdotaotg, g &v Totavty Kataypadf, 6 fig TO TpokEeipnevov
copnvicOnoetarl.

317. Later on in the commentary, Homer will be directly mentioned as a
theologian; but this dimension is to be discussed at the corresponding passages.

318. Plutarch, Consolatio ad Apollonium 104 d-f: tadta y&p kot &A\a towadta kai
ko Eavtdv Ekaote Aoyiocaohal dadtov, kal EANwv dkodoatl Tahal®dv kol copdv avipdv,
v TE®TOG oty O Belog “Opnpog, eindv (o 130)

o008V akdvotepov yaio TeEdel dvBpdmoro.
oV v ydp moTE Mot Kakdv neicecBor Omicow, 8¢’ dpeThv magEywat Beol kal yodvat
Odpwpy: AN Ote Oewvd Avypd Beol pdkapeg teA€ouot, kol Td ¢€peL dekaldpevog
TETANOTL Buud.

319. Hermogenes at Prog 9.17 classifies the verse in exaggerated opinions
(bmepBolikal yvipor).

320. Strom. 3.14-15.

321. Anthol. Graec. Append. 333:
"Hv moMg, fiv 0Tpatog, iv kat dumhdov &v8obev teiyog:
AN Etedv pepoTwv oLdEV AKIOVOTEQOV.

322. Olympiodorus, In Alc. 172.14-22: mpdg 6& Td devtegov paoct HTL LGAAOV TdV
dMwv {pwv Empeleiag deital 6 GvBpwmog ob povov katd to odpa (...) dAAL kol katd
OV Adyov, dudti Spyuotatal eiot al kakial tov avBpwnwy, T@v dAwv {Puv TAEov, 10T
gvlov gativ O TIohupnyavog Aoyog oldv Tig "Obuooedg EEummpetdv Tf) mbupig kol
TotkiAwv Td Tadn. 610 kal elpnrtot:

o00&v akdvoTeEOV Yaio TEEPEL AvBpWTIOLO.

323. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 4.79.20-80.2: To && gn6v yvouikdv Ui pfoMK®OG
£dpaobn. torodtov yap T einelv, ©g ovdev TV mepl yiiv {Pwv dvdpdg EMmmovdTEQOV.
el un mov AEyeL dg UTIEQ TIAV Epyuyov O &vBpwTog dtuyig VTIOTENTWKEY.

For Eustathius’ opinion that the verse is a saying (t0 yvwpikov) cf. his Comm. ad
Odyss. 2.172.10. o

As far as Eustathius’ tratment of bad luck is concerned, we are tempted to
acknowledge a Gnostic influence on it.

324. Proclus, In Remp. 133.5ff. Cf. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 44.
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325. Plato, Resp., 390 b-c.
326. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.233.3-13.

327. Eustathius, op. cit. 3.645.9-13: (...) "6te mpwTioTOV Pyécnv prhotnT, &ig
gbvilv portdvte dpiloug Afbovte tokfag". "OtL 62 1) t@v otolyeinv BEotg d€pog te Kal
0D dvetégw atBEpog Toig tolovtolg AMoyolg Epdaivetal, kal dg AeAn80Twg £& dvaldyou
TwOG yapog tjj tolavty adbtdv ovvadeig Eupavraletat, ToAayod dedniwtar.

328. Anth. Gr. 1X.381.9-12: Sooo yap vokteg Te kal iuEgor Exyeyaaat,
ToeBeEvog 1ifeog T dapiletov &AM AOLOY
gig ebviv dortdvte dpilovg AnBovte Tokfog
ol Znotov kal “ABudov Exov kai dlav "Agiopny.

329. Eustathius, Comm. ad Odyss. 2.30.30-39: *Ot £0o&kev "'Ounpe fBonotiayv
gvtadBo mhacar ti &v 6 “HMog elne moapd t@ Al pabdv dg dndrovto adtd al foeg. kal
MaAel pgv elg todto, o pokpohoyel 82, 6t unde fv eikog. kat & 82 Aahel, yYAuKEWS
MAel, GG &v ) kKatd volv yAvkiTng Tepaydyy tov dxpoathyv kal UmokAEyy Thv €€ abtod
peEpyy. dEiwaag olv v Suol otiyolg Tywwendfjvar Todg BookTovoug, ETdyel YAKEWS
Katd dpglerav, dTL Exarpov piv talg Pouaiv Ldv elg obpavdv dotepdevta, 1§ OTOT Gy’
£l yoilav 10 o0QavOBeEV TIQOTOATIOIUY.

330. Hymn. In Merc. 317: abtdp 0 TEYvYoiv TE Kol aipvAiolot Aoyolowv.

331. Hesiod, Theog 889-890:
(...) 0T Emerta 80Ap dppévag EEamatioag
alpviiolor Aoyorow £Nv £0kathETO VNOUV.

332. Theognis, Eleg 1.704 : neicag I[Tepoedpovnyv aipvriolor Adyors.

333. Apollonius Rhodius, Arg 3.1140-1142:
1 & ol komdg uyuviokeTo, TEQTETO Yo ol
Bupdg Oudg nopdf) te kal aipviiolor Aoyoloty,
el piy 4o’ Aloovidng medpvraypévog Oyé mep nida-

334. Gregory Nazianzenus, Carm. quae spect. ad alios, carm. 2 "Nicobuli filii ad
patrem"”, 1535.9-10:
Kai pobov aiypalel, mpondv 6€ te ¢@Ta tibnot,
MaABaoowv dnaloiot kail alpvhiolot Aoyorot,
Kai kpatepov mep £0vta, Tvpdg pévog ola oidnpov.
Also op. cit.,, carm. 6 "Ad Olympiadem", 1544.6-8:
Ou62 Aeovtoktovog Onpdg pevog ebvaocev Ak,
" AcBpaot Bovyah€oiat yohovpevov, dAha Sapalet
Xepol katoynywv, kol alpviiolol Aoyolot.

335. See V Scholia in Odyss. I 56.

336. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.17: IToAM) &€ &otiv abt® kal 7 tdv Embétwv
gbmopia, dmep olkeiwg kal mTpooPudg Tolg LIoKEWEVOLS TiopoopEva Suvapty Tonv Exet
TOIg Kupiolg Ovopaoty, HoTEep TV BedV £kaoty 18iav Tva Tipoonyoiav TEoatibnat, Tdv
Aia "byrPoepetnv" kail tov "Hhov " Yrepiova" kol tdv ' Amolwvo "®oifov" koldv.
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337. Codex Parisinus Graecus 1810, which is the codex optimus of our In
Phaedrum commentary, was written by G. Pachymeres in the 13th century. For more
details see L.G. Westerink’s introduction to the 1989 edition of G. Pachymeres In
Parmenidem.

338. Indeed in the Scholia vetera in Phaedr. 241d 3-5 we read:
@G ovk £oTt AEovot kal avipdotv Bpokia ToTd,
0008 Aokot te kol Gpveg dpopoova Bupdv Exovoty.
1] TeEopia ET TOV EQWTIKAG EYOVIWY.
Cf. also the bT scholia on XXII 263b: 0082 Aokot te kal &pveg < --Exovowv >:
gvtelBev 1N mapoia- "dpva dpthodor Avkot, véov @G ditAeovov Epaoctai’.
The proverbial nature of the two verses is also mentioned in N.J. Richardson’s
commentary (1993a, ad loc.).

339. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 15.4.20-21: £wg oV yap od pév elte dpavupog elte
dmwg Bovhel kaAdV Gyabd td Tig dpeTig, dAAa mEOg TV ebSapoviav wg dvaykaio
nagohapfaverg, o tkavdv Tig detTig ddarpovpevog, ITAatwv &’ €k megLovaiag Tepl Tdv
dAhwv {ntel td O Exmhewv elg ebdapoviav &’ adThg Thg Gpetig £xwy, obdEv &v vuiv
eln katd TodTto Kowov: EANwv ool Oel Aoywv, EAhwv toig ITAdTwvog

@G Y& ovk EotL Afovot kal dvopaot Hpkia ToTd

o008 Akol te kal Gpveg dpodppova Bupdv Exovay,
obtwg otk Bott IIhatwvt kol 'Apiototéhrer ¢rhia Tepl Tod kopuparotatov kal
Kuouwtdtov Thg ebdapoviag doyuatog. Stapnepss yap, el pf) kol kakd ¢ooveovawv
dAAnhoig, Ta ye umevavtio mepl v elg Todto Sradpegdviwv dpaivovtal AEYOVTEG.

340. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 4.613.12-18: Elta dewviwv glg Sa0v dmoatépyst
thg Pnbeicag ouvvlnkag, Aéyet &rep kal ag &v elmor &ykotnoog Alav twvi, Td kol eig
Tagotpiav mecovto THv £l domovoe ExOpa TBeioay, "dg 0Vk E0TL A€ovot kal avOpdaoty
dokio o T, 008 Akor te Kal Gpveg Ouddpova Bupdv Exouvoty, GANE Kakd $QOVEOUOL
Owoapmeptg GAARAoLow. g olk £0T £ud kal o ¢uAnueval, obte T védiv dpkia Eoovtal,
nptv f| £tepov necodvta alpatog doar “Agna” (...).

341. Olympiodorus, in Meteor. 21.25-27; cf. Aristotle, De Caelo 269a30 ff; David,
Prol. 28.34, 151.13-17; See also Philoponus, in Meteor. 11.20-37; in Nicom. Isag. 1.y.46-54,
1.8.4-5; cf. Syrianus ap. Simplicium in de Cael 397.29-32. For more details on the matter
see E. Tempelis (1998), 139, n. 639.

342. E. Tempelis, ibid.

343. Philoponus, in Meteor. 9.31-32, 12.24-32, 117.13-19; Aet. 486.16-23; in de An.
56.19-34, 138.30-139.5, 141.3-4, 260.14-25, 595.33-598.7; cf. Plotinus, Enn. I1.2.1; Syrianus
ap. Simplicium in de Cael 397.29-32; Simplicius, in de Cael 382.8 ff. Cf. Ph. Merlan
(1935); R.L. Cardullo (1986), 121; E. Tempelis, ibid.

344. Philoponus, in de An. 260.18-25.

345. Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 4 § 9; cf. Ammonius, Prol in Isag 10.7 ff.

346. J.F. Finamore (1985), 144-146.

347. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.105.
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348. Heraclitus, Alleg 3.1: Tig obv &t tovtolg “Oungov 4oeff) Aéyetv ToMug;
Zed k0010 TE, PEYLOTE, KEMILVEDEG, 0iBEQL vaiwy,
"HéMog &, 0g avt’ £90p@g kol Tavt’ ETOKOVEL,
kal motapoi, kol yoia, kal ol UEvepbe KapoOvTeg
&vBpwmovg tivvaBov, dotig kal Emiopkov duooo,
Vpeig paptugol E0te
g "Oungov Beocefolds mpoalpéoewg, OTL Tabeow EEaipeétolg &mav vewkopel Td
dopoviov, Emel kavtog €0t Belog.

349. Heraclitus, Alleg. 23.1-6: *Ap’ obv, &l Tig BEhoL TaANBEg £EeTalewy, obyi kal
tadta td ototyela e’ ‘Ounee dthocodeitar; kol ept pev tadv “Hpog Seoudv, &v olg
M ek GAANYOENTOL TOV TETTAEWV OTOLXEIWY, EVKaEOTEQOV adbbig &poduev: viv &
anoypdow ol katd Thv TEitv daydiav Spkot Td Aeyouevov U’ Hiudv Pefardoor

Zeb kOO0 TE, PEYLOTE, KEALVEDEG, aiBEQL vaiwy,

"HeéMog &, 0g avt’ £¢0pdg kal mavt EMaKovELs,

kol motapoi, kal yaia, kol ol UrEvepBe Kapovteg

avBpwmoug tivuabov, doTig kal Emiogkov dpoooy).
IMp&tov &mukaieitar tov dEvtatov aibEga v dvotatw tabiv eldnyxota: Tupdg yap
elhukovng ¢voLg, 4T olpat koupotaty, TOV bynhdtepov anokekAnpwtal xdpov. Ein & av
olpat todto Zedg Enwvupog, fitol td {fiv Tapeyouevog dvBpwrolg ) Tapd thv Eumugov
{eow oltwg OVOLaoUEVOG.

350. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Odyss. 12.374-75 Vd (ed. Schrader): (...) ©0 yd&p
mavto dnhot ta mAeloTa(...) TIAvTa puev yap £0opgd, ol katd Tov abtdv 88 Kalpdv mavta
¢nomtevet. According to the version of B, the remark that the Sun sees everything, but
not at the same time, belongs to Aristotle.

351. P. Courcelle (1967), 166.

352. Proclus, In Crat. 37.8.

353. Olympiodorus, In Phaed., 26.22-26.

354. See frs. 48 Rose, 903 Gigon and 24 Ross.

355. J. Gruber (1978), 385.

356. For Boethius’ intellectual and philosophical background, as well as for his
attitude towards both Christian and secular tradition, see G.J.P. O’Daly (1991), 8-14, 24-6.

357. R. Lamberton (1986, 49) argues that "the direct evidence for an allegorical
understanding of the passages cited is slight. Most of his citations of Homer are purely
rhetorical and decorative". But even in this case, Homer’s perception, limited in its
dimensions though it might be, is a fact not to be neglected.

358. R. Lamberton (1986), 45.

359. P. Courcelle (1969), 15-16, 19-26, where the corresponding bibliography.

360. For the width and the depth of Macrobius’ knowledge of Homer, see J.
Flamant (1973), 2, 232, 291-292.
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361. Anthologiae Graecae Appendix, 64.2-3.
362. Scholia in Lucianum, 20.14.5-6, 21.30.16-17.

363. Lucian, De salt. 62: (sc. f] opXTiGiq) Kivfujiaai xa ¢todfieva dei”eiv umaxvelxai,
aKk’ énsQ 80T1 & TiuOiKO¢ Ssi xév Oecdjjisvov opx icriv keei "Kip)O00" auviévai Kal
[Lf ">vaA.80vxo¢" "xoii 6gx oTO#' aKoU8iv.

364. Origen, C. Cels. 1 9: Kaxa (..) "EXXrivaq 6 Aéywv oléa - aKoiw 080O¢
v8vd[jLiaxai.

365. Eusebius, Praep. evang. V, 34,1: &Ti8l (...) oi [Jidvouc Tior|xac, flOT] Kal uUKxa¢
Kal aOLrixa¢ 6 Oauljiaaio¢ 080¢ 6ia xwv olK8io)v XQT]alj,a)v 8°808WO8V, 81KOXO)C (jioi OOKS{
Kal xaiixa aTisX,8yxsv 6 O80rA.(jO(,8vo¢ xoiixoi¢ xoi¢ ~f|[j,aaiv  8ida)c¢ i/;a|xp.ou x’ agi0[j,ov
Kal (xéxpa OaAdao~¢ Kal k0)000 *uvi8le KaYXaXéovxoc aKOUco/".

366. Fr. 48 Rose.

367. See John Philoponus, De intell. 18.26-28, 24.60-65; cf. W. Charlton (1991), p.
13 of his introduction.

368. See F. Buffiére’s comment ad loc.
369. Cf. O. Kuisma (1997), 85, 92.

370. Here I include two passages from Syrianus’ exegesis, as they both refer to the
myth of Helen.

371. In Phaedr. 75.1-26.

372. Op. cit. 76.24-27: Auvaxdv 6& éxépciic xf)v avaTexu’iv Tioiriadpevov negl xf|C
xu”rXox~Axo¢ avaTcaLiv xf)v xd*iv xov avopov O8irai, drcépxepov pév TXOVXCOV XOV "Opripov
008ipévov 8¢ xdv ZxT|oixopov, Kaxa0880x8pov 8¢ navxwy xév ScoKgaxrjv.

373. For Syrianus’ treatment of the Palinodia, see also H. Bernard (1997), 45-50;
nevertheless, H. Bernard regards the treatment, as well as the whole of the commentary,
Hermias’ contribution to the history of ideas. I have discussed my objections to the theory
in 11 of my thesis; as far as the treatment of the Palinode is concerned, H. Bernard is
doing no more that analysing the text.

374. Agam. 686-90: xav dogiyapPpov ap(j)iv8i-
K8i O’ EASVT]V; 8TI8I Ttp8T6vXCGiiC
¢Xévac éXavopog elé-
TXDMC éKX8O)V appoxipcov
TipOKaX.UppéXii)V ¢TTASUOSV.

For the misery Helen brought, cf. also 403-408, 737-750.

375. For the chronology of both the Electra and the Helena, see M.J. Cropp
(1988), pp. 1-i of the introduction.

376. G. Zuntz (1955), 65.
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377. For Herodotus’ version of Helen’s trip to Egypt, see N. Austin (1994), 118-
136.

378. M.J. Cropp (1988), 187.

379. fr. 1082: Zedg yap xaxdv pev Towal, mtijua & 'EANadL
Behwv yeveaBor tadt’ Efovhevoev TaTNO

380. Or. 1639-42: £nel Beol t@ TiHode KaAMOTEDUATL
*EMnvag eig &v kal $pvyag ouvnyayov
Bavatoug T Efnrav @g dravtAoiev xBovog
UBotopa Bvntdv d$pBovou mMAnpwuaTog.

381. F. Jouan (1966), 52.

382. According to LSJ, the word eidwhov has the meaning "phantom", which
Homer probably meant, but without giving it the interpretation which Syrianus did. In all
probability, Syrianus considered the word’s meaning to be "image in the mind, phantom
of the mind, fancy", like Xenophon in his Symposium, 4.21.

383. P. Oxy. 2506, fr. 26, col. i = Stesichorus, fr. 193 PMG.
384. D.L. Page (1963), ad Ioc.

385. It is not very probable that Syrianus was familiar with the text of Herodotus
as a whole; C. Ehrhardt (1988), cols. 854-856 has shown that even writers earlier than
Syrianus, such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and the writer of the De sublimitate knew
Herodotus only grosso modo. Lucian’s quotations are likely to have derived from
Anthologies, while Hermogenes himself seemed to know Herodotus in rough lines. In
Greek philosophical tradition Herodotus’ work was used as material for philosophical
debates, like those about the truth of oracles, dreams etc. Chrysippus, as we learn from
Cicero (Tusc. 1, 45.108), had collected some patterns frequently used by their antecedents.
Consequently, Syrianus is more likely to have known only the most famous parts of the
Herodotean work, through indirect transmission.

386. Herodotus is mentioned in the In Phaedrum twice (28.19, 96.27), and only
once in the In Hermogenem (In de Ideis 76.21).

387. Schol. in Ael. Aristid. 3.150; cf. N. Austin (1994), 98.

388. For Helen’s divinisation see Theocritus, Id. XVIII 43-48, Plutarch, De Herod.
malign. 857b. A.S.F. Gow (1950), 358, points out that the afore-mentioned lines from
Theocritus plainly relate to a cult of Helen in Sparta.

389. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 47-48.

390. The recent evidence concerning Zeus’ allegorical identification with Air and
Nous, which comes from the Derveni papyrus (col. 7 Laks and Most = col. II ZPE) does
not eliminate the validity of this remark for many reasons: first, the Derveni papyrus is
a problematic text in itself and there are many things to be clarified as to its authorship
and its content. Secondly, even if we accept that the Derveni papyrus evidence speaks of
an allegorisation that goes as early as 420 B.C,, this is not sufficient evidence for a
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systematic application of the Homeric myths to the sphere of transcendent metaphysics.
For a new translation of the fragment in question and of its attempt at allegory, see R.
Janko (2001), 21 and 26.

391. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 66-67.
392. Cf. op. cit., 92-95.

393. Cf. F. Buffiére (1956), 410-413; P. Bielmeier (1930), 84; A.D.R. Sheppard,
(1980a), 66-67.

394. For a brief yet comprehensive description of the meaning of the term
davtaoia in Greek philosophy, see A.D.R. Sheppard (1994), 15-18.

395. See above, Chapter 2, passage 3.

396. C.O. Brink (1985), 365-66, where the ancient sources and the corresponding
modern bibliography.

397. See O. Crusius (1889).
398. Porphyrio, In de arte poetica 357.
399. C.O. Brink, op. cit., 366.

400. Cf. frs. 7-8 Nardelli, which describe Homer and Archilochus as "good poets",
by contrast to the "bad poets". As M.L. Nardelli says in her comment ad loc., Choerilus
is the most probable "suspect" to bear the characterisation of the bad poet. For
Anaximenes’ and Choerilus’ fame as bad poets, see also pp. 232-233 of R. Janko’s 2000
edition of the De poematis Book 1.

401. R. Janko, op. cit., 366.

402. See A. Lesky (1963), 278. W. Richter (1960), 41, n. 3 calls Choerilus "den
hofischen Schmeichler Alexanders, das notorische Spottbild eines Pseudodichters'".

403. "Longinus", De subl. 33.5.

404. W.R. Roberts (1907), 241, remarks that the eulogistic half of Longinus’
sentence seems perhaps more obviously true of Pindar than of Sophocles.

405. For the dating of "Longinus™ work, see D.A. Russell’s edition (1964), p. xxix
of the introduction.

406. Cf. Aristotle, De arte poetica, passim.

407. Cf. Hesiod, Op. 1-2:
Moboar ITigpinbev dowdfjor kAsiovoo
O0glte, Ai’ EvwETETE, 0OETEQOV TIATEQ’ VUVEOUOAL
The poet’s close relation to the Muses can be found in epic and lyric poetry. For
example, in the Theog 1-4 we read:
Movoawv 'EMkoviadwv éoxoped asidey,
al 8 "EAlk@vog Exovotv 8pog péya te {aBeov te
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kal te mepl kpnvnv loedea oo’ anaroiow
o6pyedvtar kol Bwpdv Eprobeveog Kpoviwvog
Archilochus in fr. 1W says:
elpl & &yd Bepanwv piv "Evuaiioto dvoktog
kal Movogwv £patdv d@Eov ETOTAUEVOG
For this motif cf. also R. Lamberton (1986), 4.

408. Heraclitus, Alleg. 77.1-11: Zvveydg obv kabaneg glg ydoov avtd ouvibn tov

‘ENkaviov épioTotal AEywv:

"Eomete viv pot Moboar *OAbpmo dopat’ £xovoat,

oltwveg fyepoveg Aavadv kail koigavot fioav.
"H mahwv fivika thg "Ayapgpvovog avipayabiag &vapyetor tov tolol Beoig fjpwa
oUPPoEOOV LUVOV*

"Eomete viv por Moboar *OMpmia dopat’ Exovoat,

dotig 87 mpdTtog *Ayaugpvovog avtiog HABev.
"ANN 6 ye Bavpaotdg [TAatwv &v @ mepikalel Paidpp Tiig cwdpovog Inep Epwtmv
Olaxkpioewg dpyxopevog Etolunoey, ®g 6 Aokpdg Alag &v T@ mapbevave THg GylwTaTng
Bedg, &yog TL Movodv kataoTeioag, Tag cwpoovag Epywv doehydv kaAEagar fonbovg:

*Ayete &1, Modoar, elte Ov @Ofig €lfog Myeiar gite Sl y€vog TL pHovoikdvV
TavTny Eoyxete THY £nMwvupioy, ocoppotl Aafeade tod pvbou.

ITept tivog, elmoy’ v, & Bavpoaciwtate ITAGTwy; UEp ovEavoD kol THG TV HAWV PUoEWG
| mepl yfig kai Baiattng; GAN oude mepl Hiiov kal geAnvng obd’ Unep dmhavdv te kal
AV TOV KIVOE®G. "AANNG Ti TG eb)TiS tEQag £0Tiv, aloyvvopal kal AEyewv:

"Hv 8¢ 1tailg obtw kahdg, pahhov 8¢ pelpakiokog, ob oAhot pév filoav épaotai,
elg 8¢ g aiplog. 8¢ Ememeikel avutdv Epdv dTL obk £pdn Kai mote abTtOvV aitdv
ENEYEV...

'Q8e yovpvoig tolg dppact v doghysiav og &mi téyoug GvEpLev, ovd’ elmpemel
oxnuatt T tod mEaypatog aloyedv LTTOKAEYaG.

409. Heraclitus, Alleg 78.1: Totyapoiv eikdtwg 6 ugv *Ounpov Aoyog fipwwy Eotl
Biog, ol 6& IThatwvog S1ahoyoL pelpakiowv EQWTEG.

410. The problem of why Parmenides wrote in verse was dealt with by E.D. Floyd
(1992), 251-265. In this article Floyd tries to prove that only verse was suitable for the
right expression of Parmenides’ ideas.

411. Here I include two passages from Syrianus’ exegesis, as they both refer to
Zeus’ properties.

412. H.-D. Saffrey (1992), 43.

413. O. Tsagarakis (1977), 1-33. For Zeus’ superiority, see especially pp. 1-8, and
for his relation to the other gods, see pp. 27-33.

414. Plato, Symp. 180d 3-10: mavteg ydp lopev 8t ovk £otv dvev "Epwtog
"Adpoditn. wag pev obong elg &v v "Epwg' &met 82 87 Svo &otdv, Yo avaykn kal
"Epwte glval. mdg & ov 8vo t OBed; f| pev y€ mou TpecPutépa kal duntwe ovpavod
Buyatnp, fiv 0N kai Ovpaviav &movopdalopev: 1 08 vewtépa ALdg kol Awdmvng, fiv 61
ITavonuov kaAoOpev.

415. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 71.
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416. Plotinus, Enn. III 5.2.14ff.

417. Proclus, Hymn II 11.4-6; cf. AD.R. Sheppard (1980a), 71.

418. Proclus, In Remp. 147.6-148.13; cf. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 83.
419. See PT, vol. 1, pp. Ixv-Ixvii of the introduction.

420. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 65.

421. See J.M. Dillon’s 1973 edition of the fragments of Iamblichus’ commentaries
on Plato, pp. 48-49 of his introduction; see also p. 251 (referring to fr. 3 of Iamblichus’
In Phaedrum) as well. Cf. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 65, n. 67; also 87, 92-95.

422. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.97.

423. Heraclitus, Alleg. 41.3-5: Atevniop®dv y€ tot kal €nt koholg GAANyoQIKdG
TaELoTavol Bouhopevog tavti téd ototyeia, kal et OAiyov &v toig I[Tooeiddvog mpdg
"Tow Aoyoig adtd tadd vpioTatar AEywv-

"H ol £ydv Ehayov molly dha vaigpey alel

maA\opévav, "Aidng & Elaxe {odov igpoEvTa,

Zgdg &’ Ehay’ obpavov gvpdv &v alBepl kal vepEyoLv:

yaia 8 &t Luvi) avtov kal pakpdg " OAvpTog,
OU pa A’ ol xAfjpog 6 puBevopevog &v Zikudvi tadto kol Slaigeotg adeApdv obtwg
avoparog, dg obpavov dvtiBeivar Baiatty kol Taptape. ITag yap 6 wdbog NAAYyoENTOL
TiEPL TOV ETT AQYOIG TETTAQWY TTOLXEIWV.

424. For Stoic terminology, see D. Tsekourakis (1974).

425. Cf. AD.R. Sheppard (1980a), 87.

426. ibid.

427. Macrobius, Sat. 1.23.

428. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.197.1-15.

429. Plutarch, Quomodo adulescens poetas audire debeat 35{-36a.
430. Lucian, De astrol. 22.7-16.

431. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, De Demosthenis dictione 178.21 - 179.12: &y®

Ty ugv év tolg SreAdyolg Sewvotnta tod avdpdg kai paliota &v olg &v puhdtry TV
ZwkpaTikdv yopaktipo, domep &v PAPe, mavw Gyapai te kal tebadpaka, ThHg &
anelpokaiiag avtdv obdenanot E{nAwoa tig &v talg ETBETOG kaTaokevalg, HOTEQ
Epnv kal mpoteEoy, kal mavtwv fikiota &v olg v elg moMTKdG UTIOBECELS ouykaBeig
gykopo kol yoyoug kotnyopiag te kol drohoyiog Emyelpl) yoddewv. £tepog yap TG
avtod yivetol toTe Kal kataloyivel Ty pthocodov aLiwotv. kdpoi ye TToOMNaKLG ETTHAGEY
einelv &1 T@V TolovTwY abtod Aoywv, & Tenointal tag’ ‘Ounee mEdg thv "Adpoditnv
0 Zgdg Aeywv:

ol tot T€kvov &udv d€dotar tolepnia £pya

@AAL OV ¥’ ipepoevTo pETEQYED EQYO YOUOLO
ZokpoTk®v Stardywy, Tadta 68 moAitikolg kal dritopoy &vopaot peAnost.
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432. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 2.82.4-5.
433. Op. cit., 2.117.17-19.
434. See A.S.J. Madigan (1986), 149-171.

435. See, for example, Strabo, Geogr. 1.2.20 and 7.3.2; also Eustathius, Comm. ad
Iliad. 3.425.18-23.

436. Lucianus, Icaromen. 11.17-23.
437. Lucianus, Hist. conscr. 49.1-6.

438. For Plato’s reservations concerning poetry, especially as expressed in Book
X of the Respublica, and for his ideas on inspiration see my discussion in chapter 1.1.

439. See above, passage 31.

440. For example, Diodorus of Sicily (Bibl hist. 4.25.1.8-9) says that Orpheus is
Musaeus’ son; also Claudius Aelianus, Var. hist. 14.21.1-3 and Flavius Philostratus, Her.
693.3-4. For a brief, yet illuminating discussion on Musaeus, see M.L. West (1983), 39-44.

441. For instance, Plato in the Ion 536b refers to poetic madness sent by Orpheus,
Musaeus and Homer. Aristophanes (Ranae 1030-1037) has the first literary evidence for
Orpheus, Musaeus, Hesiod and Homer together as men who performed great services to
mankind. Moreover, Diodorus of Sicily in his talk of Greek sages who are linked with
Egypt (Bibl. Hist. 1.96.1-6) mentions Orpheus, Musaeus and Homer as a part of a list of
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and, of course, offered much to civilisation. Even the Christian Clement of Alexandria
(Strom. 5.4.24.1-2) accepts that some pagan figures spoke adequately of the divine and
includes among them Orpheus, Musaeus, Hesiod and Homer.

442. On the importance of the monad and the dyad in Syrianus’ philosophical
system, see A.D.R. Sheppard (1982a). On the function and the importance of numbers
one, two, three and four in the Pythagoreans and on Pythagorean number theory, see J.A.
Philip (1966), 76-109, esp. 79. '

443. In Remp. 2.312.17-19.
444. In Cael. 7.560.20-21: tov 88 GMwv mpwTtoug Puooroyiioar "Opdéa kai
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S wobwv odtor Beoroyodvteg yéveow Ekdhouv (...)

445. See L. Brisson (1987), 43-103; cf. C. Faraggiana di Sarzana (1987) and O.
Kuisma (1997), 56-57.

446. For Night in the Derveni papyrus, see col. XIV (Laks and Most 1998) = col.
X (ZPE 1982). For the role of Night in Orphism, see M.L. West (1983), 70-73, 85-88, 98-
101, 116-121.

447. R. Janko (1992b), commenting on XIV 200-207

448. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Iliad. 8.1 Schrader.
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449. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 95-103, 171-182.
450. R.D. Lamberton (1986), 4.

451. For theurgy and divination see H.-D. Saffrey (1981, 153-169 = 1990, 33-49)
and (1984a, 61-171 = 1990, 51-61). For prophetic dreams see also E. Tempelis (1998), 150,
n. 695.

452. In Phaedr. 70.10-13.

453. Plato, Phaedr. 242c-d.

454. Op. cit., 265 b-c.

455. For God’s knowledge in time see, E. Tempelis (1998), 124-133.

456. First of all, we find it in Hesiod’s Theog 31 and 38 and also in the Certamen
Homeri et Hesiodi 38-39 and 94-97; in those cases the reference is not to Kalchas, but
to the Muses’ knowledge of the past, present and future. This quality, indicated by the
same verse, is also attributed to the Muses by Aelius Aristides (ITepi ToU
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the present, as Diodorus of Sicily and Diogenes Laertius inform us (Bibl. Hist. 9.3 and
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457. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Iliad. 19.79.40-41.
458. John Philoponus, De opif. mundi 187.10-13.
459. Olympiodorus, In Meteora 1.7.

460. Elias, Prol. philos. 10.24.

461. See R.T. Wallis (1972), 130; cf. M. Mignucci (1985), 225 and E. Tempelis
(1998), 148-151.

462. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.115: THg 8¢ tod Beod Swavoiag Exetor kal 1
TovoLa kai 1) elpapuévn, ept Gv elpnvtar Adyot toAot Ttapd toig PLA0COPOLS. TOUTWY
62 navtwv Tag ddopuds “Ounpog TopEoyEe. Td utv yap Thg Teovoiag Tdv Bedv Ti &v Kal
AEyor Tig, §Tov 1 Taong TG ToMoEWS 0 povov TEdg dAARAoUg UTtEp TV AvBpd TV
SraA€yovtat, AN kal katafdavteg Eni Ty yiv Tolg dvBpadmolg dpthodouy;

463. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 49-58.

464. Op. cit., 58-62.

465. For this particular connection see A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 70. For the
Monad, which, according to Syrianus, stands for procession, and the Dyad, which stands
for reversion, as well as for Proclus’ relevant doctrines of népag and amneipia, see A.D.R.

Sheppard (1982a), 1-17.

466. J. B. Hainsworth (1993), commenting ad Joc.
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467. For details of the Meleager story as presented in Homer, see J.B. Hainsworth
(1993), commenting on IX 524-605 (pp. 130-132).

468. See passage 11.

469. Plutarch, De Alexandri magni fortuna aut virtute 331d.
470. Athenaeus, Deipn. 14.33.30-32.

471. Aelius Aristides, ITodg ITAdtwva mepl gnropikijs 22.31-32.
472. Dio Chrysostomus, Orat. 2.31.1.
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dAnAovg ExpdvTo, TG dkpotdtng hEiwtor o’ ‘Ounee Lunoews. toig 68 map’ Huiv
ToEPOUEVOLG VEOLG TOAROD Sl td Towadta TEOOTMKEW, olg o0d&v &pyov UTd Tod
vopofgtov mpootETaktal AN Tig Tadeiog kal tig elg dpeTiv dywyfig: xonuatwy 62
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477. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.211.23-26.
478. Op. cit., 1.601.19-21.
479. Op. cit., 2.694.12-14.
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481. For the context of this use see T.S. Baxter (1992), 48-51. See also D. Sedley
(1998).

482. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 91.
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Bolapewg: anpemneig & al totadtol EATdeg, g ToloLTWV OENBTVOL CUUPAY®Y.

Tavtng Ttoivuv Tig GoePeioag &v Eomwv avuipdguakov, &dv Emdeifouev
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485. Elias, Prol. 23.31 - 24.5.

486. G.S. Kirk (1985), commenting ad loc.

487. Resp. 389a: Obte Gpa avBpwtovg G£ioug AOYOu KQATOUREVOUG LTI YEAWTOG
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490. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 81-82.

491. Proclus, In Remp. 126.5-128.23.
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providence, see A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a) and O. Kuisma (1997), 97-98.

493. Olympiodorus, In Alc. 176.4-5.
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Madigan (1986).

495. See In Phaedr. 48.13-49.2,76.28-31, 88.17-19, 90.16-27, 99.25-28, 147.6,173.9-11,
213.8-9, 215.9-11, 258.1-3; cf. my passage 27.
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Movcawv <0 >, al &ewdov dpefopevar O KoAf.

497. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.248.18-21: €l 62& kai povoiki) xaoig Emavoel td
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499. Homer, Od. X 374: AN fjunv dAAodpoveéwy, kakd & 8ooeTo Bupog.

500. R. Janko (1992b), commenting on XV 244-6.

501. M. van der Valk (1964), 339.

502. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Met. 307.3-14.

503. Asclepius, In Met. 277.27-278.6.

504. Themistius, In de an. 9.35-10.4.

505. Simplicius, In de an. 12, 26.34-27.12.

506. John Philoponus, In de an. 72.1-7.

198



507. Sophonias (In de an. 11.29-12.1) might have followed Themistius’ paraphrase,
as verbal similarities (in the commentary as a whole and at that particular point) show.

508. Theocritus, Id. XII 127-130:
aiet & 0Lvtépe TLTUAR SnAeito TEOCWTOV,
péxot ouvnhoinoe mopmia. nag & €l yoiy
KelT dMNoppovEwy Kal dvvéoyebe velkog amavddv
aupotegoug duo yeipag, Enet Bavatou oxeddv fHev.

509. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 68.
510. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 4.201.19-203.15.

511. In Eustathius’ own words in Comm. ad Iliad. 4.202.6-13: o0 mpociotatal 88
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"Hoaiwotov dAAyopwdg, obtw mepro@lovotv avtdv kol avtai. ai y&p, g £pp€bn,
avabBupidaoetg, 6V @v T vEédn yivovtal, BAN kepavvolg kal toig Totovtolg yivetal, SU Gv
dvwlev “HpoloTtog KATAOKNTTTEL.

512. See A.O. Lovejoy (1948), 3-66 and P. Léveéque (1959).

513. For example, see more details of their placement and their role in Asclepius,
In Met. 72.9-13, 73.6-14 and 92.29-39; cf. E. Tempelis (1998), 82-83.

514. See L.SJ. s.v. dpapiokw.
515. See my passage 17.

516. Herodianus, De prosodia catholica 3.1. 538.7-8 and De prosodia Odysseaca
3.2. 163.25-26.

517. 1t is found eleven times in the Ilias and no less than twenty times in the
Odyssea; cf. G.S. Kirk (1990), commenting on V 5-6. I agree with Kirk that G.P. Shipp’s
view (1972, 262) that they are not traditional is rather perverse.

518. Cf. the use of the verse as a whole in the Hymni Homerici, and more
specifically at In Apol. 311. See also the use of the verse in a rather parodical way in
Lucianus’ Zeus Tragicus 25. The pattern k€kAvt€ pev alone is also used in the
Argonautica 281 and by Quintus Smyrnaeus in the Posthomerica, 6.59 and 8.15.

519. This distinction is reminiscent of the Pythagorean lists of opposites in which
male and female are included; see fr. BS D.-K.

520. In fact, the motif in itself is as old as Homer, but was developed by rhetoric;
it was very common in the great orators, such as Demosthenes, and drew the attention of
rhetorical theorists such as Hermogenes.

521. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Iliad. 8.5.1-2: &év T} Awg Snunyopig obtwg
£X0VoY)* KEKATE pEv, TIavTeg Te Beol maoai te BEawvar (...)

522. In Tim. 316.12-13: (...) ovpnacav thv ‘EAXAnvucv Ogoloyiav dredrivapey w@
Al v OAnv dnuovpyiav drovépovoav (...).
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523. As G.S. Kirk (1985) remarks in his commentary ad loc.: "There were
presumably two variant and in fact contradictory stories to account for his (i.e.
Hephaestus) lameness; the monumental composer uses both of them, at a Iong interval
in the poem, to motivate first Hephaistos’ role as mediator between Hera and Zeus,
and then his special gratitude to Thetis".

524. Crates, fr. 12 Diehl: £\ke 080G TeTaydv Sid fmAod Beomeaioro.

525. Diog. Laert., Vitae philos. 6.90.11: &ixe m080g teTaydv Oud PrAod
Beomeaioro.

526. F. Buffiére (1956), 134 ff; cf. also his comment on Heraclitus’ Alleg. 27.
527. For Crates and Stesimbrotus as allegorists, see R. Janko (1997) and (2001).

528. Heraclitus, Alleg. 27: Kot tadta pev nepl 'Hooiotov prhocopnteov. "Ed
yoo &€mi tod mopovtog &g tepateiov Twvd THv Kedtntog ¢rhocodiav, T Zedg
avapgtonowv tod mavtdg Eomovdakdg yeveoBar dvo Tvpooig ioodpopodowy, ‘Heaiote
te kal "HAip, dietexunoato tod koopov td Staatnuata, TOv ugv &vwbev amd tod fnrod
KaAOUVPEVOL diyag, TOv &’ a1’ dvatoAflg elg dvowv ddelg pEpeoBar: Gl Todt’ dupotegor
kal ovveypovioay, "Gua yao NeMe katadvvt kanneoev “Hoaiwotog &v Afquve". Todto
toivuv glte Koowkn Tig dvapetonotg, i, & paAhov dAndeg Eatiy, dAANyopiky tod Ko b’
Nuag TEdg avBpamolg mapdadoolg, obdev doePég vmEp 'Hoaiotov map’ "Ounee
AEAekTal.

529. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 1.231.17-233.37.

530. Op. cit.,, 1.240.21-26: *Ot1 t0 moddg dupiivar tdv "Hoarwotov &nd Pnrod
Beomeoiolo UTIO Tod Adg 006&V Ao dnhotl, kabd kal tposipnTal, 1 Ot ToANGKLG al Gvw
gkTupwBeioar dvabuuidoeig v Toig HETE®PEOLG KATw Pirttolvtal, domep ol kepavvol kol
el T &\\o Towodtov, kol obk £otiv &l TOAD Tapapeivor Tolg Gvw TOTOLG TOolodTOV
"Hoowotov, &AL 1] EMwg dpavilopevog hoetal kal okedaletar 1 kdtw BarheTor.

531. Fr. 79 Rose.
532. G.S. Kirk (1990), commenting ad loc.

533. Eustathius, Comm. ad II. 2.475.4-6: 'AMéEavdpog 8¢ - PBapd yap Tolg
adicodow O Eleyyog - oltwg &dikog daivetar, dote kol tOV “Avtnivopo, €l Tadta
omovdalwv AEyel, Ekmiedelv ¢nOL TOV POEVAV.

534. Op. cit. 3.381.24-31: *Ot1 obtw Bpacdg 6 “Extwp, kg kal umodpa ideiv tov
copov ITohvdapovta xal avtd Ekeiva eimelv dg €k Odaokdiov mpdg pabnow
anoypayauevoy, boa kal dppwv " AAEEavipog pBacag Edpn @ elg dyaBdv cupfovievovT,
"TIoAvdapa, od pev obkeT £pol ¢ila Tadt dyopevelg". kal obk Ematvel [0V’ abtdg] TdvV
IToAvdapavta @g g0 eindvta, yéyel 68 dG uh dila adt® dyopevovta. Elta kal vopicag
lowg 4AnBdg évdordoar tdv IToAvdapavtd ¢nowv "oloba kat &Ahov pdbov dueivove todde
vofjoat (...)."

535. Op. cit. 4.33.21-25: dnoi ydp "Thadke, tin 88 ob tolog £dv UTEQOTAOVY

geuneg; ® momoi, N U £pauny o TeEl ¢pEvag Eppevar GAhwv, OV doooL Aukiny
godAaka vareTaovol: viv 8€ osv Gvooauny Ty ¢pévag, olov Eeuneg". Kai bpo
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536. D.J. O’ Meara (1989), 9-29.

537. See W. Burkert (1972), passim and R. Lamberton (1986), 31-43, 73-76, 108-
133.

538. Plutarch, Vita Antonii 81.5.

539. Aelius Aristides, E/c 'Eteswvéa émkndeiog 76.29-77.1: vopicag &b Exew
0 "Opnpkdv o "Ovk dyabdv mohvkotpavin', kol todg didaockaiovg Todg moAhodg elg
auabiav paAiov dgpev (...)

540. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ars Rhet. 9.8.

541. Dio Chrysostom, De Regno 3.46.

542. Philo, De confusione linguarum 170; Legatio ad Gaium 149.

543. John Lydus, De magistr. pop. Rom. 1.36; IL7. In the first case the Homeric
verse takes the form of a proverb or at least of a common saying.

544. Zacharias, Amm. vv. 320-321. See E. Peterson (1935), 119, n. 63.

545. Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 2.515.20-21: 'Qg y&p &v toig kdtw ovk &yabov
TioAvkolpavir, obtw kol &v Toig &ivw, kai TOAMG uahiota EKel.

546. Ps.-Plutarch, De Homero 2.145.

547. Alexander, In Top. 225.22-23.

548. Ammonius, In de Int. 96.63.

549. Asclepius, In Met. 17-8; 151.21; 244.3.

550. Simplicius, In Phys. 250.26, 256.21, 1254.14.

551. John Philoponus, Aet. 88.20, 179.21.

552. Olympiodorus, in Gorg 202.33, 218.2-4, 221.7-21.

553. Elias, in Cat. 119.30-33, 138.2-3.

554. AD.R. Sheppard (1980a), 40.

555. H.-D. Saffrey (1987a), 205-214 and D.J. O’ Meara (1989), 121-123.

556. Cf. R.E. Sinkewicz (1981), 181.

557. Syrianus, In Met. 80.4-7: Olk eip TdV drhamexBnuovwy, ob pfv ovdE Tov &v
OAMyoig 1) toig tuyodot TOV "AplotoTtéA S19GoKaAOV ETILYQAPOUEVAV, GAAL TRV TAG TE

Aoyikdg avtod peBddovg ag £mi mav teBavpaxotwv kal Tdv Tag MOk te Kal puotkdg
TEAYHATELAS VTIEQPUDG ATIOOEYOUEVWV.
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558. In Met. 81.9-11 and 25-31; cf. D.J. O’ Meara (1989, 122), who rightly stresses
Syrianus’ opinion that Aristotle introduced disharmony into Pythagorean philosophy.

559. A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 43-44, 75.

560. For Proclus’ treatment of Agamemnon’s dream and of his debt to Syrianus
on the matter, see A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 58-62. For the same issues concerning the
rites in honour of Patroclus, see op. cit., 74-78.

561. Op. cit., 62-74.

562. Op. cit., 46.

563. Op. cit., 47-48.

564. O. Kuisma (1997), 92.

565. Proclus, In Remp. 1 71.12-17; cf. O. Kuisma (1997), 51.

566. See A.D.R. Sheppard (1980a), 41.

567. Op. cit., 78.

568. See M.J.B. Allen (1980); A.D.R. Sheppard (1980b); M.J.B. Allen and R.A.
White (1981).
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